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Abstract

The 6" Street Viaduct was constructed in 1932 using then state-of-the-art concrete technology
and an onsite mixing plant. Over the last 75 years, concrete elements of the viaduct have cracked
and deteriorated as a result of an internal chemical reaction called Alkali Silica Reaction (ASR).
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The results of seismic vulnerability studies, completed in 2004, concluded that the viaduct, in its
current state of material deterioration and lack of structural strength, has a high vulnerability to
failure as a result of a major earthquake. In addition to its vulnerability to collapse under
predictable seismic forces, the 6" Street Viaduct also has geometric design and safety
deficiencies.

The proposed project would either retrofit the existing structure or replace it with a new structure
to reduce the vulnerability of the 6 Street Viaduct in major earthquake events, to resolve design
deficiencies in the viaduct, and to preserve 6™ Street as a viable east-west link between Boyle
Heights and Downtown Los Angeles. This joint Environmental Impact Report
(EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) documents potential environmental impacts
associated with proposed seismic improvement alternatives. Two build alternatives and a No
Action Alternative are analyzed in this draft EIR/EIS. Notable impacts that have been identified
consist of:

e Use of an historic site protected under Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of
Transportation Act of 1966 and an adverse effect under Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act of 1966

e Displacement and relocation of active industrial and commercial activities

e Conversion of industrial/commercial land use to public and transportation use

e Air pollutant emissions during the construction period

e Traffic disruption during the construction period

e Emergency response delay during the construction period
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Summary

Proposed Action

The City of Los Angeles (City) and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
propose to undertake the seismic improvement of the 6™ Street Viaduct over the Los Angeles
River (Bridge No. 53C-1880) and the 6™ Street Overcrossing, which spans the US 101
Hollywood Freeway (Bridge No. 53-0595). These two bridges comprise a single structure — the
6™ Street Viaduct. The proposed project would correct seismic deficiencies of this critical Los
Angeles River crossing by either retrofitting the existing structure or replacing the 6™ Street
Viaduct entirely. Under the replacement alternative, the proposed project would also correct
geometric design and structural detailing deficiencies of the existing viaduct by constructing the
replacement to current standards set forth by American Association of State Highway and
Transportation officials (AASHTO) and the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation
(LADOT).

The proposed project is subject to federal, as well as City and state environmental review
requirements because the City proposes the use of federal funds managed by the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA). Therefore, the project requires an FHWA approval action.
Environmental documentation has been prepared in compliance with both the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
FHWA'’s responsibility for environmental review, consultation, and any other action required in
accordance with NEPA and other applicable federal laws for this project is being carried out by
Caltrans under its assumption of responsibility pursuant to Section 6005 of the Safe,
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU)
codified at 23 United States Code (U.S.C.) 327(a)(2)(A).

Alternatives Considered
Three alternatives are being analyzed in this Environmental Impact Report/Environmental
Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) as follows:

Alternative 1 — No Action

This alternative provides neither retrofit nor replacement of the seismically and functionally
deficient 6" Street Viaduct. The Alkali Silica Reaction (ASR) deterioration of the structure
would continue, and the seismic vulnerabilities would worsen as the concrete strength continues
to degrade. The City would continue to provide ongoing inspection and maintenance on the
viaduct to keep it open to traffic as long as possible, given the ongoing ASR deterioration and
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seismic vulnerabilities. Furthermore, the 6™ Street Viaduct would remain at its existing roadway
width of 46 feet (ft), which accommodates 2 travel lanes in each direction with no outside
shoulders or safety median. The substandard shoulder and sidewalk widths and unsafe railings
would also not be corrected under this alternative.

Alternative 2 — Viaduct Retrofit

This alternative would seismically retrofit the viaduct’s columns by encasing them with heavy
steel, and infill walls would be constructed between selected columns. In addition, new
foundations, grade beams, retrofitting of bent caps, and closure of some expansion joints in the
superstructure would be constructed in combination with the column retrofits. The structure
would be retrofitted to the minimal standard of “no collapse” for the design seismic event. Based
on the cost estimates of $226 million, Alternative 2 is a fully funded alternative’.

Alternative 3 — Viaduct Replacement

This alternative is comprised of two elements: bridge type, designated by numeric labels; and
alignment, designated by alpha labels. The replacement alternative would construct a new
viaduct along one of three alignments under consideration. The main-span bridge type would be
selected from one of five type alternatives under study, including (1) Replication; (2) Cast-in-
Place (CIP) Box Girder with Steel Tied Arch Pedestrian Ways; (3) Steel Half-Through Arch with
CIP Box Girder Approaches; (4) Extradosed (cable-supported) Concrete Box Girder with Dual
Pylons; and (5) Extradosed Concrete Box Girder with Single Pylon. The new structure would
have a cross section that meets secondary highway standards as required by LADOT. The new
70-ft-wide (curb-to-curb) roadway would consist of two 11-ft-wide lanes with an 8-ft-wide
shoulder in each direction, and a 10-ft-wide median. The proposed cross section also allows for
10-ft-wide sidewalks. Based on the cost estimates from a low of $304 million to a high of
$402 million, Alternative 3 variations are not fully funded®. Sources or mechanisms of additional
funds are being identified. Potential funding sources include Highway Bridge Program (HBP)
funds, Proposition 1B Local Bridge Seismic Retrofit Account (LBSRA), and City Matching
Funds.

Environmental Impacts
Environmental impacts associated with the two Build Alternatives and the No Action Alternative
were fully analyzed, and the results are summarized in Table ES-1.

! The 6" Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project is included in the 2008 Regional Transportation Improvement
Program (RTIP), which is programmed for $245 million over a 6-year period (Fiscal Years 2008/9 to 2013/14).

2 |bid.
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Table ES-1

Summary of Potential Impacts from Alternatives

Alternative 3

Alternative 3

Alternative 3

Area of Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Impact No Action Retrofit Replacement Re;placement Re_:placement
Alignment 3A Alignment 3B Alignment 3C
Land Use and None o City of Los Angeles Several industrial buildings e Would have greater ROW e Would have less ROW
Planning Maintenance Facility and one in the designated “industrial impacts compared to impacts compared to
privately owned business preservation and employment Alignment 3A. Inconsistent Alignment 3A. Inconsistent
would need to be relocated. protection zone” would be with industrial preservation with industrial preservation
These right-of-way (ROW) acquired for ROW. The objective. objective.
Filsplac:ements .\/\;]ouhld b? f propos_ed actlo_nhwEuld be e Would provide more vacated | ¢ Would provide less vacated
Tco'rlflstelnt V(V:'t the C'tty 0 '(?CO”S'St?Pt \Fl)vl't the land around the 6™ Street land around the 6™ Street
Plzsn ort;?:cfi?/e g:‘n;;?:snelr\)//ing ommuntty a-n. Viaduct f_o_r redevelopment Viaduct f_o_r redevelopment
the industrial area and Would haye a bikeway and opportunltles compared to opportunltles compared to
employment s@andard S|deyvalk on both Alignment 3A. Alignment 3A.
Would not provide the City sides of the Y'adUCt'_ _ e Would ha\_/e a bikeway and e Would ha\_/e a bikeway and
ith tunity to Would provide a seismically standard sidewalk on both standard sidewalk on both
\é\g;igigtnggtsgr?etyalong the safe bridge, with a 75-year sides of the viaduct. sides of the viaduct.
6™ Street Viaduct as a dHe;'gﬁtS“;?]’ dblgt:xr?tnosv?\yll_is e Would provide a seismically | ¢ Would provide a seismically
bikeway. Anggeles t0 support the safg Iink_, with a 75-year safe:' brnge, with a 75-year
Would provide less objectives of various adopted des_lgn life, between Boyle des_lgn life, between Boyle
redevelopment opportunity plans and policies. Heights and Downtown Los Heights and Downtown Los
for the area in the immediate i An_gelgs to support the An_gel_es to support the
vicinity of the viaduct Would provide - objectives of various adopted objectives of various adopted
. redevelopment opportunities plans and policies. plans and policies.
Would'providt_a a seismically for the _vacatgo! area in the « Would provide « Would provide
Z?: br:ll?ge&t\)lzmeaer?%ze?g :/Targjgt'ate vicinity of the redevelopment opportunities redevelopment opportunities
Heights an‘d Down townyLos : for the _vacat_ed_ area in the for the _vacatfed_ area in the
Angeles to support the |mmed|ate vicinity of the |r_nmed|ate vicinity of the
objectives of various adopted viaduct. viaduct
plans and policies.
Community None Community disconnection Community disconnection Same as Alignment 3A. Same as Alignment 3A.
Impacts: could occur on a temporary could occur on a long-term
Community basis during construction. (4-year) basis during
Character and construction.
Cohesion

Loss of historic resource and
community landmark to
which many residents are
attached.
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Table ES-1

Summary of Potential Impacts from Alternatives

Alternative 3

Alternative 3

Alternative 3

Area of Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Impact No Action Retrofit Replacement Re;placement Re_:placement
Alignment 3A Alignment 3B Alignment 3C
Community None Construction would require a The viaduct and all acquired The viaduct and all acquired | e The viaduct and all acquired
Impacts: partial lane closure on the buildings would be first buildings would be first buildings would be first
Relocation and 6" Street Viaduct. Temporary removed. Roadway blockage removed. Roadway blockage removed. Roadway blockage
Business blockage of roadways would to the remaining businesses to the remaining businesses to the remaining businesses
Disruption occur during construction would temporarily occur would temporarily occur would temporarily occur
due to the required partial during the demolition and during the demolition and during the demolition and
traffic lane closure and construction activities. construction activities. construction activities.
construction equipment A City Maintenance Office A City Maintenance Office A City Maintenance Office
movement. would need to be relocated, would need to be relocated, would need to be relocated,
A City of Los Angeles and up to 11 businesses (33 and up to 13 businesses (36 and up to 7 businesses (40
Maintenance Facility and one parcels) would be either parcels) would be either parcels) would be either
privately owned business partially or fully impacted by partially or fully impacted by partially or fully impacted by
would need to be relocated. ROW acquisition. ROW acquisition. ROW acquisition.
Minimal employment Potential job loss affecting Potential job loss due to Potential job loss due to
impacts. approximately business relocation at larger business relocation at lesser
200 employees due to extent than Alignment 3A. extent than Alignments 3A
business relocation. (Actual and 3B.
job loss cannot be accurately
estimated at this stage of the
project.)
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Table ES-1

Summary of Potential Impacts from Alternatives

Alternative 3

Alternative 3

Alternative 3

Area of Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Impact No Action Retrofit Replacement Re;placement Re_:placement
Alignment 3A Alignment 3B Alignment 3C
Community None e The project study area ¢ Construction would require Same as Alignment 3A. Same as Alignment 3A.
Impacts: contains predominantly full closure of the 6" Street

Environmental
Justice

minority and low-income
populations compared to the
larger area within the city
and county of Los Angeles.
Construction would require
partial lane closures on the
6" Street Viaduct.
Construction of Alternative 2
would cause
disproportionately high
adverse effects on minority
and/or low-income
populations living closer to
the construction zone as per
Executive Order 12898
regarding environmental
justice.

Viaduct. Construction of the
Replacement Alternative
would cause
disproportionately high
adverse effects on minority
and/or low-income
populations who live closer
to the viaduct and the
proposed detour routes as per
Executive Order 12898
regarding environmental
justice

o No adverse impact pertaining
to environmental justice
relative to business owners is
anticipated; however, low-
income and minority workers
employed by the potentially
affected businesses could
experience the permanent
loss of jobs if business
owners decide to relocate
their business elsewhere.

¢ Residents in the area adjacent
to the viaduct would receive
higher benefit from the
opportunity to redevelop the
area as a result of the
proposed project.
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Table ES-1

Summary of Potential Impacts from Alternatives

Alternative 3

Alternative 3

Alternative 3

Area of Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Impact No Action Retrofit Replacement Re;placement Re_:placement
Alignment 3A Alignment 3B Alignment 3C
Utilities and None Temporary or permanent Temporary or permanent Same as Alignment 3A. Same as Alignment 3A.
Emergency relocation of some utility relocation of some utility
Services services may be required. services would be required.
Disruption to railroad Potential disruption to
operations during railroad operations to a larger
construction. extent than with
Permanently reduce Alternative 2.
horizontal clearance between Full closure of the 6" Street
the center of existing tracks Viaduct during the 4-year
and the retrofitted columns of construction period would
the viaduct by approximately delay emergency response
11t services.
Partial lane closure on the Beneficial effects from
6" Street Viaduct during the providing the median and
2.5-year construction period shoulders for emergency use.
would delay emergency
response services.
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Table ES-1

Summary of Potential Impacts from Alternatives

Alternative 3

Alternative 3

Alternative 3

Area of Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Impact No Action Retrofit Replacement Re;placement Re_:placement
Alignment 3A Alignment 3B Alignment 3C
Traffic, None Construction would cause e Construction would require Same as Alignment 3A. Same as Alignment 3A.
Transportation, localized, temporary traffic full closure of the 6" Street
Pedestrian disruption, sidewalk Viaduct for up to 4 years,
Facilities blockage, and parking space resulting in traffic detours

obstruction.

Possible loss of some
currently public parking
spaces underneath and along
the local streets near the
viaduct, creating
inconvenience to area
residents and businesses.

Minor disruption to public
transit operations due to
possible partial lane closures
on the 6" Street Viaduct.

along the street network east
and west of the river. Traffic
analysis revealed up to 13 out
of 31 intersections under
study would be impacted by
detouring traffic. In addition,
the 6™ Street frontage roads
on both sides of the viaduct
would need to be vacated,
causing obstruction to the
operations of adjacent
businesses that are not
subject to relocation and
depend on the frontage
roadways for access.
Sidewalk closure requiring
rerouting of pedestrians, and
the loss of approximately

50 public parking spaces
around the viaduct would
also occur during the
construction phase.

e Loss of public parking spaces
underneath and along the
local streets near the viaduct
would create inconvenience
to area residents and
businesses.

e Travel delays of 5 to 10
minutes on public transit
would occur from traffic
detours.
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Table ES-1

Summary of Potential Impacts from Alternatives

Alternative 3

Alternative 3

Alternative 3

Area of Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Impact No Action Retrofit Replacement Re;placement Re_:placement
Alignment 3A Alignment 3B Alignment 3C
Visual/Aesthetic | None Retrofit would encase most Replacement of the viaduct Same as Alignment 3A. Same as Alignment 3A.

of the existing columns with
heavy steel covered by
architectural mortar creating
a more massive column
configuration. In addition,
construction of sheer walls
between many of the
columns would limit many of
the views under the viaduct.
The view restriction under
the viaduct deck could affect
activities such as filming.

and the subsequent loss of the
historic landmark would
impact the views to the
structure. The various bridge
replacement concepts would
be expected to alter the
existing views to varying
degrees. The most notable
visual impact would be from
replacement of the historic
structure with a new structure
of contemporary design (i.e.,
the cable-supported design);
however, each of the designs
analyzed would maintain the
vividness/memorability,
unity, and visual intactness
experienced with the current
viaduct structure.
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Table ES-1

Summary of Potential Impacts from Alternatives

Alternative 3

Alternative 3

Alternative 3

Area of Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Impact No Action Retrofit Replacement Re;placement Re_:placement
Alignment 3A Alignment 3B Alignment 3C
Cultural None e The project area has the The project area has the Same as Alignment 3A. Same as Alignment 3A.
Resources potential for buried potential for buried
archaeological materials to archaeological materials to be
be encountered during encountered during ground
ground disturbance. disturbance.
o Retrofitting would alter Replacement of the viaduct
and/or destroy the historic would remove the 6" Street
materials, features, and Viaduct, resulting in an
spatial relationships that adverse effect to a designated
characterize the viaduct, historic resource.
s e[+ o vt wout
removed from the city-wide
resource. inventory of historic bridges
over the Los Angeles River,
impacting the City’s
remaining monumental
resources on a cumulative
basis.
Hydrology and None None None None None
Floodplains
Water Quality o All ¢ No permanent treatment best | e Stormwater from the new Same as Alignment 3A. Same as Alignment 3A.
and Stormwater stormwater management practice (BMP) viaduct would be treated
Runoff runoff from devices would be installed before discharging to the Los
the viaduct with this alternative; all Angeles River.
would stormwater runoff from the

continue to be
discharged to
the Los
Angeles River
without prior
treatment

viaduct would continue to be
discharged to the Los
Angeles River without prior
treatment.
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Table ES-1

Summary of Potential Impacts from Alternatives

Alternative 3

Alternative 3

Alternative 3

Area of Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Impact No Action Retrofit Replacement Re;placement Re_:placement
Alignment 3A Alignment 3B Alignment 3C
Geology, Soils, | None, but the e Alternative 2 would design e Would have a beneficial Same as Alignment 3A. Same as Alignment 3A.
Seismicity viaduct would the retrofitted features to effect because Alternative 3

continue to
deteriorate from
Alkali Silica
Reaction (ASR)
weakening the
concrete
elements.

prevent collapse under a
design seismic event. Due to
access restrictions near the
railroad, Bent 12 would not
be retrofitted. The design life
expectancy to prevent
seismic collapse under this
alternative is approximately
30 years. The viaduct would
have to be replaced if it
collapses during a major
earthquake or the ASR
deterioration renders it
unsafe.

would replace the existing
severely damaged viaduct
with a new viaduct that is
designed to meet current
seismic safety standards
required by Caltrans.

Paleontology

None

¢ No previously recorded
paleontological sites were
identified during the records
search; however, there is the
potential to uncover fossil
remains as a result of earth-
moving activities.

Same as Alternative 2.

Same as Alternative 2.

Same as Alternative 2.

Hazardous
Waste/Materials

None

e Based on the results of a site
investigation conducted
along the existing viaduct
corridor, soil and
groundwater at the project
site have the potential to be
contaminated with volatile
organic compounds (VOCs)
and petroleum hydrocarbons;
this could impact workers
and the environment.

e Based on the results of a site
investigation conducted
along the existing viaduct
corridor, soil and
groundwater at the project
site have the potential to be
contaminated with VOCs and
petroleum hydrocarbons; this
could impact workers and the
environment.

Same as Alignment 3A.

Same as Alignment 3A.
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Table ES-1

Summary of Potential Impacts from Alternatives

Alternative 3

Alternative 3

Alternative 3

Area of Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Impact No Action Retrofit Replacement Re;placement Re_:placement
Alignment 3A Alignment 3B Alignment 3C
Hazardous Buildings to be demolished | o Soils near US 101 may Same as Alignment 3A. Same as Alignment 3A.
Waste/Materials may have asbestos- contain aerially deposited
containing materials (ACM) lead (ADL) generated by
in the form of coatings, motor vehicle exhaust, which
insulation, and/or expansion could cause health effects to
joint compounds and lead- workers.
bahs_e?]palnltd(LBP) (r:]oatllr;]gs, e The viaduct and buildings to
\évﬁégtsiguwoflil:rs: ealt be demolished may have_
: ACM in the form of coatings,
Costs associated with insulation, and/or expansion
hazardous waste remediation joint compounds and LBP
and disposal under Retrofit coatings, which could cause
Alternative 3 are estimated at health effects to workers.
$6 million. o Costs associated with
hazardous waste remediation
and disposal under
Replacement Alternative are
estimated at $4.7 million.
Air Quality None Under the worst-case day of | Same as Alternative 2. Same as Alternative 2. Same as Alternative 2.

the construction period (i.e.,
viaduct closed and traffic
detour in effect), the regional
emissions of nitrogen oxides
(NO,) would exceed the daily
significance threshold set
forth by South Coast Air
Quality Management District
(SCAQMD).
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Table ES-1
Summary of Potential Impacts from Alternatives
Area of Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 3 Alternative 3
Impact No Action Retrofit Replacement Re;placement Re_:placement
Alignment 3A Alignment 3B Alignment 3C
Noise and None ¢ Noise impacts from retrofit Same as Alternative 2. Same as Alternative 2. Same as Alternative 2.
Vibration activities would be confined

to a relatively narrow
corridor extending along both
sides of the viaduct and
corresponding to the
construction sequence. The
commercial/industrial areas
adjacent to the viaduct are
not identified as “frequent
human outdoor-use”
locations; therefore, no
adverse construction noise
impacts to commercial/
manufacturing uses along the
6"" Street corridor are
anticipated. The closest
residences to the viaduct are
located 600 ft away; no
adverse noise impact would
occur.

o During construction, the
highest vibration levels
would be caused by the
impact pile driver. Buildings
located adjacent to the pile
driving location could
temporarily experience the
vibration effect. Since no
fragile buildings or historic
buildings are located within
50 ft of the proposed
construction site, no adverse
impacts from construction
vibration to adjacent
buildings are expected to
occur.
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Table ES-1

Summary of Potential Impacts from Alternatives

Alternative 3

Alternative 3

Alternative 3

Area of Alternative 1 Alternative 2
Impact No Action Retrofit Replacement Re;placement Re_:placement
Alignment 3A Alignment 3B Alignment 3C
Biological None o Limited biological resources | e Ornamental trees within the Same as Alignment 3A. Same as Alignment 3A.
Resources exist within the viaduct survey area have a limited

footprint where construction
activities would occur. No
mature trees would be
removed; hence, no adverse
impacts to plant species are
anticipated. Although no cliff
swallows or roosting bats
were apparent underneath the
6™ Street Viaduct during the
survey, they may establish
new nests or roosts under the
viaduct deck at any time. A
preconstruction survey would
be conducted to confirm the
absence or presence of any
nesting birds or roosting bats.
If found, steps would be
taken to remove them and
prevent establishment of new
nests or roosts prior to the
beginning of the nesting
season.

potential to support nesting
birds, which are protected by
the Migratory Bird Treaty
Act. A preconstruction
survey would be conducted
to identify any mature trees
subject to removal prior to
the commencement of
construction activities.
Although no cliff swallows
or roosting bats were
apparent underneath the

6" Street Viaduct during the
survey, they may establish
new nests under the viaduct
deck at any time. A
preconstruction survey would
be conducted to confirm the
absence or presence of any
nesting birds or roosting bats.
If found, steps would be
taken to remove them and
prevent establishment of new
nests or roosts prior to the
beginning of the nesting
season.
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Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures
The proposed project alternatives have been designed to avoid or minimize potential
environmental impacts. Mitigation measures are proposed when avoidance and minimization
attempts could not fully resolve the impacts. The following tables present standard measures and
provisions based on applicable laws, regulations, ordinances and formally adopted City standards
to minimize project effects (Table ES-2), and specific mitigation measures (Table ES-3).

Table ES-2

Standard Measures under Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Adopted City

Standards to be Incorporated into Bid and Specification Package

No.

Standard Measures

Impacted Resources

Continue the outreach program to keep residents, businesses, and any service providers within
the area informed, and to inform surrounding communities about the project construction
schedule, relocation plans and assistance programs, traffic-impacted areas and the
Transportation Management Plan (TMP), and other relevant project information.

Community Impacts

Compensate the private parking owners for the loss of any private parking spaces through the
right-of-way (ROW) acquisitional process.

Community Impacts

Provide assistance to the local businesses within the project limits to the extent allowed by laws
and regulations in the event permanent property acquisition or temporary business closures
result from project construction.

Community Impacts

Coordinate closely with the railroad owners or their representatives during the design phase of
the project to ensure that the final designs are reviewed and approved by respective railroad
authorities.

Utility Impacts

Obtain a construction license agreement with respective railroad authorities for construction
within the railroad ROW prior to start of construction. Coordinate with railroad representatives
during the construction phase to minimize interruption to railroad operations.

Utility Impacts

Prepare and implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and Monitoring
program. The SWPPP would include erosion and sediment control; non-stormwater
management; post-construction stormwater management; waste management and disposal;
maintenance, inspection, and repair of Best Management Practices (BMPs); employee training
to perform inspections of the BMPs at the construction site; and a sampling and analysis plan
for contaminated storm runoff. The SWPPP would describe both structural and nonstructural
BMPs to minimize or eliminate the potential for spills and leakage of construction materials and
erosion of disturbed areas by water and wind.

Water Quality

Require the construction contractor to conduct soil profiling (in particular, but not limited to,
metals and aerially deposited lead [ADL]) while handling soil at the project site during
construction. If the soil contains contaminant concentrations that meet the definition of
hazardous materials, then the contractor will be required to adhere to City Standard
Specifications (known as the Greenbook), which address the management of various hazardous
materials and wastes and that is consistent with the federal and state of California requirements
pertaining to hazardous materials and wastes management.

Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

Require the construction contractor to conduct a survey to screen for asbestos-containing
materials (ACM) and lead-based paint (LBP) prior to demolition activities. If ACM is found,
then the contractor shall comply with South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) Rule 1403 notification and removal processes.

Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

Require the construction contractor to dispose of any hazardous materials or wastes encountered
during demolition and construction according to current regulatory guidelines.

Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

10

Require the construction contractor to obtain an NPDES permit for wastewater discharge if
there is a potential for dewatering activities at the project site during construction.

Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

11

Require the construction contractor to implement PMyq control by applying measures contained
in Tables 1 and 2 of SCAQMD Rule 403.

Air Quality
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Table ES-2

Standard Measures under Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Adopted City
Standards to be Incorporated into Bid and Specification Package

No.

Standard Measures

Impacted Resources

12

Require the construction contractor to implement the following measures, when feasible, to
reduce PMy, and NO, emissions generated by construction equipment:

a Water the construction site three times daily, or apply nontoxic soil stabilizers, as needed,
to reduce offsite transport of fugitive dust from all unpaved staging areas and unpaved road

surfaces.

b Properly tune and maintain construction equipment in accordance with manufacturer’s
specifications.

¢ Keep trucks and vehicles in loading/unloading queues with their engines off when not in
use to reduce vehicle emissions. The contractor shall phase construction activities to avoid
emissions peaks, where feasible, and discontinue work during second-stage smog alerts.

d To the extent possible, use construction equipment that is powered by aqueous diesel or

alternative fuel sources (e.g., methanol, natural gas, propane).
e Where feasible, use diesel oxidation catalyst for heavy-duty construction equipment.

Air Quality

13

Incorporate the following requirements in the construction specifications:

a. Use newer equipment with improved noise muffling and ensure that all equipment has the

manufacturers’ recommended noise abatement measures, such as mufflers, engine

enclosures, and engine vibration isolators intact and operational. Newer equipment will
generally be quieter in operation than older equipment. All construction equipment should

be inspected at periodic intervals to ensure proper maintenance and presence of noise
control devices (e.g., mufflers and shrouding).

b. Utilize construction methods or equipment that will provide the lowest level of noise and

ground vibration impact, such as alternative low-noise pile installation methods.
Turn off idling equipment.

Implement a construction noise and/or vibration monitoring program to limit the impacts.

e. Comply with all appropriate provisions of the City Noise Ordinance including, but not

limited to, the restrictions on hours of construction and mechanical equipment noise levels.
f.  Limit construction activities to daytime hours. If nighttime construction is necessary, then

the proper permits and variances shall be obtained.

g. Comply with the TMP on construction routes to avoid or minimize impacts on noise-
sensitive receptors located in areas of close proximity to the project site.

h. Keep noise levels relatively uniform and avoid impulsive noises.

i. Keep area residents and businesses informed of the schedule, duration, and progress of the
construction to minimize public objections of unavoidable noise. Notify communities in

advance of the construction and of the expected temporary noise impacts during the
construction period.

Noise
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Table ES-3

Proposed Specific Mitigation Measures

Environmental

Mitigation Measures

Factor Alternative 2 — Retrofit Alternative 3 — Replacement
Community e The City of Los Angeles would develop a The City of Los Angeles would actively
Impacts and construction staging plan and TMP in close participate in the community planning exercise

Environmental
Justice

coordination with the members of the Downtown
Construction Traffic Management Committee
and with agencies or developers responsible for
other planned projects in the immediate vicinity
of the proposed project to minimize direct and
cumulative construction impacts on the
community. The TMP should also identify and
provide alternate traffic detour routes,
construction materials hauling routes, bus stops,
transit routes and operation hours, pedestrian
routes, and residential and commercial access
routes to be used during the construction period.

process to redevelop the vacated area around the
6" Street Viaduct to provide recreational, retail,
and cultural, or other amenities.

The City of Los Angeles would provide
landscape and streetscape improvements to
enhance the aesthetics of the affected
intersections along the proposed detour routes
that could not be mitigated to the less than
significant level.

The City of Los Angeles would actively
participate in implementation of the Los Angeles
River Revitalization Master Plan (LARRMP) to
improve the area near the 6™ Street Viaduct that
is compatible within accordance with the
Greening Concept features objectives set forth in
the Master Plan.

The City of Los Angeles would develop a
construction staging plan and TMP in close
coordination with members of the Downtown
Construction Traffic Management Committee
and with agencies or developers responsible for
other planned projects in the immediate vicinity
of the proposed project to minimize direct and
cumulative construction impacts on the
community. The TMP should also identify and
provide alternate traffic detour routes,
construction materials hauling routes, bus stops,
transit routes and operation hours, pedestrian
routes, and residential and commercial access
routes to be used during the construction period.

Traffic,
Transportation
and Pedestrian
Facilities

No specific mitigation is required.

The City of Los Angeles would install new
traffic signals, and connect to Los Angeles City
ATSAC system at the intersection of 4" Street
and I-5 SB On-/Off-Ramps/Gertrude Street.

The City of Los Angeles would restripe to add an
eastbound right-turn lane at the intersection of
4" Street and Soto Street.

The City of Los Angeles would provide
alternative pedestrian access within the vicinity
of the 6™ Street Viaduct during the construction
period.
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Table ES-3

Proposed Specific Mitigation Measures

Environmental

Mitigation Measures

Factor Alternative 2 — Retrofit Alternative 3 — Replacement
Emergency e The City of Los Angeles would notify Same as Alternative 2.
Services emergency service providers at least 2 weeks in

advance of the project construction schedule.
Provide detailed information on the construction
schedule, roadway closures, traffic detour route
maps, and expected congested intersections.

The City of Los Angeles would coordinate with
emergency service providers throughout the
construction period to notify them of any
changes in construction schedule, roadway
closures, and detour routes.

Aesthetics and
Visual Resources

During the preliminary design stage of the project,
the City and Caltrans have been conducting ongoing
design workshops with community representatives.

During the preliminary design stage of the project,
the City and Caltrans have been conducting ongoing
design workshops with community representatives.

Continue to work with the community during the
Draft EIR/EIS circulation for public review for
input through a formalized Context Sensitive
Solutions process to develop Aesthetic and
Urban Design Guidelines for the new structure.

Evaluate the benefit to the community of
preserving open space created by the project.
Work with the community and other
stakeholders, including City agencies, in
developing the Greening Concept to include
open space and park amenities within the
community, including the viaduct design for
future connections to the river corridor.

Develop bridge architecture to create a
Community/City Gateway — including possible
bridge monuments with decorative lighting,
parapet wall treatments, decorative
fencing/railing and lighting, and abutment/wing
walls — to increase the memorability and
announce the presence of the bridge.

Texturize and color slope paving and other
smooth surfaces to deter graffiti and enhance the
bridge aesthetics.

Apply architectural detailing to the retaining
walls, including textures, colors, and patterns.
Include caps that will provide shadow lines.

Cultural/
Historical
Resources

The City of Los Angeles would implement all
stipulations and measures to resolve the adverse
effect to be developed as part of the executed
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), City
of Los Angeles, and Caltrans.

The City of Los Angeles would establish an
Environmental Sensitive Area (ESA) Action
Plan, which will include fencing of site no.
19-003683, archaeological and Native American
monitoring during ground-disturbing activities,
and training of construction workers.

Same as Alternative 2.
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Table ES-3

Proposed Specific Mitigation Measures

Environmental
Factor

Mitigation Measures

Alternative 2 — Retrofit

Alternative 3 — Replacement

The City of Los Angeles would provide a
qualified archaeological monitor to be present at
the site during ground-disturbing activities. In the
event buried cultural resources are encountered
during construction, construction would be
halted and the discovery area isolated and
secured until the archaeologist finishes
evaluating the nature and significance of the find.

The City of Los Angeles would provide a Native
American monitor(s) to be present at the site
during ground-disturbing activities

If human remains are discovered, then the City of
Los Angeles would notify County coroner as
soon as is reasonably possible. There would be
no further site disturbance where the remains
were found. If the remains are Native American,
then the coroner is responsible for contacting the
NAHC within 24 hours. The Commission would
immediately notify those persons it believes to be
the Most Likely Descendents (MLDs) of the
human remains. Treatment of the remains would
be dependent on the views of the MLD.

Paleontology

The City of Los Angeles would retain a qualified
paleontologist prior to the start of construction to
develop and implement a Paleontological
Mitigation Plan (PMP). The PMP would include
obtaining a written storage agreement with a
recognized museum repository; presenting
preconstruction meeting instructions for
construction personnel on environmental
awareness; instructions on fossil remains
handling requirements for archival archiving;
archival requirements for remains prior to
transfer to the repository for permanent storage
and maintenance; instructions on fossil remains
handling requirements; a discussion of bulk
sample requirements of fine-grained sediment
from fossiliferous or potentially fossiliferous
strata; and preparation of a report summarizing
the findings of the work conducted under the
PMP.

The City of Los Angeles would provide a
paleontological monitor onsite on a full-time
basis to inspect new exposures created by earth-
moving activities in areas underlain by the older
alluvium and at depths greater than 5 ft below
current grade for the younger alluvium.

If fossil remains are discovered, the City of Los
Angeles would temporarily halt earth-moving
activities at the fossil site to allow the monitor to
recover the fossil remains.

Same as Alternative 2.
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Table ES-3
Proposed Specific Mitigation Measures
Environmental Mitigation Measures
Factor Alternative 2 — Retrofit Alternative 3 — Replacement
Biological o |If construction occurs between February 1 and e To protect any possible migratory bird nesting
Resources August 31, conduct a preconstruction survey by a activity, avoid removal of non-native ornamental
qualified biologist to identify any active nesting vegetation between September 1 and January 31.
or roosting locations. If the biologist finds an If construction occurs between February 1 and
active nest within the construction area and August 31, conduct a preconstruction survey by a
determines that it may be impacted, then the qualified biologist to identify any active nesting
biologist would delineate an appropriate buffer locations. If the biologist finds an active nest
zone around the nest depending on the species within the construction area, then the CDFG
and the type of construction activity. Any active biologist would be consulted on how to relocate
nests or roost observed during the survey would them to avoid any construction impacts.
be mapped on an aerial photograph. The biologist
would serve as a construction monitor during
those periods when construction activities occur
near active nest or roost areas to ensure that no
inadvertent impacts on these nests occur. Results
of the preconstruction survey and any subsequent
monitoring would be provided to the California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG).

Areas of Controversy

Under both build alternatives for this project, the proposed undertaking would have an adverse
effect on the 6™ Street Viaduct pursuant to provisions of the National Historic Preservation Act
(NHPA). Alternative 2 — Retrofit proposes work that would alter the character-defining features
of the viaduct, potentially making the property ineligible for inclusion in the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP) by compromising the integrity of the historic structure. Alternative 3 —
proposes to replace the existing viaduct with the new structure, resulting in the removal of the
historic structure. The 6" Street Viaduct is 1 of 12 historically significant bridges/viaducts that
cross the Los Angeles River and are considered important both for their distinctive architecture
and for the critical role they played in the development of Los Angeles as a world-class city. The
6" Street Viaduct is also a visual landmark that links the communities of Boyle Heights and
Downtown Los Angeles. City preservationists are concerned about the loss of the historic
viaduct, and citizens of both communities have expressed concern at public meetings about the
importance of this landmark to the community and how modifications to the structure or its
removal could have an adverse effect on community values.

In public and agency meetings held during project scoping, support was expressed for
opportunities created by viaduct replacement to redevelop the area surrounding 6" Street
Viaduct. This was viewed as an opportunity to enhance the quality of life of those living in the
local community and the region. Examples of redevelopment and land use opportunities included
adding more recreational area adjacent to the new viaduct; making the viaduct a landmark
destination; development of retail and gallery space; provision of river access; and making the
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area around the viaduct a defensible space to facilitate the elimination of crime and homeless
occupation. While these opportunities are compatible with the objectives and plans of the Los
Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan, redevelopment of this land for non-industrial uses
would be inconsistent with the local community plans that aim to preserve the industrial land
uses and protect employment within the community plan area.

Another area of public debate that arose during project meetings has been the wide-ranging
preferences for replacement bridge types to be constructed for the main span over the Los
Angeles River. Five bridge types have been evaluated by the Project Development Team
members, the bridge experts, and the general public. The bridge types under consideration
include a replication of the existing viaduct, variations of a contemporary arch structure, and
ultra-modern “extradosed” (cable-supported) structures.

Agreements and Permits to be Obtained from other Agencies
The following permits, reviews, and approvals would be required for project construction:

Agency Permit/Approval

Section 404 Permit for possible discharge of dredged or fill

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) material into the Los Angeles River

Section 106 consultation and agreement document to resolve

State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) the adverse effect to the historic 6™ Street Viaduct

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board Section 401 Water Quality Certification for work in the Los
(RWQCB) Angeles River Channel
Groundwater Dewatering Permit for discharges of
RWQCB groundwater from construction and project dewatering to
surface waters in the watersheds of Los Angeles
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) Section 1602 Agreement for Streambed Alteration

All railroad agencies owning and operating railroad tracks

along both sides of the Los Angeles River Railroad License/Agreement for work within railroad ROW
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Chapter 1 Purpose and Need

1.1 Introduction

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and the City of Los Angeles (City)
propose to undertake the improvement of the 6™ Street Viaduct over the Los Angeles River
(Bridge No. 53C-1880) and the 6™ Street Overcrossing, which is a portion of the US 101
Hollywood Freeway (Bridge No. 53-0595). The structure is located in a highly urbanized area
just east of Downtown Los Angeles in the County of Los Angeles, California, as shown in
Figure 1-1.

On September 11, 2007, Caltrans entered into a cooperative agreement, in which the City of Los
Angeles is designated as the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) lead agency for the
whole project, which covers both the City- and state-owned portions of the viaduct. Therefore,
the City has accepted CEQA responsibility.

This Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) has been
prepared in accordance with the 2002 City of Los Angeles Environmental Quality Act
Guidelines, adopted pursuant to the requirements of Section 15022(a) of the CEQA Guidelines;
the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations implementing the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1500-1508); and the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Environmental Regulations (23 CFR 771) to inform
the public and decision makers of the environmental effects of the 6™ Street Viaduct Seismic
Improvement Project. This document has been prepared jointly by Caltrans, the federal lead
agency for NEPA, functioning as a designee of FHWA, and by the City of Los Angeles, who is
the lead agency for CEQA.

Caltrans first published a Notice of Intent (NOI), in accordance with NEPA, in the Federal
Register, and the City simultaneously published a Notice of Preparation (NOP), in accordance
with CEQA, to announce preparation of an EIR/EIS for the 6™ Street Viaduct Seismic
Improvement Project. The NOI was published in the Federal Register on August 31, 2007, and
the NOP was filed on August 1, 2007, with the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
Statewide Clearinghouse. The NOP was also published in newspapers of general circulation and
ethnic publications corresponding to the demographic profile of the communities subject to
impact. The NOP and invitations to attend a scoping meeting were also mailed to government
agencies, business groups, neighborhood associations, property owners, and additional
stakeholders. Three separate scoping meetings (two on August 24, 2007, and one on August 26,
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2007) were held to receive recommendations for the range of actions, alternatives, mitigation
measures, and environmental effects to be analyzed in the EIR/EIS.

RBANK G v
PASADENA
e/

N~
m‘ AI ALHAMBRA W w

AN
N ==

»

NO SCALE

Al
6‘4/05
" 18T
2
w
> %
\% 2 zg =3 é‘g,
% w (é I:|>J_J
g r = S
g -
w -
< 2 Project g
@ Location %

6TH

7TH

ALAMEDA

Figure 1-1 Project Location and Vicinity Maps

May 2009 1-2 6™ Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project



Chapter 1 Purpose and Need

1.2 Project Location and Setting

The 6" Street Viaduct (Bridge No. 53C-1880) and 6™ Street Overcrossing (Bridge No. 53-0595)
comprise a single structure that spans a portion of the Hollywood Freeway (US 101), the Los
Angeles River, city streets, and several railroad tracks (Figure 1-2). The structure is located in a
highly urbanized area just east of Downtown Los Angeles and connects Downtown Los Angeles
on the west side of the river with the Boyle Heights community on the east side of the river. The
66-foot (ft)-wide viaduct (from outside edge to outside edge) is approximately 3,500 ft long, with
a 46-ft-wide (curb-to-curb) four-lane roadway having 11-ft-wide interior and 12-ft-wide exterior
traffic lanes, no shoulders, and variable-width sidewalks extending along both sides. An
approximate 3,264-ft-long segment of the viaduct is owned by the City, and the 235-ft-long
portion overcrossing US 101 is owned by Caltrans.

The proposed project is located within a fully developed, mixed-use urban setting. The project
limits would extend along 6™ Street from west of southbound (SB) Interstate 5 (I-5) on the east
side of the Los Angeles River to Mill Street on the west side of the river (see Figure 1-2). The
project is located at the boundary of the City of Los Angeles’ Central City North and Boyle
Heights General Plan areas. Sixth Street is one of the primary thoroughfares connecting
Downtown Los Angeles and Boyle Heights.

The 6™ Street Viaduct crosses the Los Angeles River along an east-west alignment. Land uses
along the north and south sides of the viaduct are predominantly industrial and commercial. A
City Department of Public Works maintenance office is located within the area underneath the
viaduct on the west side of the river. Many homeless people shelter under the viaduct on both
sides of the river. A United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) tunnel, which is located
under the viaduct on the west side of the river, provides access to the river from Santa Fe Avenue
near the frontage road on the south side of the viaduct.

Railroad corridors exist along the east and west banks of the river. On the west bank of the river,
the two tracks closest to the river are owned by the Metropolitan Transportation Authority
(MTA) and used by the Southern California Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA) to operate
Metrolink trains. The five tracks west of the MTA tracks are owned by Burlington Northern
Santa Fe (BNSF), and the rest of the tracks are owned by MTA and used for the Metro Red Line.
Amtrak and BNSF also operate trains on MTA’s two tracks on the west bank. On the east bank,
the two tracks closest to the river are owned by MTA, and the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR)
owns the rest of the tracks. UPRR also operates trains on MTA’s tracks on the east side of the
river.
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Chapter 1 Purpose and Need

The Los Angeles River, which passes beneath the viaduct in a north-south direction, is contained
within a trapezoidal concrete-lined channel. The Los Angeles River is a flood control channel
that receives stormwater runoff from its 834-square-mile watershed, treated effluent from
two wastewater treatment plants, and some rising groundwater in the Glendale Narrows area.
The river discharges to an estuary in Queensway Bay in the Long Beach Harbor.

Within the immediate project area, three high-voltage transmission lines, which are operated by
the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP), are located along and cross the
river — one line on each bank with wires overhanging the viaduct and one crossing on the south
side of the viaduct (see Figure 1-3).

Figure 1-3 High-Voltage Transmission Towers in the Vicinity of the Viaduct

1.3 Project Funding

The 6™ Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project is included in the 2008 Regional
Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP), in which the project is programmed for
$245 million over a 6-year period, Fiscal Years 2008/9 to 2013/14.
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On December 8, 2005, FHWA issued a Memorandum “Project Financial Plan Requirements
under SAFETEA-LU,” which directed every state Department of Transportation (DOT) to
prepare Project Financial Plans for projects between $100 and $500 million in accordance with
the FHWA Financial Plan Guidance issued May 2000.

The Project Financial Plan for the 6" Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project has been
prepared in accordance with the FHWA guidance. Cost estimates for various project alternatives,
as outlined in Chapter 3, range from $225 million for the Retrofit Alternative to $402 million for
the most costly bridge type under the Replacement Alternative. The Project Financial Plan is
developed using the average cost of $345 million, which would include:

Preliminary design and preparation of Project Report and Environmental Document.
Preparation of plans, specifications, and estimate, as well as Caltrans services to secure
required right-of-way (ROW).

Construction services, including Caltrans construction contract administration and inspection,
and City of Los Angeles/consultant team involvement during construction.

Capital costs to secure parcels that require easements.

Costs for demolition and reconstruction of the viaduct.

The three funding sources identified for this project include:

Highway Bridge Program (HBP) funds — These are federal funds that are apportioned by
formula to the states. Caltrans then programs these funds to the various bridge projects in the
state. The City of Los Angeles has received programmed approval from Caltrans for
approximately $200 million in HBP funds and is seeking programming authority for an
additional $92 million. The City will work with Caltrans to identify additional HBP funds
available each year. In some years, Advanced Construction (AC) Authority may have to be
used if HBP funds are over-committed within the state.

Proposition 1B Local Bridge Seismic Retrofit Account (LBSRA) — These funds are part of
the $20 billion Proposition 1B passed by California voters in November 2006. The LBSRA
account provides $125 million for the 11.5 percent required match for the federal HBP Fund
for the Local Seismic Bridge Retrofit Program projects. The City of Los Angeles 6™ Street
Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project is eligible for these funds.

The California Transportation Commission (CTC) approved the Caltrans March 9, 2007, list
of eligible Proposition 1B LBSRA projects, and the 6™ Street project was included on that
list.
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As of June 19, 2008, the 6™ Street project was officially approved by the CTC to receive
$25,807,045 of Proposition 1B LBSRA match funding. In a June 19, 2008, letter, Caltrans
notified Gary Moore, City Engineer, City of Los Angeles, that the 6™ Street project, as well
as 12 other City of Los Angeles bridge projects, will receive Proposition 1B LBSRA
matching funds.

Approval for the 6™ Street project includes $5,964,395 in ROW funds and $19,842,650 in
construction funds for a total of $25,807,045 of LBSRA matching funds. This funding saves
the City of Los Angeles a like amount of local funds to match the $199,188,992 of federal
HBP funds.

The City of Los Angeles is now seeking an additional $11 million of state match, either from
additional LBSRA funds or other state funds, to match the additional HBP funds needed.

e City Matching Funds — These funds are composed of Proposition C 25-percent Local Return
funds, which are a component of the Los Angeles County Proposition C half-cent sales tax
measure allocated by formula to the cities within Los Angeles County. The other City
matching fund source is Proposition G, the City of Los Angeles’ seismic bond funds.

14 Project Purpose

The purpose of the proposed project is to:

e Preserve 6™ Street as a viable east-west link between Boyle Heights and Downtown Los
Angeles

e Reduce vulnerability of the 6" Street Viaduct in major earthquake events

e Resolve design deficiencies of the 6™ Street Viaduct

1.5 Project Need

The following discussion summarizes the present conditions of the existing 6™ Street Viaduct
that constitute the need for the proposed improvements.

15.1 Preserve Viability of 6™ Street Transportation Corridor

The 6™ Street Viaduct is an important link between East Los Angeles communities, such as the
Boyle Heights Community and Downtown Los Angeles. The viaduct carries more than 13,000
vehicle trips per day compared to 12,690 along the 1% Street Viaduct and 17,680 along the
4™ Street Viaduct, which are two other important links between East Los Angeles and the
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downtown area (refer to Table 3.7-2 in Chapter 3). With known development projects currently
underway and under planning within the project vicinity (see Section 1.6), the 6™ Street
transportation corridor will become increasingly important to local communities east and west of
the viaduct and to the regional transportation network.

In addition to being an important link between East Los Angeles and Downtown Los Angeles,
many Boyle Heights residents view the viaduct as a community landmark and an iconic emblem
of the City of Los Angeles as a whole. Residents in the Arts District also view the viaduct as an
iconic symbol of the City. The 6™ Street Viaduct has a unique role in fostering cohesion of the
larger communities in the City of Los Angeles since it is the venue for Festival de la Gente,
which is an annual festival celebrating the traditional Latino holiday Dia de los Muertos, the Day
of the Dead. The festival, which is a major community event celebrating Latino culture, first
started in 1999. In recent years, the festival has been sponsored by the Los Angeles City Council
member of the 14™ Council District in conjunction with the Speaker of the California Assembly,
and Los Angeles City Mayor, with additional support by private corporate sponsors. The festival
is the nation’s largest Dia de los Muertos celebration and features local Hispanic artists and
entertainers, and various food and crafts booths. It is held annually during the last week of
October, one or two days before the Day of Dead. In 2006, more than 70,000 people attended the
celebration.

The recently adopted Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan (LARRMP) designated the
area covering the 6" Street Viaduct and its surrounding area as the “Downtown Industrial
Opportunity Area,” one of the five demonstration areas of the LARRMP. There are currently two
alternatives for the development of the opportunity area: the DI-A and DI-B concepts. Both
concepts designate 6™ Street in the proposed project area as a Primary Arterial Green Street. The
alternatives also propose an expanded multi-use and bicycle trail on the western bank of the Los
Angeles River, and a promenade along the eastern bank of the river, each having its own
underpass under the 6™ Street Viaduct. In addition, both alternatives provide pedestrian bridge
access ramps from the west side of 6" Street north to the proposed expanded trail. Alternative
DI-A designates the area east of the river north of 6™ Street as a Neighborhood Gateway, while
Alternative DI-B establishes this area as a Regional Gateway. See more detailed discussion on
the LARRMP in Section 3.2 of this EIR/EIS.
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1.5.2 Reduce Vulnerability to Seismic Collapse

The 6™ Street Viaduct is classified as a Category | structure by Caltrans®, and mandatory seismic
retrofit is required. The viaduct was constructed in 1932 using state-of-the-art concrete
technology and the use of an onsite concrete batch plant. Over the last 75 years, concrete
elements of the viaduct have cracked and deteriorated as a result of an internal chemical reaction
called Alkali Silica Reaction (ASR), which is believed to be caused by the aggregate used to
prepare the concrete. Because of this ongoing and irreversible chemical action, the 6™ Street
Viaduct’s concrete has lost significant strength, and the structure is subject to failure under
predictable seismic energy releases.

Damage of concrete due to ASR was first recognized in the United States during the 1940s.
Alkali Silica Reaction is a chemical reaction in the concrete matrix that occurs between the
alkaline pore solution of the cement paste and silica in the aggregate particles. The ASR
deterioration of the mortar and concrete is due to the swelling of gel formed by the reaction of
alkali in the cement with reactive silica in aggregates in the presence of moisture. The expansion
of the gel generates tensile stresses in the concrete element, resulting in expansion and cracking.
The most common manifestations of ASR are surface cracking. In the advanced stages, a clear to
milky gel (i.e., silica gel) will sometimes extrude from cracks in the concrete.

In the late 1980s, the deck of the 6™ Street Viaduct was stripped of asphalt and a waterproof
coating applied to the underlying concrete in an attempt to minimize moisture infiltration, which
is a necessary component for ASR. In addition, the City has repeatedly patched the viaduct using
epoxy injection — a process that has left stains and discoloration and necessitated the application
of cementitous coatings to hide the unsightly honeycomb effect of these repairs and to further
seal the surface from moisture. Cracking is evident throughout the viaduct, with large cracks and
spalling evident on its outer columns. Core samples show more severe cracking within the
concrete matrix than on the outer surface.

While the deteriorated surface appearance of the viaduct is an issue, its underlying structural
integrity is of much greater concern. In 1989, the Whittier Narrows earthquake caused damage to
shear keys and a column crack at Bent 33. The structure has since been classified by Caltrans as
a Category | structure and placed on the mandatory seismic retrofit list.

In the mid 1990s, Caltrans conducted an evaluation of Bridge No. 53-0595, which is the portion
of the viaduct owned by Caltrans that crosses US 101. This evaluation determined that seismic
retrofit was warranted, and in 1995 Caltrans undertook a retrofit construction project for that

3 A Category 1 structure is a highway structure that has been classified by Caltrans to be vulnerable to collapse during a design-
level earthquake. This classification of structure requires mandatory seismic retrofit.
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portion of the 6™ Street Viaduct. The Caltrans seismic retrofit project placed infill walls between
existing columns at the bents adjacent to the mainline roadbed, from Bent 37 to the east
abutment. While this improvement was consistent with the Category | seismic retrofit program
by eliminating potential collapse vulnerabilities, it did not resolve the long-term ASR problem
and only improved the state-owned 235-ft-long portion of the 3,500-ft-long viaduct. The City
elected to not move forward with a retrofit design similar to the one employed by Caltrans
because of concerns that such a strategy would not address the ongoing degradation of the
viaduct concrete due to ASR. The ASR deterioration continues to weaken the concrete strength,
which results in greater seismic vulnerability over time.

In late 2000, the City engaged a consultant to determine the strength of the existing concrete and
the overall condition of the structure through a materials testing program. This extensive
investigation, completed in January 2002, confirmed the presence of severe cracking and low
concrete strength throughout the viaduct and identified its root cause to be ASR*. Figure 1-4
shows cracks due to ASR, and Figure 1-5 shows a concrete core sample exhibiting the damage
caused by ASR. Figure 1-6 graphically summarizes findings of the materials testing program at
various elements of the 6" Street Viaduct due to ASR. As can be seen, the areas closest to the
river show the most damage.

The Final Seismic Retrofit Strategy Report, completed in 2004° following the extensive material
testing program mentioned earlier, concluded that the viaduct, in its current state of material
deterioration and lack of structural strength, is subject to collapse under loadings associated with
a major earthquake. The probability that the viaduct will fail under major seismic events exceeds
70 percent in 50 years. This vulnerability level is extremely high compared to the normally
accepted collapse probability of 10 percent or less over 50 years, as defined by the American
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) and Caltrans. The high
risk of collapse and continuing concrete deterioration indicates the need for timely corrective
action to either seismically retrofit the viaduct or replace the viaduct.

4 Sixth Street Viaduct Over Los Angeles River (Bridge No. 53C-1880): Field Sampling and Testing Program Final Report,
February 2002.

® Sixth Street Viaduct Final Seismic Retrofit Strategy Report. 2004.
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Figure 1-4 Cracks due to ASR

Figure 1-5 Concrete Core Sample Showing Damage Caused by ASR
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1.5.3 Resolve Viaduct Geometric and Structural Design Deficiencies

The National Bridge Inspection Standards (23 CFR 650) apply to all structures defined as
bridges located on public roads. Inspection records and bridge inventories are maintained in
accordance with the standards through the Caltrans Structure Maintenance and Investigations
Bridge Inspection Records Information report. Each bridge is to be inspected at regular intervals
not to exceed 2 years.

Based upon the inspection records and bridge inventory data, a sufficiency rating is calculated
for the particular bridge. The sufficiency rating is a method of evaluating highway bridge data by
calculation of four separate factors to obtain a numeric value that is indicative of the adequacy of
the bridge to remain in service. The result of this method is a percentage where 100 percent
would represent an entirely sufficient bridge and zero percent would represent an entirely
insufficient (deficient) bridge. These factors include:

1) Structural adequacy and safety, up to 55 percent

2) Serviceability and functional obsolescence, up to 30 percent
3) Essentiality for public use, up to 15 percent

4) Special reductions, up to 13 percent

The City-owned viaduct (Bridge No. 53C-1880) has a sufficiency rating of 52.4°. Bridges are
deemed structurally deficient by the federal government if the deficiency rating is below 80, and
therefore eligible for federal funding to correct the deficiency. The purpose of the rating system
is to help the federal government determine which bridges need funding for repair or
replacement. The major factors contributing to the low sufficiency rating of the structure include:

e Cracking and condition of deck, superstructure, and substructure elements
o Inadequate roadway width

o Out of specification bridge and approach railing, and approach rail ends

o Poor roadway alignment

e Out of specification geometric and seismic detail design

® Caltrans. 2006. Bridge Inspection Records Information, Structure Inventory and Appraisal Report, Bridge No. 53C-1880,
California Department of Transportation, Structure Maintenance and Investigation. August.
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154 Accident History

Accident records from January 1, 2000, to September 30, 2006, for the viaduct and adjacent
streets, were obtained from the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT). Twelve
(12) accidents were recorded at the intersection of 6™ and Mateo Streets, which consisted of six
broadside, four involved with fixed objects, one rear-end, and one head-on collision. The high
percentage of broadside and fixed-object accidents may be due to the connection of the 6™ Street
frontage roads on both sides of the viaduct to the intersection of Mateo Street.

Along the segment of 6™ Street between Mateo Street and the US 101 northbound (NB) ramp, 33
accidents were recorded during this period. The accidents included 20 fixed-object and 8
sideswipe collisions. Fourteen (14) out of the 33 accidents occurred within 600 ft east and west
of the mid-point of the tight-radius (kinked) segment and could be attributable to the lack of
median area, the tight horizontal curve, and obscured sight distance near the kink in the main
span through the arch ribs. Furthermore, 3 fatalities occurred within this 1,200-ft-long segment.

1.6 Related Projects

Several projects are known to be proposed, approved, or under construction within the
immediate Downtown Los Angeles area and nearby vicinity. Six projects have been identified as
contributing to additional traffic in the proposed construction years of this proposed project. A
review of the City of Los Angeles highway improvement public works project list further
identified four additional projects that may impact traffic operations within the project area
during the construction period; however, these public work projects would not contribute to
capacity enhancement of the study intersections and street segments.

Information provided by the LADOT Planning Department on the traffic-generating related
projects is summarized in the following paragraphs.

e Hollenbeck Police Station Replacement: The project involves the replacement of the
existing Hollenbeck Police Station with new offices and is located at the corner of 1% Street
and Saint Louis Street, Los Angeles. The new office would have a capacity of 350 sworn and
civilian personnel, a potential increase of 73 employees. The additional 73 employees
generate an estimated 445 daily trips. The existing uses on the site provide trip credits, and it
is allowed by LADOT traffic analysis guidelines. Due to the trip credits from existing uses, it
is expected that there would be a net decrease in the total daily trips and minimal increase in
peak period traffic.
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e Mixed-Use Project: 100-300 South Santa Fe Avenue: This is a proposed residential, retail,
and commercial mixed-use project development. The project is part of the MTA
Maintenance Yard site located on the east side of Santa Fe Avenue between 1% Street and
north of 4™ Street in Downtown Los Angeles. The site address is within the Central City
North Community Plan and Artists-in-Residence District. The project proposes development
of 442 apartment units, 17 live/work units, and 25,000 square feet of retail use. The project
will generate approximately 2,443 total trips per day, which includes 208 trips during the
morning peak hour and 229 trips during the afternoon peak hour.

e Pollo Campero Restaurant — 425 South Soto Street: The Pollo Campero Restaurant is
proposed in an existing commercial center located at the southwest quadrant of South Soto
Street and 4™ Street in the Boyle Heights area in the City of Los Angeles. The proposed
restaurant is at 425 South Soto Street. The building area is 2,660 square feet and would
include a drive-through facility.

e East Los Angeles Area New High School No. 1 — Mission Road and Plaza Del Sol: The
project involves the construction of 4 new buildings totaling 108,000 square feet on a
6.22-acre site with a maximum enrollment of 1,026 students. A subterranean parking
structure with 95 parking spaces and a two-way driveway with access from Mission Road for
staff and guests would be provided below the first building. The second and third building
would each be two-story structures with 19 classrooms in each building. The fourth building
would house an indoor gymnasium and locker facilities, a library, a performing arts facility,
and student services. A student drop-off/loading and unloading zone is proposed on the south
side of Plaza Del Sol just east of Mission Road.

e Freight Yard Redevelopment Project — 970 S. 3™ Street: The Southern California Institute
of Architecture proposes to redevelop the 12-acre site bounded by 4™ Street, Santa Fe
Avenue, East 3" Street, and Merrick Street. Project-generated business trips will be
distributed mainly through Merrick Street and Santa Fe Avenue.

e 7" Street and Santa Fe Project: This commercial project would distribute vehicular trips to
the intersections of 6" Street/Mateo Street, 7" Street/Mateo Street and 7" Street/Santa Fe
Avenue. Total trips generated during the PM peak hour are not significant (i.e., less than 30).

In addition to the above, three major public work projects were identified as related projects.
When completed, these projects do not generate vehicular traffic or contribute to capacity
enhancement within the study area; however, the construction schedule of these public work
projects may contribute to cumulative impacts to the construction of the proposed 6" Street
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Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project. These projects are briefly discussed in the following
paragraphs:

First Street Viaduct and Street Widening Project: Currently under construction, this
project widens the 1% Street Viaduct deck by 26 feet to accommodate the future MTA Gold
Line Light Rail Extension project. It will restore two lanes of vehicular traffic in each
direction. Viaduct approaches and transition roadways will be improved. Construction will
be completed in 2009.

East LA Area Primary Sewer Rehabilitation: This project proposes rehabilitating
approximately 21,635 linear feet of aging and structurally deteriorated sewers, ranging from
16 inches to 40 inches in diameter. The sewer reaches targeted for rehabilitation are scattered
throughout the entire Central Area. Impacts to the 6™ Street Viaduct Replacement Alternative
include 7™ Street in the vicinity of Santa Fe Avenue and Alameda Street between 6" Street
and 7" Street. The rehabilitation schedule is from January 2010 to March 2012.

North Outfall Sewer (NOS) Rehabilitation Project: This project will rehabilitate a portion
of the NOS along the east side of the Los Angeles River. The reach of sewer will stretch
from 6" Street and Mission Road to the Humboldt Division, which is approximately
2.7 miles north of 6" Street. The project is scheduled to be constructed between April 2014
and December 2016.
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Chapter 2 Proposed Project Alternatives

2.1 Introduction

This section describes the proposed action and the design alternatives that were developed by a
multidisciplinary team to achieve the project purpose and need while avoiding or minimizing
environmental impacts. Two Action Alternatives and a No Action Alternative are analyzed in
this Draft EIR/EIS.

2.2 Proposed Project Description

221 Proposed Action

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and the City of Los Angeles (City)
propose to undertake the improvement of the 6™ Street Viaduct over the Los Angeles River
(Bridge No. 53C-1880) and the 6™ Street Overcrossing, which is a portion of the US 101
Hollywood Freeway (Bridge No. 53-0595), to correct seismic deficiencies of this critical Los
Angeles River crossing by either retrofitting the existing structure or replacing the 6™ Street
Viaduct. The proposed project would also correct geometric inadequacies of the existing viaduct
to meet current codes set forth by AASHTO and LADOT. Nearby roadway, intersection, and
adjacent land improvements would also be undertaken.

22.2 Description of Existing Viaduct

The 6™ Street Viaduct is comprised of 43 concrete spans and 2 large steel through arch truss
spans over the Los Angeles River. Most of the structure sits on 58-ft-high columns supported by
spread footings. The 6" Street Viaduct was determined eligible for inclusion in the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) because of its association with the Los Angeles River bridge
program and its extraordinary Streamline Moderne design rendered in steel and reinforced
concrete. It also is a historical resource for purposes of CEQA, because it meets CEQA
Guidelines §15064.5(a)(3)(A) and (C). Its period of significance is from 1933, when it was
completed, until 1957 (50-year cutoff), and its significance is at the state level.

Most of the structure is supported by multiple column bents and spread footings. The viaduct can
be divided into the following three segments: (1) approach spans west of the Los Angeles River,
(2) steel through arch spans over the river (main spans), and (3) approach spans east of the river.
Table 2-1 summarizes design features of the viaduct.
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Table 2-1

Summary of 6™ Street Viaduct Design Features

Component

Design Features

Superstructure Type

Approach spans: cast-in-place concrete T-beams

Los Angeles River spans: half-through steel arch with suspended deck

Substructure

Tapered concrete columns on concrete pedestals

Foundation

Approach spans: spread footing, 15 ft to 20 ft plus or minus below ground

Los Angeles River spans: pile foundations (precast concrete piles)

Total Span Length

3,178 ft (West Abutment to East Abutment)

Number of Spans

45 (43 concrete spans plus 2 steel arch spans)

Spans within Caltrans Right-of-Way (ROW)

Bent 37 to East Abutment

Length within Caltrans ROW

235 ft

Average Span Length

711t

River Spans

2 Spans each approximately 163 ft

Width

46 ft curb-to-curb with 5-ft-wide raised walkways on both sides

Total outside-to-outside width = 55 ft 10 inches (River spans and East
Approach)

Average Column Height

West Approach spans: 30 ft above ground

East Approach spans: 55 ft above ground

Los Angeles River spans: 61 ft above river

Source: 6" Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project Bridge Type Selection — Structure Type Screening Phase,David Evans

and Associates, Inc., October 2007.

West Approach Spans: The west approach has 12 spans. The
reinforced concrete deck, longitudinal T-beams, and diaphragm
beams are supported on reinforced concrete bent caps. The
viaduct superstructure is supported on a seat-type abutment on
the west side. On the east end, the approach superstructure is
supported on the west river pier. Expansion joints exist at nearly
every third span of the superstructure, and the longitudinal

T-beams of the superstructure are continuous between the
expansion joints. All piers are supported on spread footings, except at Bent 11, where columns

are supported on pile foundations.
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River Spans: The middle segment of the viaduct consists of a
dual, two-span continuous asymmetrical steel tied arch. The arch |
ribs consist of built-up sections with varying depth that form a £
compression arch that rises above the deck from the east and
west river piers and then dives below the concrete deck just =
before reaching the center river pier, with the base of the arches =
supported at the center pier. Thus, the arch ribs are fixed to the -
center river pier while supported on segmental rockers on the
west and east river piers.

East _Approach Spans: The east approach is similar in
construction to the west approach. It has 31 spans between the
east river pier and the east abutment. The span lengths and skew
angles to the bents vary to allow several local streets to pass
underneath the viaduct. Columns of Bent 12 are supported on
pile foundations, whereas columns in all other bents are
supported on spread footings.

2.3 Description of Evaluated Project Alternatives

Several project alternatives were developed during the project development stage. Screening
exercises were conducted to select the most viable alternatives for evaluation in this EIR/EIS.
Selection of an alternative will not occur until there is full evaluation of all environmental
impacts, consideration of all public hearing comments, and approval of the final environmental
document.

231 Alternative 1 — No Action

This alternative provides neither retrofit nor replacement of the seismically and functionally
deficient 6" Street Viaduct. The alkali silica reaction (ASR)-induced deterioration of the
structure would continue, and the seismic vulnerabilities would worsen as the concrete strength
continued to deteriorate. The City would provide ongoing inspection and maintenance on the
viaduct to keep it open to traffic as long as possible, given the ongoing ASR deterioration and
seismic vulnerabilities. The 6" Street Viaduct would remain at its existing roadway width of
46 ft, which accommaodates two travel lanes in each direction with no outside shoulders or safety
median. None of the design deficiencies would be corrected under this alternative.
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2.3.2 Alternative 2 — Viaduct Retrofit

Two retrofitted schemes were selected for detailed study and evaluation in this EIR/EIS,
including Infill Wall and Heavy Steel Casing and Substructure Replacement. The following
subsections provide detailed descriptions of each retrofit scheme.

2.3.2.1 Retrofit using Infill Wall and Heavy Steel Casing Method

Under this alternative, the viaduct’s columns would be retrofitted by encasing them with steel,
and infill walls would be constructed between selected columns. In addition, new foundations,
grade beams, retrofitting of bent caps, and closure of some expansion joints in the superstructure
would be constructed in combination with the column retrofits. The structure would be retrofitted
to the minimal standard of “no collapse” for the design seismic event.

Column Retrofit

Under this retrofit alternative, 76 columns would be encased, of which 26 would utilize 7/8-inch
plates and 50 would utilize 5/8-inch steel plates. A 6-inch layer of architectural mortar would
conceal the exposed plates, channels, and bars (Figure 2-1). All exterior columns with “Light” or
“Moderate” damage ratings would also be encased to account for future concrete degradation
due to ASR expansion. Encasing all exterior columns would also maintain visual balance and
consistency for the retrofitted structure. The interior columns in Bents 1, 4, and 5 would be
encased to enhance their shear strengths. Bent 12 would be excluded from retrofitting because of
the lack of space available for construction of the column encasement due to proximity of
railroad tracks.

Steel plate Existing column 6" thick architectural
(5/8" thick) Grout mortar

2" ¢ concrete core

Nut_

S*
(Typ.)

MC 8 x 18.7/

\
1 3/8" ¢ high-strength bar
*s=16" in top & bottom end zones of retrofitted columns

*s=232"in mid zone of retrofitted columns
Not to scale

Figure 2-1 Steel Encasement of Columns
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Infill Walls, New Foundations, Grade Beams, and Closure of Expansion Joints
Infill shear walls would be constructed between the columns to reduce transverse seismic
movements of the structure. Grade beams would be constructed below ground between the
existing pile caps to reduce longitudinal seismic movement of the structure. Expansion joints in
the superstructure would be reconstructed at Bents 27 and 33, connecting adjacent spans to
reduce seismic longitudinal displacement demands for the East Approach Spans. Figure 2-2
presents a conceptual sketch of the proposed infill walls and column casings.

er
Retrofit

iy, T

- >
i

E7ReP 7 (Pl S tony)

Figure 2-2 Conceptual Drawing Alternative 2 — Retrofit
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Bent Caps Retrofit

Retrofitting of bent caps would ensure that the expected seismic damage would take place in a
controlled fashion. Retrofitting of bent caps for flexural strength enhancement is proposed at 16
bents (excluding Bents 27 and 33 where expansion joints would be closed). Bent cap retrofit
would be achieved by means of concrete bolsters, which would be bonded to the bent caps by
dowels that run through pre-drilled cores in the existing bent cap. Continuity of the concrete
bolsters along the length of the bent cap would be achieved by post-tensioning of high-strength
bars that would run through pre-drilled cores in the superstructure girders (see Figure 2-3). The
post-tensioning bars would be anchored at their ends by exterior steel plates; these exposed
plates and the bars would also be concealed by mortar.

1" ¢ core hole
Deck slab
Dowel
___________________ 7
O
N N
@) O
______________ @) --_—___-_______
Superstructure : L.
T-girders ; : Duct_ for post-tensioning
: ; high strength bars
Bolster : ;
; i Existing bent cap
Column——1 i
Stirrups & longitudinal %
reinforcement are not

shown to improve clarity Not to scale

Figure 2-3 Retrofitting of Bent Caps by Concrete Bolsters

Bent caps at locations of expansion joints would be retrofitted as shown schematically in
Figures 2-4 and 2-5. The positive flexural moment capacity would be enhanced by adding drop
caps at the soffit of the existing bent caps. The new drop caps would be bonded to the existing
bent cap by dowels. Steel plates would be placed along the sides of the bent caps and bonded to
the concrete by means of high-strength bars inside core holes. The steel plates would enhance
flexural capacity and resistance to horizontal shear.
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. Remove existing concrete in top portion & replace
New joint Seale‘ith new concrete with extra reinforcement

N~

3/4" Steel plate—| | I~ Existing bent cap

6" Architectural mortar
Dowel inside —{_| 4", 1" ¢ High strength bar
core hole inside 1 1/2" ¢ core hole

New concrete | | | | 3

Column—:_, :
! v ! Not to scale

Figure 2-4 Bent Cap Retrofit at Expansion Joints
(one simply supported span)

New joint seal /2" Polyester concrete
Deck slab Diaphragm
3/4" Steel plate—_| | [ T—Existing bent cap
LSl———r——|s2 .
6" Architectural mortar
Dowel inside — {i | " 1" ¢ High strength bar
corehole 8= inside 1 1/2" ¢ core hole
New concrete - / | 13'

Column——,
' Not to scale

g

Figure 2-5 Bent Cap Retrofit at Expansion Joints
(two simply supported spans)
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River Piers Retrofit

The river piers would be retrofitted by placing infill walls between columns at the West and East
River Piers. In addition, new pile foundations would be constructed around the existing
foundations at the West and East River Piers to confine the poor lap-splices of the longitudinal
column reinforcement and to allow column bases to develop their full plastic moment capacities.

New Expansion Joint Seals

Installation of new expansion joint seals is essential for long-term efficiency of the retrofit design
because it helps protect the substructure from direct water flow onto concrete members.
Additional moisture at the concrete surface can accelerate the ASR and subsequent concrete
damage. Figures 2-4 and 2-5 show the proposed new expansion joint seals.

Design Life

The current design standard for seismic retrofit is to prevent failure (collapse) of the structure
when it is subject to the maximum credible earthquake (MCE). The retrofit design life
expectancy to prevent seismic collapse under the MCE event and loss of structural strength due
to ASR deterioration is approximately 30 years. Based on AASHTO guidelines, design life is the
period of time that a bridge is expected to be in operation. New bridge structures are designed to
have a structural design life of 75 years. The actual life will depend on several factors, including
exposed conditions of the structure to the environment, quality of materials, design and
construction, and level of maintenance performed.

Design Standards

The viaduct’s roadway does not meet the City’s design standards for a Secondary Highway, and
substantial physical changes to the superstructure would not be part of this alternative. Existing
nonstandard viaduct features would continue to exist (i.e., inadequate sidewalk width, absence of
safety median and shoulders; and inadequate stopping sight distances). The retrofit alternative
would also not replace the existing barrier rails, which do not meet current crash-test standards.
Consistent with Caltrans requirements, the retrofit design would only be for the prevention of
collapse under the design seismic event, and the damaged bridge would have to be replaced after
a major earthquake.

Estimated Alternative Cost
The cost of Alternative 2 — Viaduct Retrofit using the infill wall and heavy steel casing method is
estimated at $226 million (midyear of construction dollars, 2012/2013), as shown below.
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Item Cost
Design and Administration $40,271,000
Construction cost $154,665,000
ROW $30,624,000
TOTAL $225,560,000

Construction Duration and Phasing
Construction of the retrofit alternative would be divided into the following phases:

Retrofit Foundations
Retrofit Columns
Retrofit River Piers
Construct In-fill Walls
Retrofit Bent Caps
Retrofit Expansion Joints

o gk~ wh e

The 2.5-year construction period is assumed to start in 2011. At each bent location, the
foundation excavation and reconstruction would take place first, followed by the column, in-fill
wall, and bent cap reconstruction.

Traffic Staging

The general traffic staging to maintain circulation during construction of this retrofit scheme is
presented below. If this alternative were selected, a detailed traffic staging plan would be
developed during final design.

6" Street Viaduct between Mateo Street and Boyle Avenue

During retrofit of the deck expansion joints and possibly during bent cap retrofit, traffic lanes
would be reduced to one lane in each direction. It is estimated that one lane in each direction
would be able to handle the anticipated traffic volume without substantial diversion of motorists
to surrounding streets.

Surface Streets under the 6" Street Viaduct

During retrofit of the bridge foundations and columns, temporary street closure and traffic
detours would be necessary along the street network east and west of the river. It is anticipated
that access to local businesses would be maintained. Construction activity would be sequenced
by column bent number to minimize impacts to traffic, parking, and local business access.
Parking under the viaduct would be prohibited and restricted in the immediate vicinity of the
viaduct on the north and south sides during construction. It is anticipated that only foundation
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retrofit work would require frontage road closure. Anticipated traffic restrictions and
management are summarized below (see Figure 1-6 for referenced bent locations).

e Bent 3: Construction would require temporary closure of the north and south frontage roads
to through traffic between Mateo Street and Santa Fe Avenue to allow foundation
modifications. Local business access would be maintained by allowing one-way traffic under
the viaduct between Bents 1 and 2. Through traffic east of Bent 3 would be detoured through
Santa Fe Avenue via Jesse Street and Willow Street. No parking would be allowed on
frontage roads between Bents 1 and 4.

e Bents 4 and 5: Temporary closure of both curbside lanes on Santa Fe Avenue would be
required under the viaduct. Parking would be restricted under the viaduct and on frontage
roads between Bents 3 and 6. Frontage roads may be partially blocked.

e Bents 7 and 9: Temporary closure of the north and south frontage roads to through traffic
would be required between Santa Fe Avenue and Mesquit Street to allow foundation
modifications. Local business access would be maintained through Mesquit Street using
alternate entrances to the businesses north and south of the viaduct. Through traffic would be
detoured through Mesquit Street via Jesse Street and Santa Fe Avenue. Parking would be
restricted on frontage roads and under the viaduct between Bents 6 and 10.

e Bents 1 and 2: Parking would be restricted under the viaduct and frontage roads between the
west abutment and Bent 3. Frontage roads may be partially blocked.

e Bents 6 and 8: Parking would be prohibited under the bridge and restricted on the frontage
roads between Bents 5 and 9. Frontage roads may be partially blocked.

e Bent 10: Parking would be restricted under the bridge and frontage roads between Bent 9 and
the MTA right-of-way (ROW). No traffic restriction is expected east of Mesquit Street in this
area. The east curb lane of Mesquit Street would be blocked under the viaduct.

e Bent 11: Temporary closure of the MTA electrified yard track would be required west of
Bent 11 and Amtrak track east of Bent 11. Track closure may require alternate shoo-fly
tracks for each closed track.

e River West Pier: Temporary closure of the SCRRA (Metrolink) track would be required
adjacent to the river west bank. Track closure may require alternate shoo-fly track for closed
track.

e River East Pier: Temporary closure of the SCRRA (Metrolink) track would be required
adjacent to the river east bank. Track closure may require alternate shoo-fly track for closed
track.

e Bent 13: Temporary closure of the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) industry track connection
adjacent to the commercial building located west of Mission Road (Ventura Foods, Inc.)
would be required.
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e Bents 15 and 16: Both east and west curbside segments of Mission Road under the viaduct
would be partially blocked. Parking would be prohibited under and restricted adjacent to the
bridge at Mission Road.

e Bents 17 through 36: Both east and west curbside segments of Anderson Street (Bents 30 and
31) and Clarence Street (Bent 36) under the viaduct would be partially blocked. Parking
would be prohibited under and restricted adjacent to the bridge between Mission Road and
Clarence Street. Alleys under the viaduct would be closed to both traffic and parking.

Proposed Laydown Areas

A laydown area is an area where the contractor can store equipment and materials needed for the
project. The laydown area for this retrofit scheme would likely be the area underneath the
viaduct or adjacent vacant parcels. The precise location for the final laydown area would be
identified by the construction contractor with close coordination with the City.

2.3.2.2 Substructure Replacement

This retrofit scheme would replace all substructure elements, including piles, footings, grade
beams, columns, and bent caps, to provide additional strength required to accommodate the
anticipated seismic demands (see Figure 2-6). The design would include substructure
replacement for the length of the entire structure, including the west approach spans, main spans,
and east approach spans. In addition, this retrofit scheme would replace the existing substandard
concrete barrier with a crash-tested Type 80 modified barrier consistent with current Caltrans
specifications. The new barrier would mimic the aesthetics of the existing barrier. As part of the
barrier replacement, the existing luminaires would be replaced with light standards replicating
1930s design.

This alternative would be designed to meet current seismic demands by replacing all substructure
elements with members that conform to current seismic detailing standards. By replacing the
substructure elements rather than using traditional strengthening retrofit solutions, the viaduct’s
aesthetics and historic nature could be replicated by utilizing architectural features similar to the
existing members. Columns would be designed according to current seismic design criteria,
including displacement and ductility capacity requirements.’

" Retrofit Analysis Technical Memorandum for Substructure Replacement. June 2008.
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ructy

Feplace All Foundations Replace All Barrier Rails Replace All Bent Caps

Substructure Replacement Concept

Figure 2-6 Substructure Replacement Concept

The existing concrete approach spans are supported primarily on multi-column bents with spread
footing foundations. EXxisting spread footings lack top mat reinforcement, which is required to
resist seismic damage. This retrofit scheme would replace all foundations with combined pile-
supported footings featuring increased footing thickness and current seismic detailing to provide
the necessary strength to resist anticipated seismic demands.® The increased strength in the
foundations would provide a fixed connection to the columns, which would reduce the seismic
displacement demands.

Columns would be designed to provide sufficient displacement capacity to ensure that a ductile
plastic hinge forms in the column elements. Aesthetically, the retrofit design would match the
geometric features of the existing concrete columns.

The piers supporting the main span have also been determined to be seismically deficient. As
part of this alternative, the River Bank Piers and the Center River Pier would be replaced. The

& Ibid.
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new main-span supports would attempt to aesthetically match the existing supports. Due to the
size of the main-span supports, the piers would be comprised of hollow reinforced concrete
elements.®

As previously discussed, bent caps would be designed to provide sufficient capacity to ensure
that plastic hinging is limited to the column members. A review of as-built drawings indicated
that the existing bent caps lack sufficient strength to form plastic hinges in the column members;
therefore, all bent caps would be removed and replaced. Existing superstructure reinforcement
that is continuous through the bent cap would need to be maintained and integrated with the new
bent cap reinforcement to provide the required continuity of the superstructure.

Design Life

This retrofit scheme would specifically address the ASR in the substructure by removing ASR-
compromised material and replacing it with new materials, but it would not address the ASR in
the superstructure; therefore, the design life of the substructure would be 75 years, while the
superstructure would continue to be vulnerable to earthquakes. Closure of the viaduct after a
design earthquake event would likely be required due to superstructure damage.

Design Standards
Similar to design standards described in Subsection 2.3.2.1.

Estimated Alternative Cost
The cost of this alternative is estimated at $382 million (midyear of construction dollars,
2012/2013), as shown below.

Iltem Cost (millions)
Design and Administration $40,271,000
Construction cost $310,719,000
ROW $30,624,000
TOTAL $381,614,000

Construction Duration and Phasing
It is anticipated that the viaduct would be taken out of service during the entire construction
period to replace all bents at one time. The 2.5-year construction period is assumed to start in

® Ibid.
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2011. Heavy-duty shoring would be required to support the existing superstructure, which would
restrict access to the foundations and columns. Large temporary shoring would be required
adjacent to the existing building foundations and operational railroad tracks.

Traffic Staging
Traffic staging to maintain circulation during construction of this retrofit scheme would be
similar to the Heavy Steel Casing method described in the previous section.

Proposed Laydown Areas

The laydown area for this retrofit scheme would likely be the area underneath the viaduct or
adjacent vacant parcels. The precise location for the final laydown area would be identified by
the construction contractor with close coordination with the City.

2.3.3 Alternative 3 — Viaduct Replacement

This alternative would construct a new viaduct along one of the three alignments under study.
The main-span bridge type would be selected from one of the five alternatives under
consideration. The design life expectancy of Alternative 3 is 75 years.

2.3.3.1 Viaduct Alignment Corridors

Throughout this document, the term “alignment” should be understood to connote corridors
within which a precise alignment may be subsequently defined in the final design phase of the
project. As described within this document, the alignments described represent the “worst-case
scenario” to permit the analysis of potential impacts consistent with NEPA and CEQA.

Three viaduct replacement alignments (i.e., 3A, 3B, and 3C) out of ten that were evaluated (refer
to Section 2.4.2 for information on all alternatives evaluated) were selected for design
consideration, as shown in Figure 2-7. A description of each alignment is provided below.

Alignment 3A: The replacement structure would be built along a new horizontal alignment. The
new structure would have a cross section that meets secondary highway standards as required by
LADOT. The new 70-ft-wide (curb-to-curb) roadway would consist of two 11-ft-wide lanes in
each direction, a 10-ft-wide median, and 8-ft-wide shoulders. The proposed cross section also
allows for 10-ft-wide sidewalks.
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The new viaduct structure would extend east from Mateo Street to just east of US 101. The new
roadway design has a transition on the west side of the river from the existing street width at Mill
Street to the ultimate width of the proposed 6" Street Viaduct Replacement Alternative at Mateo
Street. Because of the wider viaduct replacement structure, the north side of the viaduct footprint
would extend further to the north, while the south side of the footprint would remain essentially
at the same location except for the segment of the alignment over the Los Angeles River, which
would be shifted slightly to the south to improve the horizontal curve radius and provide
improved safety with better stopping sight distances.

Alignment 3B: The new viaduct would be designed with the same cross section as Alignment
3A. This option proposes a horizontally curved alignment beginning west of Santa Fe Avenue to
the east bank of the river. The curve in the alignment is more gradual than Alignment 3A. This
alignment, similar to Alignment 3A, maintains its present location on the south side of the
existing bridge from Mateo Street to Santa Fe Avenue, and the alignment shifts to the north from
Santa Fe Avenue to the east as it crosses over the river. This alignment would swing to the north
approximately 85 ft further than the existing alignment on the east side of the river, which would
eliminate the existing tight radius curve at the east end.

Alignment 3C: The new viaduct would be designed with the same cross section as Alignment
3A. To accommodate the wider viaduct, the footprint of the viaduct would be extended on the
north and south sides, except for the area between Mateo Street and Mesquit Street, which would
be wider to the north only. The segment that extends from the river to the east would be
constructed so that the columns and foundations lie within existing ROW and the viaduct
roadway deck extends beyond the existing ROW over adjacent private properties.

2.3.3.2 Bridge Types

Fifteen (15) bridge concepts (types) were developed, as described in Section 2.4. Based on the
Community Advisory Committee (CAC) and technical staff input, these were screened down to
five bridge concepts for further consideration. A description of each bridge type is provided
below. Each of the five bridge concepts could be constructed on any of the viaduct replacement
alignments (i.e., 3A, 3B, or 3C) discussed above. Full details on the bridge types are contained in
the Advanced Planning Study for 6th Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project — Structural
Type Screening Phase.” Variants of two of the bridge types have been recommended through
CAC input and technical staff review: Concept 1a, which would replicate the existing viaduct
from abutment to abutment (as compared to Concept 1, which replicates only the main span),
and Concept 4a, with three sets of dual exterior towers housing cables supporting the river and

10 Advanced Planning Study for 6™ Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project — Structural Type Screening Phase. June 2008.
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railroad spans (see Figure 2-17, Concept 11R). Other elements of each bridge concept are also
subject to refinement and modification as input is received during the public comment period and
the final design phase.

Bridge Concept 1 — Main Span Replication

The new replica bridge would capture the essence of the old landmark bridge with its decorative
off-set corner elements, steel arches, “deco” detailing and off-set of planes at the pier walls, as
well as the corners with decorative dentil detailing below the concrete barrier along the entire
length of the viaduct. The structure would mimic the original design with complimentary dual
arches. The new main center pylon with its belvederes would maintain the pedestrian viewing
areas of the original 1932-designed belvederes. Also, the pylons, which historically extended
above the bridge deck with the central pylon being most prominent, would be replicated as
original in the replacement structure of Concept 1 (Figure 2-8).

Figure 2-8 Computer Model of Bridge Concept 1

The lateral framing at the top of the center span’s new arches would be different than the steel
lattice truss framing of the existing bridge. The new lateral steel tube framing is the result of
current design standards that are required for new bridges. This new system of steel square tubes
would resemble the forms of the steel arch members, thereby tying together the whole structure
above the roadway as one cohesive aesthetic unit.

The new bridge handrails, projectile barriers, deck sections, and barrier railing would pick up the
open-spaced vertical elements of the original 1932 barriers and handrails. New crash-tested
barriers and handrails would comply with current Caltrans specifications. A solids and voids
ratio, somewhat similar to the existing edge of deck forms, visually relates to the openings on the
original details of the viaduct.
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Along the viaduct, the handrails, projectile barriers, barrier railing, and light standards would
maintain the proportions and vocabulary of the original design. The embankment piers at each
end of the main span would keep a sectional profile and details that would be similar to the
architectural vocabulary® of the original piers. The new span’s steel deck profile matches the
profile of the viaduct’s concrete girder, allowing a smooth transition and continuity throughout
the roadway structure. The details of the new piers along the viaduct would also be consistent
with the detailed surface indentations of the new center pier.

The spacing of the arch’s vertical suspenders (hangers) would set a modular dimension that the
main sidewalk pattern follows along the whole bridge length. The vertical concrete members of
the new auto barrier also follow this same modular dimension.

The abutment walls at each end of the viaduct would feature detailed surfaces that would pick up
the vocabulary of the main pier’s decorative indentations.

Bridge Concept 2 — Cast-in-place Box Girder with Steel Tied Arch Pedestrian Ways

The bridge design of Concept 2 would employ a combination of some of the structural elements
proposed for Concept 1 (Figure 2-9). The main span of the bridge would be a concrete box
girder, with gateway monuments at each end. In addition, the pedestrian path would be separated
from the bridge deck at the main span, allowing pedestrians to enjoy a different experience while
crossing the bridge.

Figure 2-9 Computer Model of Bridge Concept 2

“vocabulary in this context means to use the same shapes, materials, and mass sizing between different structural and
architectural elements, using the same repeating patterns, to distinguish this from other structures within the area.

6™ Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project 2-19 May 2009



Chapter 2 Proposed Project Alternatives

The main-span piers would act as entrance monuments and become an integral component in the
massing and scale of the bridge. The arches on the main span would anchor themselves to these
vertical piers, allowing them to act as a main-span gateway to the flow of traffic on the bridge.
The pedestrian and driver would take a visual cue as to where the river edges begin and end.

The viewing belvederes would extend horizontally from the voids within the gateway pier
monuments. They would act as an extension to the pedestrian’s experience, allowing them to
distance themselves from the traffic on the bridge. Each belvedere would be held in place by
vertical columns that mimic the structural member section of the arch.

The new bridge handrails, projectile barriers, deck sections, and barrier railing would pick up the
open-spaced vertical elements of the original 1932 barriers and handrails. New crash-tested
barriers and handrails would comply with current Caltrans specifications. A solids and voids
ratio, somewhat similar to the existing edge of deck forms, would visually relate to the openings
on the original details of the viaduct.

Along the viaduct, the handrails, projectile barriers, barrier railing, and light standards would
maintain the proportions and vocabulary of the original design. The embankment piers at each
end of the main span would keep a sectional profile and details that are similar to the
architectural vocabulary of the original piers. The new span’s steel deck profile would match the
profile of the viaduct’s concrete girder, allowing a smooth transition and continuity throughout
the roadway structure. The details of the new piers along the viaduct would also be consistent
with the detailed surface indentations of the new pier.

The spacing of the arch’s vertical suspenders (hangers) would set a modular dimension for the
main sidewalk pattern along the whole bridge length. The vertical concrete members of the new
auto barrier also follow this same modular dimension.

Along each end of the viaduct, for design consistency, the abutment walls would have a detailed
surface that would pick up the vocabulary of the main pier’s decorative indentations.

Also, along the surface of the new abutments, multiple spaces would be provided for a green
landscaped wall. The vertical wall configurations at the Bent 2 location would use the same
vocabulary to match the adjacent end abutment wall pattern.

Bridge Concept 3 — Steel Half-Through Arch with CIP Box Girder Approaches

The design of Concept 3 would pick up structural elements found on the original half-through
arch of the landmark main span (Figure 2-10). Reaching over the Los Angeles River, the new
half-through arches would intersect the bridge deck and nestle into the embankment piers. The
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lateral tie beams between the arches above the deck would be similar in cross section to that of
the arch and vertical structural members of the original bridge.

Figure 2-10 Computer Model of Bridge Concept 3

The geometry of the arch structures in plan view is skewed to follow the path of the river. This
would affect the shape of the viewing platforms (belvederes) at the piers, yet it would solve the
design problem of the bridge and river channel not intersecting at a 90-degree angle.

The structural support on the underside of each belvedere would be a wide flange section
member. This member would be shaped in elevation to match that of the bottom part of the main
half-through arch intersecting the deck at the embankment pier. The piers on either side of the
river’s edge would be marked with vertical elements of solids and voids that coincide with the
original bridge’s indentation of planes and corners. The embankment piers that tower above the
bridge deck would act as a demarcation of the river below.

The new bridge handrails, projectile barriers, deck sections, and barrier railing would pick up the
open-spaced vertical elements of the original 1932 barriers and handrails. New crash-tested
barriers and handrails would comply with current Caltrans specifications. A solids and voids
ratio, somewhat similar to the existing edge of deck forms, would visually relate to the openings
on the original details of the viaduct.

Along the viaduct, the handrails, projectile barriers, barrier railing, and light standards would
maintain the proportions and vocabulary of the original design. The embankment piers at each
end of the main span would keep a sectional profile and details that are similar to the original
architectural vocabulary of the piers. The new span’s steel deck profile would match the profile
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of the viaduct’s concrete girder, allowing for a smooth transition and continuity throughout the
roadway structure. The details of the new piers along the viaduct would also be consistent with
the detailed surface indentations of the pier.

The spacing of the arch’s vertical suspenders (hangers) would set a modular dimension that the
main sidewalk pattern follows along the whole bridge length. The vertical concrete members of
the new auto barrier would also follow this same modular dimension.

Along each end of the viaduct, for design consistency, the abutment walls would have a detailed
surface that picks up the vocabulary of the main pier’s decorative indentations.

Also, along the surface of the new abutments, the designers would allow multiple spaces for a
green landscape wall. The vertical wall configurations at the Bent 2 location would use the same
vocabulary that matches the adjacent end abutment wall pattern.

Bridge Concept 4 — Extradosed Concrete Box Girder with Dual Pylons

Bridge Concept 4, a contemporary cable-supported structure, would present a 21% century
structural solution that introduces a relatively new technology to the United States (Figure 2-11).
This extradosed type bridge, with dual exterior towers, could invoke a uniquely modern
statement over the river. The top of each tower would be illuminated to enhance the nighttime
effect of this distinctive structure.

Figure 2-11 Computer Model of Bridge Concept 4

The bridge’s main span would be composed of six vertical elements that rise above the bridge
deck. The four lower elements on either end of the center span would designate crossing of the
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Los Angeles River. The two center pylons would house the cables that support the river span. All
of these elements would boast details that derive their scale and decorative form from the
existing viaduct. These six vertical elements would also acknowledge that the traveler is on 6"
Street. Each pylon would be further accented by lights that crown each top. As a variation, the
four lower tower elements could be designed to house cables similar to the two center pylons,
thus providing three-dual towers with cables.

The main viewing platforms would sit above the center of the river, and they would be detailed
with shapes that are similar in scale to the existing viaduct’s belvederes, yet they are in concert
with the extradosed bridge pylons and piers reflecting a humanized scaling for a large and
imposing structure in the landscape.

The geometry of the bridge pathway passing over the river at a skew would result in shaping the
under-deck piers at different angles in plan view. These changes in the direction of the pier
structure would be taken at the outside piers by skewing the plan of the piers in accepting the
pathways of these different geometric angles. The essence of the architectural vocabulary of
Concept 4 is one of stepping planes, notched corners, and modulated paving patterns and
barriers.

The new bridge handrails, projectile barriers, deck sections, and barrier railing would pick up the
open-spaced vertical elements of the original 1932 barriers and handrails. New crash-tested
barrier and handrails would comply with current Caltrans specifications. A solids and voids ratio,
somewhat similar to the existing edge of deck forms, would visually relate to the openings on the
original details of the viaduct.

Along the viaduct, the handrails, projectile barriers, barrier railing, and light standards would
maintain the proportions and vocabulary of the original design. The details of the new piers
along the viaduct would also be consistent with the detailed surface indentations of the new
center pier.

Along each end of the viaduct, for design consistency, the abutment walls would have a detailed
surface that picks up the vocabulary of the main pier’s decorative indentations

Also, along the surface of the new abutments, the designers would allow multiple spaces for a
green landscape wall. The vertical wall configurations at the Bent 2 location would use the same
vocabulary that matches the adjacent end abutment wall pattern.
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Bridge Concept 5 — Extradosed Concrete Box Girder with Single Pylon

Concept 5 would comprise six extradosed structures spanning along the center of the bridge and
viaduct approaches (Figure 2-12). As with Concept 4, this bridge concept is a state-of-the-art
21% century design with its cabled shapes. The six bridge towers would be symbolically
representative of 6™ Street. Lighting elements at the top of each tower would be furnished to
reinforce the six elements of the 6" Street Viaduct.

Figure 2-12 Computer Model of Bridge Concept 5

The bridge towers and the under-deck piers would be shaped to express the structural working of
the forms. For example, the tower shapes would be wider at the base and gradually taper as they
rise to the top, where less structure is needed to withstand seismic activity. This stepping of
surfaces would allow the structure to be scaled down. This would humanize such a large and
imposing element along the landscape of the Los Angeles River.

This bridge concept would not incorporate outboard belvederes. Belvederes interrupt the flow of
the roadway deck and, with the structure supporting the deck running along the center of the
bridge, there would not be a natural space to place belvederes. On the preceding schemes,
outside elements would be at the roadway deck to shape these protrusions and thereby enhance
the natural rhythm of forms along the deck.

The viaduct cross section would be shaped to match and reinforce the design vocabulary of the
cable angles. These angular elements could also be seen in the handrails.
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The piers, below the deck, would accept the skewed angle of the river’s intersection with the
geometry of the bridge. This could be seen in detail by viewing the plan shape of the outside
front and back piers of the six spans.

The new bridge handrails, projectile barriers, deck sections, and barrier railing would pick up the
open-spaced vertical elements of the original 1932 barriers and handrails. New crash-tested
barrier and handrails would comply with current Caltrans specifications. A solids and voids ratio,
somewhat similar to the existing bridge, would visually relate to the openings on the original
details of the viaduct.

Along the viaduct, the handrails, projectile barriers, barrier railing, and light standards would
maintain the proportions and vocabulary of the original design. The embankment piers at each
end of the main span keep a sectional profile and details that are similar to the architectural
vocabulary of the original piers. The details of the new bents along the viaduct would also be
consistent with the detailed surface indentations of the new center pier.

Along each end of the viaduct, for design consistency, the abutment walls would have a detailed
surface that picks up the vocabulary of the main pier’s decorative indentations.

2.3.3.3 Street Design

In addition to improving the geometry of the 6™ Street Viaduct, other areas of consideration for
roadway design include the transitions from the viaduct to both the west and east ends of the
project limits (see Figures 2-13 and 2-14), as well as impacts to the local streets under the
viaduct.

On Mateo Street at the west end of the viaduct, the proposed section would be aligned with the
existing lane configuration by using a 380-ft transition that would consist of striping and minor
modifications to the existing sidewalk and curb and gutter. The existing traffic signal masts
would be modified to match the proposed transitions. A left-turn lane along Mateo Street would
be provided to allow the southbound (SB) traffic to access the eastbound (EB) direction on
6" Street. This improvement would provide a safer lane configuration and better vehicular traffic
movement. Note that under the replacement alternative, existing buildings on the north side of
the viaduct west of Mateo Street would need to be removed. New access road and a sidewalk
would likely be constructed to provide local circulation within the area.

On the east end of the viaduct, the proposed 94-ft section would taper to match the existing 58-ft
section through a 165-ft transition. No additional lanes would be added, and no modifications to
the existing sidewalk would be made.
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Portions of the existing street crossings under the viaduct may need to be reconstructed for an
approximate length of 200 ft on both sides of the viaduct. These improvements may be done in a
way that creates opportunities for landscaping.

Figure 2-14 East End Transition Configuration
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2.3.3.4 Other Roadway Improvements

As part of the proposed project construction, several roadway improvements at nearby
intersections would be undertaken to maintain traffic operation during the construction period
when the viaduct would have to be closed.

e 6" Street/Boyle Avenue Intersection: The proposed operational improvements at this
intersection would: (a) modify signal phasing for the east-west direction to run as opposed
phasing, (b) convert number 1 westbound (WB) through lane to a left-turn lane, (c) modify
signal phasing to add a SB left-turn phase, and (d) extend the SB left-turn lane by
approximately 75 ft.

e 7" Street/Boyle Avenue Intersection: Signal phasing would be modified to add an EB left-
turn phase.

e 3" Street/Central Avenue Intersection: Signal phasing would be modified to add a NB left-
turn phase.

e 3" Street/Alameda Street Intersection: Signal phasing would be modified to add a NB left-
turn phase.

o 6™ Street/Alameda Street Intersection: Signal phasing would be modified to add a NB left-
turn phase.

e 6™ Street/Central Avenue Intersection: Signal phasing would be modified to add a SB left-
turn phase.

o 5" Street/Central Avenue Intersection: New traffic signals would be installed at this location.

Design Standards

The proposed replacement alternative would be designed to meet the City’s street design
standards. The structural design for the replacement alternatives would meet AASHTO bridge
design standards and Caltrans seismic design criteria.

Debris Management

Demolition of the viaduct would produce several kinds of debris, including crushed concrete,
rebar, steel, and other existing appurtenances. Table 2-2 presents the estimated quantity of debris
from viaduct demolition and reuse/disposal methods.
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Table 2-2
Debris Quantity and Management Method
Type of Debris Quantity Reuse Method Disposal Method
Concrete 43,882 cubic yards | Fill material, landscaping Truck to landfill or reprocessing facility offsite
Rebar 2,700 tons Salvage as scrap metal Truck to metal salvage facility
Light Poles 90 Salvage as scrap metz_al and Truck to metal salvage facility
concrete as fill material
Steel from Main .
Span and Handrails 2,692 tons Salvage as scrap metal Truck to metal salvage facility

Estimated Cost for Replacement Alternatives

Table 2-3 presents estimated costs of each replacement bridge concept constructed on the three
alignment corridors evaluated. As can be seen, the costs vary from a low of $316 million to a
high of $375 million for Alignment 1, from a low of $340 million to a high of $402 million for
Alignment 2, and from a low of $323 million to a high of $374 million for Alignment 3.

Construction Duration and Phasing

Demolition and construction of the proposed improvements would be accomplished in a multi-
phase manner with concurrent subphases. Demolition/construction is assumed to begin in early
2011 and be completed over a 4-year timeframe.

Anticipated construction activities for each year are summarized below.

Year 1

e Demolition of Adjacent Buildings — including several buildings east and west of the Los
Angeles River

e Demolition/Replacement of Viaduct — including west approach, east approach, and river and
railroad crossings

e Utility Relocation and replacement of sewer siphons.

Year 2

e Demolition and Replacement of USACE ramp.

e Foundation Construction — for west approach, east approach, and river crossing

e Column/Pier Table Construction — for west approach, east approach, river, and railroad
crossing

e Construction of west approach retaining walls and roadway section

e Construction of approach spans
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Table 2-3

Viaduct Replacement Estimated Costs

Cost Estimate

Cost Item
Alignment 3A Alignment 3B Alignment 3C
Bridge Concept 1
Design and Administration $40,271,000 $40,271,000 $40,271,000
Construction cost $251,505,000 $247,718,000 $268,265,000
ROW $53,631,000 $81,833,000 $43,810,000
TOTAL $345,407,000 $369,822,000 $352,346,000
Bridge Concept 2
Design and Administration $40,271,000 $40,271,000 $40,271,000
Construction cost $222,050,000 $218,332,000 $239,023,000
ROW $53,631,000 $81,833,000 $43,810,000
TOTAL $315,952,000 $340,436,000 $323,104,000
Bridge Concept 3
Design and Administration $40,271,000 $40,271,000 $40,271,000
Construction cost $232,776,000 $229,091,000 $249,731,000
ROW $53,631,000 $81,833,000 $43,810,000
TOTAL $326,678,000 $351,195,000 $333,812,000
Bridge Concept 4
Design and Administration $40,271,000 $40,271,000 $40,271,000
Construction cost $221,178,000 $217,506,000 $238,368,000
ROW $54,423,000 $81,738,000 $43,949,000
TOTAL $315,872,000 $339,515,000 $322,588,000
Bridge Concept 5
Design and Administration $40,271,000 $40,271,000 $40,271,000
Construction cost $279,935,000 $280,271,000 $290,025,000
ROW $54,423,000 $81,738,000 $43,949,000
TOTAL $374,629,000 $402,280,000 $374,245,000
Year 3
e Completion of foundations construction
e Completion of column/pier table construction
e Completion of west approach roadway and retaining walls construction
e Continuing approach spans construction phases
e Abutment construction and main spans construction
e Surface road demolition and reconstruction
Year 4
e Completion of approach spans construction
e Completion of main spans construction
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e Completion of surface roads construction
e Sidewalks and barrier railings construction, bridge deck surface grinding
e Landscaping

Traffic Staging

Traffic detours would occur along the street network east and west of the river due to the closure
of the 6™ Street Viaduct. In addition, the 6 Street frontage roads on both sides of the viaduct
would need to be closed, causing obstruction to the operations of adjacent businesses not subject
to relocation that depend on the frontage roadways.

In addition to the detours resulting from the 6™ Street Viaduct closures described above, it is
anticipated that traffic staging along the viaduct vicinity during construction could include the
following closures and detours:

East End of proposed project to Clarence Street
e Provide alternate closures of the SB and NB lanes of US 101 to allow nighttime bridge
demolition.

Clarence Street to East of Anderson Street

e Close Clarence Street and the alley west of Clarence Street.

e Divert Clarence Street NB traffic to Jesse Street, then to Anderson Street, then to East
6™ Street, and back to Clarence Street.

e Use the same route in the opposite direction for SB traffic.

Anderson Street to West of Alley

e S. Clarence Street would be open for traffic.

e Close Anderson Street and the alley west of Anderson Street.

e Divert Anderson Street NB traffic to Jesse Street, then to Clarence Street, then to East
6" Street, and back to Anderson Street.

e Use the same route in the opposite direction for SB traffic.

West of Alley (above) to Easterly UPRR Railroad Tracks ROW

e Close Mission Road.

e Divert Mission Road NB traffic, except for local business traffic south of the viaduct, to
Jesse Street, then to Anderson Street, then to East 6™ Street, and then to Mission Road.

e Use the same route in the opposite direction for SB traffic.
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Over UPRR/SCRRA ROW Tracks between the Los Angeles River and Ventura Foods, Inc.

e Build platforms spanning bents over railroad tracks. These activities are to be performed
during work windows authorized by the railroads.

e Temporarily close the tracks adjacent to the bents to demolish the columns and footings.

Over BNSF/SCRRA/MTA ROW Tracks between the Los Angeles River and Mesquit Street

e Build platforms spanning bents over railroad tracks. These activities are to be performed
during work windows authorized by the railroads.

e Temporarily close the tracks adjacent to the bents to demolish the columns and footings.

East of Mesquit Street to East of Santa Fe Avenue

e Close North and South frontage roads between Santa Fe Avenue and Mesquit Street.

e Close Mesquit Street under the 6™ Street Viaduct to all traffic.

e Access to Lumary’s Tire Co. would be open on the south side from Mesquit Street only
through Jesse Street via S. Santa Fe Avenue or Imperial Street.

e Access to the film studio located on the north side of the bridge would be through S. Santa Fe
Avenue from Willow Street at the north side of the property.

East of Santa Fe Avenue to the West Abutment

e Close North and South frontage roads between Santa Fe Avenue and Mateo Street for
through traffic.

e Close S. Santa Fe Avenue under the 6™ Street Viaduct to all traffic.

e Allow only local business traffic with main entrances at frontage roads. Use flaggers at both
ends to control traffic.

e Divert all through traffic on S. Santa Fe Avenue to Mateo Street via Jesse Street on the south
side and via Willow Street on the north side.

e South frontage road local traffic diverted to SB Santa Fe Avenue or Mesquit Street.

e Access for the north frontage road local traffic via Mateo Street, then Willow Street, then SB
S. Santa Fe Avenue to the frontage road.

e City Maintenance Facility is to be relocated before commencing bridge demolition
operations.

West Abutment to Mateo Street

e Remove paving on the 6™ Street Viaduct.

e Close through traffic at North and South frontage roads between Mateo Street and Santa Fe
Avenue.

e Allow only local business traffic with main entrances at frontage roads. Use flaggers at both
ends to control traffic.
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e On the South frontage road, local business access east of S. Santa Fe Avenue would be
provided via Jesse Street and then S. Santa Fe Avenue to the South frontage road.

e On the North frontage road, local business access west of S. Santa Fe Avenue would be
provided via Mateo Street, then Willow Street, then S. Santa Fe Avenue to the North frontage
road.

Proposed Laydown Areas

Two locations have been identified as candidate areas that can be used by contractors to store
equipment and materials during construction activities. These sites were identified for purposes
of the environmental analysis based on the fact that they are either currently vacant parcels with
no known development plans or parcels owned by the City. One of the parcels is located on the
northwest side of the viaduct at Santa Fe Avenue. This is a triangular-shaped property of
approximately 40,605 square feet. The other parcel, owned by the City, is located at the
southwest corner of Mission Road and Jesse Street. This is a triangular-shaped property of
approximately 79,650 square feet.

The actual laydown areas may vary and would be identified by the Contractor, subject to the
approval of the City’s construction manager.

2.4 Alternative Development Process

Based on the proposed project’s purpose and need, several alternatives were developed and
evaluated. Interested agencies and the public were given opportunities to provide input and
direction to the development and selection of alternatives through the public scoping process,
cooperating agency coordination, citizen advisory committee meetings, and expert panel
evaluation. The following subsections describe the alternative development activities that
occurred during the project development phases.

24.1 Seismic Retrofit Alternatives Evaluation

Following the material testing of the 6™ Street Viaduct in 2002, the City prepared a Seismic
Retrofit Pre-Strategy Report summarizing its findings. In the retrofit pre-strategy phase, linear
and nonlinear analyses were conducted to determine seismic demands and capacities of the as-
built approach spans of the structure. Seismic deficiencies of the as-built structure were
determined from the analytical results. The as-built analyses showed that the structure could
collapse under the MCE event. This is evidenced by the high displacement demand-to-capacity
(D/C) ratios of the structure under such loading. The analyses also showed that some columns of
the existing structure could suffer shear failure under the MCE event due to concrete
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degradation. A seismic vulnerability study, which was also conducted in the retrofit pre-strategy
phase, showed a high probability of collapse.

Five retrofit alternatives were studied and evaluated in the Final Seismic Retrofit Strategy
Report™, as described in the following paragraphs. The goal of retrofit Alternatives 1 through 4
was to seismically retrofit the existing structure to meet current public safety requirements.
These retrofit alternatives accounted for the structure’s material degradation, but they did not
provide any measures to arrest future degradation; moreover, each of these alternatives would
require future seismic retrofits. The goal of Alternative 5 would be to seismically retrofit the
existing structure, taking into account future ASR deterioration of approximately 66 percent of
the existing columns over a period of time (approximately 30 years); however, none of the
retrofit alternatives accounted for future ASR deterioration in the footings, 33 percent of the
existing columns, bent caps, superstructure diaphragms, or bridge deck. These elements,
although not necessary to prevent a collapse of the viaduct, would continue to deteriorate from
the ASR.

2.4.1.1 Retrofit Alternative 1: Infill Wall Construction

This retrofit alternative consists of construction of infill walls between columns at 17 bents, and
construction of 6 grade beams and 2 footings. The retrofit design also includes restrainers at the
West and East River Piers and concrete-filled steel pipes at the west abutment to enhance the
capacity of shear keys under seismic forces. The alternative was designed by the City of Los
Angeles Bureau of Engineering (LABOE) in 1995 and approved by the County of Los Angeles
and Caltrans in 1998. The City requested, and subsequently received, an authorization for
construction from Caltrans in 2000 in the amount of $18.2 million. Because this alternative did
not address the ASR, the City did not proceed with construction.

2.4.1.2 Retrofit Alternative 2: Infill Wall with Steel Casing Construction

This alternative is an enhancement to Retrofit Alternative 1 by adding steel casings to columns in
the bents with infill shear walls, in addition to other columns at some of the bents with no infill
walls. The steel casings would enhance confinement, ductility, and shear strength of the existing
columns. The steel casings would also improve shear force transfer capacity between the infill
walls and the deteriorated columns. The major component of Retrofit Alternative 2 proposes
construction of infill shear walls at 14 bents in addition to the use of steel plates to provide
encasement to 29 columns. Since ductility and displacement capacity of the retrofitted columns
would be enhanced, it would be necessary to increase flexural strength of some of the bent caps
to assure that plastic hinges would not form in the bent caps after retrofitting of the columns, but

12gixth Street Viaduct Final Seismic Retrofit Strategy Report. 2004.
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that plastic hinges would rather form in the columns. This is because of limited ductility capacity
of the bent caps due to the lack of continuous bottom reinforcement and inadequate top
reinforcement in the cap beams at locations of the columns.

The infill shear walls would reduce seismic transverse displacements in the existing structure.
Under this alternative, two expansion joints in the superstructure would be closed, and new grade
beams would be constructed to reduce seismic longitudinal displacements. The as-built analyses
showed that stability problems may be encountered in the existing structure because of the small-
size footings. Thus, new footings are also proposed to reduce displacements and enhance
stability of the structure since the existing footings were, according to literature, sized to resist
gravity plus 0.10g lateral loads. Also, retrofitting of the existing footings would be necessary
because of degradation due to ASR.

Despite the confinement proposed under this alternative, ASR would continue. In addition, the
seismic risk would still remain and would require a significant subsequent retrofit in
approximately 10 years to maintain the seismic and operational safety of the structure.

2.4.1.3 Retrofit Alternative 3: Catcher Wall Construction

The objective of this retrofit design would increase seismic safety by preventing the collapse of
the viaduct during an earthquake. The design would consist of constructing catcher walls at
locations of all bents, except Bent 12. This bent would be excluded because of the restricted
room available for construction imposed by the proximity of active railroad tracks. These catcher
walls would provide a secondary support system to the viaduct to supplement the existing
columns and foundations in the event of column collapse.

This alternative would increase seismic safety by preventing structural collapse, but it would not
improve seismic performance of the existing structure, resulting in a high likelihood of
destructive damage with few, if any, repair options available following a large seismic event.
Life expectancy of the structure under this alternative would be approximately 10 years.

2.4.1.4 Retrofit Alternative 4. Concrete Casing Construction

This alternative would utilize concrete column casings to increase the ductility and stiffness of
the existing structure. Retrofit Alternative 4 is similar to Retrofit Alternative 2 in that the existing
columns would be encased to provide additional confinement to resist lateral dilation of the core.
Retrofit Alternative 4 proposes retrofitting all columns and bent caps and construction of new
foundations at bents with “Moderate-Severe” to “Severe” concrete column degradation based on
results of the material sampling and testing study. No infill shear walls are proposed with this
alternative since the concrete column casings and the bent cap retrofit would increase the
stiffness of the structure and consequently reduce seismic displacements. The new foundations
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would also be designed to reduce seismic displacements. Bent 12 would be excluded from
retrofitting because of the restricted room available for retrofit construction to take place at this
location.

Retrofit Alternative 4 has similar shortcomings to Retrofit Alternative 2. Design of the concrete
encasement would not provide sufficient strength to withstand the high internal pressure from
continuing ASR activity. Construction of the concrete encasement would take place with
rigorous water and moisture control of the existing concrete to prevent trapped moisture inside
the encased sections of columns. Life expectancy of the structure under this alternative would be
approximately 20 years before the next major retrofit would be required.

2.4.1.5 Retrofit Alternative 5: Shear Wall, Steel Casing,
and ASR Protection Construction

Retrofit Alternative 5 is similar to Alternative 2 in that columns would be retrofitted by steel
casings, and infill walls would be constructed at more column and bents. Compared to Retrofit
Alternative 2, Retrofit Alternative 5 proposed to encase all columns that were identified with
“Moderate-Severe” to “Severe”** damage ratings (refer to Figure 1-6 in Chapter 1) to reduce the
possibility of further deterioration. Additionally, the steel casings would be designed to
withstand the high level of internal pressure due to ASR-induced lateral dilation of the encased
column. Bent 12 would be excluded from retrofitting because of the limited room available for
construction of the column encasement due to the proximity of railroad tracks. Under this retrofit
alternative, 76 columns would be encased, of which 26 would have 7/8-inch plates and 50 would
have 5/8-inch steel plates. The exposed plates, channels, and bars would be concealed by a
6-inch layer of architectural mortar. All exterior columns with “Light” or “Moderate” damage
ratings (refer to Figure 1-6 in Chapter 1) would also be encased to account for future concrete
degradation due to ASR. Encasing all exterior columns would also maintain visual balance and
consistency for the retrofitted structure. In addition to the above-mentioned columns, the interior
columns in Bents 1, 4, and 5 would be encased to enhance their shear strengths.

Note that the steel casing and carbon and fiberglass rehabilitation schemes do not provide a
solution to treat the concrete expansion problems within other concrete structural elements,
including the railings, deck, girders, and foundations. It is expected that future retrofitting to
maintain seismic and operational safety of the structure may not be required for at least 30 years
after the retrofitting is completed.

'3 The damage rating was based upon visual observation of the degree of concrete cracking and deterioration during the materials
testing program (see Figure 1-6 in Chapter 1).
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2.4.1.6 Substructure Replacement

This retrofit scheme was developed for evaluation in response to suggestions from the public to
consider other viable retrofit alternatives to be evaluated in the environmental document. The
details of this retrofit scheme are presented in Section 2.3.2.2. This retrofit scheme would be
designed to meet current seismic demands by replacing all substructure elements with members
that conform to current seismic detailing standards. By replacing the substructure elements rather
than using traditional strengthening retrofit solutions, the viaduct’s aesthetics and historic nature
could be preserved by utilizing architectural features similar to the existing members. Columns
would be designed according to current seismic design criteria, including displacement and
ductility capacity requirements.

Construction of this retrofit scheme would be difficult due to the following constraints:

e Limited access to the site from the sides and limited vertical clearances for placement of
shoring

e Proximity of bridge to existing operational railroad

e Proximity of bridge to existing building foundations

o Size and weight of superstructure elements to be supported during removal and replacement
of substructure

o Difficult concrete removal work at the bent caps

e Questionable force transfer between the new bent caps and existing superstructure may
require large-scale proof testing

e Substandard horizontal clearances between columns and railroad facilities would cause
difficulty in obtaining approval from railroad companies

In addition to the above challenges, it is likely that the City would have to pay for all of the cost
associated with this retrofit scheme because it does not meet the criteria for federal funding;
therefore, this alternative was eliminated from further consideration.

2.4.1.7 Retrofit Alternative Screening

Two retrofit alternatives out of the above five alternatives considered in the Final Seismic
Retrofit Strategy Report*, including heavy steel casing and concrete replacement, were
evaluated as part of the alternative screening exercise during the project development phase. As
part of the screening exercise, a set of criteria was developed, as presented in Table 2-4 (refer to
Section 2.4.2.1). The screening results for the retrofit alternatives evaluated are summarized in
Table 2-5.

4Sixth Street Viaduct Final Seismic Retrofit Strategy Report. 2004.
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Table 2-4

Criteria Used for Retrofit and Alignment Alternatives Screening Exercise

Criteria

Explanation

Score Range

Meet Purpose
and Need

Purpose:

¢ Reduce vulnerability of the viaduct during a
major earthquake.

o Preserve 6" Street as a viable east-to-west link.

¢ Eliminate design deficiencies of the viaduct.

Need:

e ASR has deteriorated the structural integrity of
the concrete, making the 6" Street Viaduct
vulnerable to earthquake events.

e Bridge railings are damaged and cracked and do
not meet crash standards.

e Roadway width is substandard.

0 to 5, with “0” assigned to the alternative that does
not meet the purpose and need and “5” assigned to the
alternative that fully meets the purpose and need.

Constructability

Consideration was given to:

e Ease of construction.

e  Minimum impacts to railroads.

e No impacts to transmission towers.

o Need for specialized construction techniques.

5 to 1, with “5” assigned to the alternative that would
require standard construction and “1” to the
alternative that would be very difficult to construct.

The retrofit alternative was also given low scores
taking into consideration the construction difficulties
encountered when retrofitting the structure

Life Span of
Facility

A new structure would have a design life span of 75
years, while the retrofitted structure would have a
design life span of 30 years.

5to 1, with “5” assigned to the alternative that has up
to a 75-year life expectancy and “1” to the alternative
that has a low life expectancy.

Construction
Cost

Consideration is given to the following costs:
¢ Right-of-way acquisition.

¢ Railroad impacts.

e Business relocation.

5 to 1, with “5” assigned to the alternative with a low
construction cost and “1” to the alternative with a
high construction cost.

Maintenance
Cost

New structure usually requires less maintenance
compared to the retrofitted structure.

All replacement alternatives received a score of 5,
while retrofit alternative received a lower score.

Community Degree of businesses being disrupted due to access 5 to 1, with “5” assigned to the alternative with a high
Disruption or displacement and the number of businesses number of potentially affected properties and “1” to
impacted. the alternative with a low number of potentially
affected properties.
Structural New structure is less vulnerable to collapse and 5 to 1, with “5” assigned to the alternative with all
Safety would incorporate required safety features. required safety features incorporated and “1” to the
alternative that does not contain the required safety
features.
Operational Evaluation is based on consideration of the 5 to 1, with “5” assigned to the alternative that meets
Safety opportunity that the proposed project would: all required operational safety components and “1” to
e Eliminate sight distance restrictions. the alternative that does not meet the requirements.
e Correct substandard lane widths and sidewalks.
e Provide median buffer for opposing lane.
e Replace substandard railing.
Historic Evaluation is based on consideration of the 5to 1, with “5” assigned to the alternative that would

Preservation

opportunity and/or ability to preserve historical
resources of the community.

preserve the historic features and appearance of the
bridge and “1” to the alternative that does otherwise.

Other
Improvement
Opportunities/
Benefits

Evaluation is based on consideration of the
opportunities to improve the surrounding area of the
viaduct to benefit the community. Key issues and
opportunities to be considered include, but are not
limited to, design, destination, recreation, safety, and
traffic.

5 to 1, with “5” assigned to the alternative that would
provide open space for area improvement
opportunities echoed by the public and “1” to the
alternative that does not provide such opportunities.
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Table 2-5
Retrofit Alternative Screening Results
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Although the Concrete replacement scheme received a slightly higher score, the Project
Development Team (PDT) members chose the Infill Wall and Heavy Steel Casing scheme as the
retrofit scheme to be evaluated in the environmental document because it would involve much
less cost for similar results for the same design life.

2.4.1.8 Other Retrofit Schemes Considered but Eliminated from

Further Discussion
During the proposed project development phase following completion of the Final Seismic
Retrofit Strategy Report preparation, the PDT considered many other retrofit schemes in
response to input from interested parties and the public. The following retrofit options were
considered.

Lithium Treatment

In March 2007, FHWA published the report The Use of Lithium to Prevent or Mitigate Alkali-
Silica Reaction in Concrete Pavements and Structures. Lithium treatment for the 6™ Street
Viaduct was thoroughly evaluated and rejected for the following reasons:

1. The FHWA report states “Lithium treatment will not repair any damage that has already
occurred.” Significant ASR damage has already occurred within the 6" Street Viaduct
concrete elements; thus, lithium treatment would not be effective.

2. Data from the FHWA report indicate that application of lithium to existing structures can
only penetrate approximately an inch below the surface of the concrete member. The
structural elements of the 6™ Street Viaduct are many feet thick. The most severe ASR
damage is within the core of the thick concrete members.
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3. In regards to usage of lithium to treat existing ASR-affected structures, the report states
“Typically, such studies have used laboratory-sized specimens with relatively small
cross-sections and it has not yet been demonstrated that lithium treatment is effective
with larger specimens that are more representative of elements of concrete structures.” In
addition, if the large members of the viaduct could be treated, the treatment still would
not correct the damages that have occurred.

Carbon Fiber Wrap Technology

Similar to steel casings, carbon and fiberglass-reinforced polymer rehabilitation schemes do not
reverse or stop the ASR deterioration throughout the structural elements. The Final Seismic
Retrofit Strategy Report did not evaluate this option in depth because of its cost being much
higher relative to steel casing and its unknown long-term durability beyond approximately
20 years.

Replace ASR-Damaged Concrete within the Existing Viaduct Structure

This scheme was evaluated in response to suggestions from the public to consider preserving the
general appearance of the existing viaduct by replacing the concrete elements that have
deteriorated due to the ASR effect. Results of the evaluation indicated that there is no practical
method to differentiate and isolate the ASR-compromised concrete from sound material. Many
of the cores, which were extracted as part of the previously discussed materials testing program,
exhibited a healthy surface appearance but highly distressed interiors (see Figure 1-5); therefore,
it was determined that there was no practical way to replace bad concrete with new material
without replacing all of the concrete. Implementation of this scheme would essentially require
replacement of the entire viaduct. Another sub-option was to replace the foundations, columns,
bent caps, and guardrails, along with strengthening the existing arch ribs. The superstructure
between bent caps would not be replaced. After approximately 30 years, the superstructure
would have to be replaced.

Replacement with Historic Replica (Modified Retrofit)

This retrofit scheme, referred to as Alternative 6A in the Final Seismic Strategy Report,™ was
developed and evaluated in response to suggestions from the public to consider partial retrofit
and partial replacement. It is essentially a replacement of the existing viaduct structure with a
new structure that maintains the historic appearance of the existing 6™ Street Viaduct with a
reuse of some existing viaduct component for preservation purposes.

15 Sixth Street Viaduct Final Seismic Retrofit Strategy Report. 2004.
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Under this scheme, the new structure would be constructed on the same footprint of the existing
viaduct and retain the same vertical profile while making adjustment for current code
requirements. All of the viaduct features would be replicated to the maximum extent feasible
consistent with arriving at a roadway design that meets current AASHTO standards.

Based on the preliminary design concept, the new replacement structure would have 7 spans on
the west approach between the west abutment and the west river pier. The east approach would
consist of 14 spans between the east river pier and Bent 37. Span length would vary between
80 ft and 156 ft, with an average span length of 130 ft to 140 ft. The superstructure would be
constructed with cast-in-place (CIP) concrete multi-cell box girder. The box girder would have a
parabolic soffit with a variable girder depth between 4.5 ft and 6.5 ft in a typical span. Depth of
the box girder may reach up to 8 ft at some of the bents. The parabolic soffit of the superstructure
would simulate the visual appearance of the existing structure. The bent cap overhang would be
constructed with similar details to those of the existing structure. Concrete barrier rails Type
T-80 would be used to replace the existing railing and sidewalk. In addition, the new deck would
have a 65.5-ft curb-to-curb width in addition to 5-ft-wide sidewalks; thus, the total width of the
new structure would be 75.5 ft, and the total width of the deck slab would be 77.5 ft. However,
the current design standard for 10-ft-wide sidewalks would need to be approved for an exception.

The steel arches over the Los Angeles River would be preserved in the new replacement
structure. The superstructure over the Los Angeles River would consist of a CIP box girder, as
described above; however, the steel arches would be moved and reset on the exterior sides of the
new superstructure to maintain the visual appearance of the existing viaduct. The steel arches
would not participate in load-carrying capacity of the new viaduct portion over the Los Angeles
River. With this scheme, the steel arches would carry only their self weight, as well as self
weights of the vertical hangers and bracing members.

The new structure would be constructed with circular columns with diameters ranging from 6 ft
to 7 ft. The circular columns would be covered by 6-inch-thick architectural precast concrete
casings that have a similar exterior shape as that of the existing columns. The objective of the
architectural concrete casing would be to maintain the visual appearance of the existing columns,
and it would not carry any load of the columns. The columns and the architectural casings would
be supported on pile foundations.®

This retrofit scheme would eliminate the ASR problem. The life expectancy of the new structure
would be an estimated 75 years. This scheme would provide a wider roadway width that meets

18 Ibid.
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the goal of removing the structure from the FHWA Eligible Bridge List (EBL). Although the
existing viaduct elements would be replicated to the extent practicable, the new structure would
not have exactly the same visual appearance or historical aesthetics of the existing bridge.

24.2 Replacement Alternatives Evaluation

2.4.2.1 Alignment Corridor Screening

A screening process was conducted to evaluate and select viable alignment corridors for further
design consideration. Based on preliminary engineering investigation and public input, the PDT
initially identified more than 20 alignment corridor scenarios for consideration. These alignment
corridor scenarios were then refined and integrated into 10 alignment corridor alternatives
(Figure 2-15). A workshop was conducted to screen down the proposed alignment corridor
alternatives. This workshop resulted in the alternatives being reduced to three alignment
corridors for the purpose of evaluation in the environmental document.!’” Representatives from
LABOE, Caltrans, and a team of engineering and planning consultants participated in the
screening workshop. The evaluation criteria used in the screening exercise are summarized in
Table 2-4. Each criterion was given an equal weight.

Table 2-6 summarizes the results of the alignment corridor alternatives evaluation based on the
criteria presented earlier in Table 2-4.

Based on the results of the screening analysis, alignment corridors 2 (total score of 40), 5 (total
score of 41), and 10 (total score of 40) were chosen to carry forward for analysis in the
environmental document (Figure 2-7). Alignment corridors 3, 4, and 5 were very similar, with
the variation of the viaduct radius east of the river. Alignment 3 would swing the least to the
north, followed by Alignments 5 and 4, respectively. Alignment 3 would be more difficult to
construct than Alignments 5 and 4. In addition, Alignments 5 and 4 would provide room for
other potential uses. Because Alignment 5 would result in less ROW impacts than Alignment 4,
it is selected for further consideration.

7" Alternatives considered during the workshop included the “No Action” and two “Retrofit Options.” The retrofit options were
presented in Section 2.4.1 of this Draft EIR/EIS.
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Table 2-6
Alignment Corridors Screening Results
Evaluation Criteria =
L
Alignment - . 5T
i Q = Y— c () _ c - 0 hut E =
Corridor 25 = S, | o o 2 c | = g 5 So| 3 S
23 o €O | B | 8ol <S8 sl 6|28 |2 O 5<
(See 5% 3] 8= S0 cw S| 28| =8 5% |oc5 = g s
inti o =] n = s 0 o o € 5 o = 3] = = - < > 2 c B
Description = = > o O | 20| ez | 28| 58 %3 585| @ 3=
i - ¢ @ = L < ‘© o ‘= ‘A o o oo E —
in Table 2-1) > 2 = 15 g S5 | & g 4 g8 £ &
© O
Alignment
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Alignment
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Alignment
Alternative 3 5 4 5 3 5 4 5 5 1 2 39 No
Alignment
Alternative 4 5 5 5 2 5 3 5 5 1 5 41 No
Alignment
Alternative 5 5 5 5 2 S 3 5 5 1 5 41 Yes
Alignment
Alternative 6 5 1 5 1 5 3 5 5 1 3 34 No
Alignment
Alternative 7 5 2 5 2 > 2 5 5 1 3 38 No
Alignment
Alternative 8 5 1 5 1 S 2 5 5 5 4 38 No
Alignment
Alternative 9 5 1 5 1 5 2 5 5 5 4 38 No
Alignment
Alternative 10 5 4 5 2 > 4 5 5 1 4 40 Yes

2.4.2.2 Bridge Concept Alternative Screening

Screening of potential replacement bridge types was conducted for various beam, arch, and
cable-supported bridge systems using steel and concrete materials. The purpose of this screening
was to identify which bridge concepts would be developed further during the advanced planning
phase of project development leading to bridge type selection, thus narrowing the number of
potential bridge types for staff’s recommendations during the bridge type selection phase.

The structure type screening process consisted of the following steps:

Develop bridge type alternatives

Develop evaluation criteria

Obtain public input on the proposed alternatives

Evaluate and rank the alternatives

Recommend alternatives to be developed during the advanced planning phase, with five
concepts moving forward for future development.

ok~ w N PE
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Alignment Corridor Description

Alignment 1

Remove existing viaduct and construct a new viaduct that replicates existing viaduct on
existing alignment. The new viaduct width and profile would be the same as the existing
structure. Mo median or shoulders would be provided.

Plan View
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Alignment 2

Remove existing viaduct and construct a new viaduct on a new horizontal alignment.
The new wiaduct would be designed to have wider traffic lanes, median, shoulders, and
sidewalks. To accommodate the widened wiaduct, the narth side of the viaduct footprint
would extend to the north, while the south side of the footprint would remain at the same
location except forthe segment of the alignment that spans over the Los Angeles River,
which would be shifted slightly south to improve the existing horizontal curve radius
(2,300 ft) and provide better design speeds and stopping sight distance.

Replacement
Alternative 2

River, allowing more bridge type options. The alignment under this optionwould swing
to the north approximately 182 ft from the existing alignment, eliminating the existing
radius at the east end and providing the best design speeds compared to the other
alignment options under consideration.
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section as in Altemative 2. The new viaduct would be built on a horizantal straight line Alignment 4 - ' 8
alignment farthe segment from Mateo Street to the west bank of the Los Angeles *

Alignment 5

Remove existing viaduct and construct a new viaduct. twould have a wider cross
section as in Alternative 2. The alignment under this option is similarto that described
under Alternative 4, except that the radius {5,000 i) east of the river is much larger,
resulting in less extension of the viaduct footprint to the north. The alignment under this
option would swing to the north approximately 85 ft from the existing alignment,
eliminating the existing radius at the east end.
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Figure 2-15 Replacement Alignment
Alternatives — Sheet 1
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Alignment Corridor Description PlanView

Alignment 6

Remove existing viaduct and construct & new viaduct on a new harnzontal alignment. It L2 NOICAE
would have a wider cross section as in Alternative 2. The south side of the viaduct I
footprint would extend to the south, while the north side of the footprint would remain at
the same location.
-
x|
By

Alignment 7 ?f% [ 5
Remove existing viaduct and construct a new viaduct on a new horizontal alignment. It Replac'ement. ¥ ) :
would have a wider cross section as in Alternative 2. To accommodate the widened Alignme"ht 7 * s
wiaduct, the faotprint of the viaduct would be widened on bath the north and south sides. \ il i
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Alignment 8 ' '%1 E%ﬁ
Replacement

Canstruct a new viaduct parallel to the existing viaduct on the north side adjacent to Alignment 8

the existing viaduct. [t would have a wider cross section as in Alternative 2. Retrofit
the existing viaduct for public safety.

Alignment 9

Caonstruct a new viaduct parallel to the existing viaduct onthe south side of the
existing viaduct. R would have a wider cross section as in Alternative 2. Retrofit
the existing viaduct for public safety.

Alignment 10

Remove existing viaduct and construct a new viaduct on a new horizontal alignment.

Itwaould have awider cross section as in Alternative 2. To accommadate the widened Replacement Uy
wiaduct, the footprint of the viaduct would be wider an the narth and south sides, Alignment 10 O I
except forthe area between Mateo Street and Mesquit Street, which would only be el : froe
widerto the north. The segment that extends frorm the river to the east would be . Y 3 ; L S 7
constructed as a cantilever structure to minimize right-of-way impacts. e ST i X g ; A O \ e, "E.
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PARSONS Figure 2-15 Replacement Alignment

Alternatives — Sheet 2
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Bridge Concept Alternative Development

Bridge engineers and architects first developed 15 different concept plans (16, including the
existing structure concept), as listed in Table 2-7. The concept plans depicted the alternatives
with sufficient detail for the screening process. Further refinement of the selected alternatives is
anticipated during the advance planning phase.

The east and west approaches to the main span were considered but were not developed to the
same level of detail as the main spans. It is assumed at this stage that the approaches would be
beam-type structures (concrete box girders) compatible with the architectural vocabulary of the
main span.

Table 2-7
Bridge Type Alternatives for the Main Span
Alt. No. Description

1R Replication of Main Span
2R Haunched CIP prestressed concrete box girder (segmental or built on falsework)
3R Haunched steel box girder
4R Concrete slant leg frame
5R Concrete deck arch
6R Steel tied arch with top lateral bracing (3 spans of arches)
7R Steel tied arch without top lateral bracing (1 span of arches)
8R CIP box girder with steel tied arch pedestrian ways
9R Steel half-through arch CIP girder approaches
10R Concrete half-through arch with “Y” piers
11R Extradosed concrete box girder with dual pylons
12R Extradosed concrete box girder with single pylons
13R Cable stay with single pylon
14R Cable stay with 4-leg pylon
15R Self anchored suspension

Source: 6" Street Viaduct Improvement Project Bridge Type Selection Structure Type Screening Phase, David Evans and
Associates, October 2007.

Evaluation Criteria

Evaluation criteria were developed to identify the relative strengths and weaknesses of each
bridge type and help determine those most suitable for the site. Each bridge concept was
assigned a value from 1 to 10 based on application of the evaluation criteria. A value of 10 was
considered excellent, 7 good, 4 fair, and 1 poor. The total score for each bridge concept was then
obtained by summing the individual attribute values for that concept. Construction cost was not
considered as a selection factor. The evaluation criteria are described in Table 2-8.
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Table 2-8
Criteria Used for Bridge Type Evaluation
Criteria Explanation
Seismic What is the seismic performance in terms of repairable damage after a maximum design seismic event,
Performance considering the structural system and materials? Will it be difficult to perform construction work after a
seismic event, considering availability of materials and different structural elements? Considering the load
redundancy of the structural system, are there multiple load paths? Are long frames resulting in minimal
expansion joints and hinges possible? Are structural elements capable of sustaining large
displacement/deformations while still maintaining load? Are structural elements ductile and/or compact?
Geometric During the design period, will changes in roadway vertical and horizontal alignments be possible without
Flexibility requiring a major modification to the bridge type? Can the bridge type accommodate curved horizontal

alignments without adding significant costs? Can the bridge support system accommodate high skews along
the railroad corridors and local streets below the structure without adding significant cost? Can the bridge
supports be located to avoid conflicts with the existing access tunnel, sanitary sewer siphon, and towers for
the overhead power lines?

Roadway and
Pedestrian
Safety

Will crash barriers be required along the sidewalks to protect structural elements such as arch ribs and cable
systems? Will crash barriers be required along the median to protect structural elements such as arch ribs
and cable systems? Is sight distance reduced by structural elements projecting above the roadway surface
along the curved alignment?

Future River
Access from
Deck Level

Avre piers located so access can be provided from the deck to the ground level along the river bank? Can
access be provided along the span to the ground level along the river bank? How will the future access look
from an aesthetics view point, blending with the existing structure?

Aesthetics

Should the bridge be a more dominant (large landmark) or more visually recessive (quiet) type structure?
Does the bridge demonstrate the setting of a world-class city? Does the bridge fit into the natural and built
setting? Should its architectural style include standard and accepted elements of bridge design, reflect the
historic elements of the existing bridge, or should it push the current style envelope in an expression of
technological, structural, and aesthetic daring? How important is the view of the bridge from below or from
the deck? Should the bridge provide motorists a definite experience of a crossing? Is it appropriate for the
bridge to evoke emotions of awe and wonder or community pride and signature?

Historical
Compatibility

Do structural elements retain the architectural vocabulary of the historical bridge? Are similar materials
being used that reflect the existing bridge’s character, using state-of-the-art technology and construction
methods? Does the bridge architecture invoke a renaissance of the downtown area?

Design Schedule

Will the structural system require component testing, wind studies, and indicator pile programs that will
prolong the design period? Will the design period extend beyond 18 months? Will nonlinear analysis be
necessary to model geometric nonlinearity and material nonlinearity?

Hydraulic
Impacts

Will the pier layout and shape adversely affect the hydraulic grade within the Los Angeles River?

Environmental
Impacts

Can foundation systems be constructed that minimize the need for excavation? Can foundation systems be
installed that minimize noise during construction? Will the bridge design or construction cause disruption to
adjacent property owners? Will the bridge scheme require additional right-of-way purchases?

Utility Impacts

Will the bridge type require relocation of major utilities such as power transmission lines, fiber-optic lines,
water line, sanitary sewer lines, and other wet and dry utilities? Can proposed or future utilities be
supported within or on the superstructure?

Railroad
Impacts

Will the bridge type require foundation and bent column construction within the railroad right-of-way? Will
the bridge type minimize the time period of construction over the railroad right-of-way? Can the bridge
type provide adequate vertical clearance during construction over the railroad right-of-way? Can the bridge
type and material avoid or minimize maintenance requirements over the railroad right-of-way?

Construction
Cost

Is the initial construction cost high relative to other bridge types? Will the structural components be
manufactured locally? Does the price of material supplies fluctuate on a monthly basis? Note that the
construction cost was evaluated, but it was not added to the total score for screening purpose.

Construction
Schedule

Can the bridge be constructed within a 36-month period? Can the material supply be delayed by
consequential causes such as labor strikes?
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Table 2-8
Criteria Used for Bridge Type Evaluation
Criteria Explanation
Construction Has this type of bridge been built before, and what were past experiences regarding claims? Are
Risk construction claims normally high for this type of construction? Do contractors have the demonstrated skill

and experience to build this type of bridge? Is the structural system “seismically tough” during construction
phases? Are construction materials readily available? Do construction material costs fluctuate over the short
term?

Constructability | Is the construction scheme clear and uncomplicated? Are the details difficult to construct? Are extensive
temporary supports and works or specialized equipment required for construction?

Maintenance/ Are components accessible for inspection? Will special equipment, such as a snooper, be required to inspect
Serviceability components? Can components be removed and replaced without requiring temporary support of adjacent
components or the bridge itself? Is routine maintenance difficult or costly? Are components durable?

Public Input
On August 28, 2007, the PDT presented the preliminary sketches of 15 bridge types to the

Community Advisory Committee (CAC), which was formed to enhance public involvement in
the project development and environmental review process. During a workshop meeting, the
CAC expressed their preferences for bridge types. Results of the votes received from the CAC
members are presented in Figure 2-17, with the existing bridge type (Through Arches Category)
receiving the highest number of votes at 16 and the extradosed concrete box girder (Cable Type
Category) receiving 8 votes. The bridge concepts that received the third highest votes at 6 are
steel half-through arch CIP girder approaches (Through Arches Category) and concrete slant leg
frame concept (Deck Arches Category).

Bridge Concept Evaluation

A technical screening meeting was held on September 14, 2007, and involved a panel of nine
bridge experts tasked to evaluate and rank the bridge concepts and to recommend five
alternatives to be further developed during the advance planning phase. In addition eight
discipline leads from the team of consultants, City staff, and Caltrans staff were in observance of
the screening workshop®®. The expert panel reviewed the 15 bridge concepts and screened them
down to eight, taking into consideration the preferences expressed by the CAC at their previous
workshop (Figure 2-18). The eight concepts were further evaluated using the criteria listed in
Table 2-8. The results of the final screening are shown in Table 2-9. Based on the screening
results, five bridge types were carried forward for detailed study (Figure 2-19)

'8 Bridge Type Selection Structure Type Screening Phase. October 2007.
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Figure 2-17

Results of Public Input on Preliminary Sketches of Bridge Concept Alternatives
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Preliminary Sketches of Bridge Concepts Short-listed
by Expert Panel for Evaluation
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Table 2-9
Bridge Concept Screening Results
Evaluation Criteria
@ 0 ~ ~ e
> — (&) = (%) 7] el
3 o3 5% 22| 8|8 | 2)¢|38|s./2|Z% |32 §| &%
. e |22y <3 8 B=| © 2 | S0 8 o c |22 c = 2= 3 Eé
Alternative =8| 8= | > S| B | 22| < E|gg| 2 £ o |©63| o s s8] @ S
E ¢ 5| | 5% [} == 3] 8 e = = S5O = o c T Lo
LE|EZS| =28 2> < o® n s cal = S © E0 13} S o3 S )
so|l9F|Tos|xO 0 o 2| c = °c > @ 3 05 2 s | < o ol
NE| 92| g o O = £ o) a = £ = o) = c Q = » s 2 = = 8
1" 28|85 < |"S| g | s | | 5|5 |2|87 2| 5|23 53
>0 o) w =) ‘T
gles a | 2 | § 8§ | © ©
L
Weight 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
1R - Replication 7 4 7 7 10 10 6 4 7 1 10 4 4 92 Yes
2R - CIP prestressedconcrete | 40 | 10 | 20 | 10 | 4 | 4 |10 | 9 | 7 | 7 | 9 |10 |10 | 10| 120 10 |13/ No
ox girder
4R — Concrete slant leg frame 7 8 10 10 7 7 4 9 6 6 4 5 8 7 4 8 105 No
5R — Concrete deck arch 7 8 10 10 7 7 4 9 6 7 4 5 8 7 4 10 108 No
8R — CIP box girder with
steel tied arch pedestrian 7 8 7 10 6 4 8 9 7 7 9 8 9 9 7 7 114 Yes
ways
9R - Steel half-througharch |y | 4 | 7 | 99 [ 10 | 7 | 4 | 9 | 6 | 7 | 7| 6 | 9| 6| 7 | 6 | 100 ves
CIP box girder approaches
11R — Extradosed concrete 0| 8 | 7| 7 |w]| 5| 7| 7] 7 |1w0]1w0]| 5 |1w]| 9| 10| 8 |125] Ye
box girder with dual pylons
12 R ~ Extradosed concrete 0 7 | 4| 7|10 4] 7| 7|7 ]10]10]3]10] 9] 9| 8 |19/ Ve
box girder with single pylons

May 2009 2-52 6™ Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project



Chapter 2 Proposed Project Alternatives

Bridge Type 1 — Replication

e

__HH ..,nlm II||[|I||“I"”|II

G -
—-——=i "l. Al { Bridge Type 4 — Extradosed Concrete Box Girder
Firey with Dual Pylons

Brltlge Type 2 - CIP hox glrder \Mﬂl steel tled arch
pedestrian ways

T L TS
i daves AT EAL

Bridge Type 5 — Extradosed Concrete Box Girder
with Single Pylon
Figure 2-19
_ >z Preliminary Sketches of Bridge Concepts
Bridge Type 3 — Steel Half Through Arch Carried Forward for Detailed Study
with CIP box girder approaches
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2.4.2.3 Transportation System Management and Transportation Demand
Management Alternative

Caltrans requires consideration of Transportation System Management (TSM) strategies in
EIS/EIR documents (Caltrans SER EIS/EIR Annotated Outline, Volume 1, April 2008). TSM
strategies consist of actions that increase the efficiency of existing facilities; they are actions that
increase the number of vehicle trips a facility can carry without increasing the number of through
lanes. Some TSM strategies include ramp metering, auxiliary lanes, turning lanes, reversible
lanes, and traffic signal coordination. TSM also encourages automobile, public and private
transit, ridesharing programs, bicycle, and pedestrian improvements as elements of a unified
urban transportation system, all of which can be integrated in multiple forms.

Although TSM measures alone could not satisfy the purpose and need of the project, the
following TSM measures have been incorporated into the Replacement Alternative for this
project: 10-ft-wide sidewalks; 19-ft-wide outside lanes, including 8-ft-wide shoulders for
bicycles; left-turn lane at Mateo Street to improve thorough traffic flow; and traffic signal
improvements at both ends of the project.

The City of Los Angeles’ signal network system, referred to as the Automated Traffic
Surveillance and Control (ATSAC) system, coordinates signals for optimal operations (referred
to as signal priority). The ATSAC system is currently in place in East Los Angeles.
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) focuses on regional strategies for reducing the
number of vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled, as well as increasing vehicle occupancy. It
facilitates higher vehicle occupancy or reduces traffic congestion by expanding travelers’
transportation choices in terms of travel methods, time, route, costs, and the quality and
convenience of the travel experience. TDM includes providing contract funds to regional
agencies that are actively promoting ridesharing, maintaining rideshare databases, and providing
limited rideshare services to employers and individuals. Since the proposed 6" Street Viaduct
project is a seismic safety and bridge functional deficiency improvement, TDM does not apply.

2.4.3 Staff Analysis Summary

Nineteen (19) members of the PDT, which includes representatives from the City of Los Angeles
Bureau of Engineering’s Bridge Improvement Program and Environmental Management Group,
LADOT, Caltrans’ Environmental Division, and a team of consultants from various disciplines,
held a workshop on October 8, 2008. The purpose of the workshop was three-fold:

1. Determine the feasibility of retrofit concepts
2. Identify the highest ranked project alignment from three proposed corridors
3. Identify the highest ranked bridge type from five design concepts
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The criteria used in ranking the alternatives, roadway alignments, and bridge types had been
developed over the previous 2-year public involvement, preliminary engineering, and
environmental review phase. The project team once again reviewed results of extensive previous
research to revalidate each of the evaluation criteria, including the value engineering and ASR
workshop exercises conducted as part of the project development, and then scored and ranked
the alignment alternatives and bridge design concepts.

2.4.3.1 Alternative 2 — Retrofit
Based on the results of the workshop, staff reached a consensus that the Retrofit Alternative is
not the recommended alternative because of the following reasons:

o There are no known methods to stop, reverse, or mitigate the ASR deterioration.

e The Retrofit Alternative would have the highest life-cycle cost.

e The Retrofit Alternative would not correct the geometric deficiencies of the existing viaduct.

e Retrofit Alternative construction would require reduction of the railroad horizontal
clearances, which does not meet requirements of the railroad agencies.

o Because of access restrictions, column encasement at Bent 12 is infeasible.

o Retrofitting would adversely affect this historic resource.

o The Retrofit Alternative would only meet a “no collapse” standard; significant damage could
occur in a design seismic event.

Based on the above reasons, the staff recommended bridge replacement over the Retrofit Alternative.

2.4.3.2 Alternative 3 — Replacement: Alignments A, B, and C
For the Replacement Alternative, the following criteria were used in ranking the three proposed
alignments:

o Geometric design

e ROW impacts to parcels within the proposed new viaduct footprint
e ROW impacts to remaining parcels adjacent to the construction site
e Construction impacts

e Capacity to avoid LADWP transmission towers

e Impacts to utilities

e Adequate access to perform future maintenance

o Geometric capability to accommodate various bridge types under consideration
o Future compatibility with the Greening Concept

e Accommodating local plans

e Overall environmental impacts

6™ Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project 2-55 May 2009



Chapter 2 Proposed Project Alternatives

Following deliberation, Alignment Corridor B had the highest score and ranking, followed by
Alignments A and C, respectively. Alignment B had the highest ranking because it met the
geometric specifications required by LADOT; however, Alignment B would result in the greatest
ROW impacts. To minimize ROW impact, staff recommended that Alignment B be refined.

2.4.3.3 Alternative 3 — Replacement: Bridge Concepts

Based on the results of the ranking evaluation, Bridge Concept 4 (Dual Tower Extradosed [cable
supported] with CIP Box Girder Approaches) received the highest score; however, since the
bridge type does not affect the results of the environmental impact analysis, all five bridge types
are documented in this Draft EIR/EIS as viable options for the Replacement Alternative. Bridge
type selection will be made by the City Council based on public input received on the Draft
EIR/EIS and staff recommendations.

2.5 Alternatives Considered and Withdrawn

251 Viaduct Retrofit

Several retrofit alternatives were considered during the project development and screening phase
as described in Section 2.4.1. Table 2-10 summarizes the deficiencies of those retrofit
alternatives considered but not carried forward for further study.

25.2 Viaduct Replacement

Ten alignment corridor alternatives were identified and screened by engineers and planners of
the PDT utilizing the criteria described in Section 2.4.2.1. That screening process led to the
elimination of seven of the ten corridors from further consideration.

Two of the replacement alternatives eliminated deserve special mention because they are the only
alternatives that would allow the existing 6™ Street Viaduct to remain standing and still meet the
project purpose and need. These are Replacement Alignment 8 and Replacement Alignment 9, as
described below:
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Table 2-10
Retrofit Alternatives Considered but Eliminated
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253

Replacement Alignment 8: Alignment 8 proposes to preserve the existing viaduct by
constructing a new viaduct to the north of the existing viaduct. Under this alternative, the
existing viaduct would be retrofitted for preservation purposes and used only for pedestrian
and bicycle traffic. One of the main drawbacks of this approach is that by constructing a new
alignment to the north and extending its limits to the east and west, it would result in
substantially greater ROW impacts than any of all the other proposed alternatives. This
alternative would be far more expensive because both the new viaduct construction and the
existing viaduct retrofit to the same non-collapse standards would be required. Construction
of the viaduct under Alignment 8 would create major impacts to the sewer siphon across the
Los Angeles River and the sewers located on the east bank of the river. This alignment would
also create potential impacts to the LADWP transmission towers located along the east bank
of the river. This alignment would require construction of a new US 101 northbound (NB)
on-ramp. Two new bridges would also be required over I-5 for the NB and southbound (SB)
sections of the freeway. There would be greater impacts to the railroads by adding a new
bridge to the north of the existing viaduct, plus the additional space required for retrofitting
the existing columns that are located within the railroad ROW.

Replacement Alignment 9: Alignment 9 proposes to preserve the existing viaduct by
constructing a new viaduct to the south of the existing viaduct. Under this alternative, the
existing viaduct would be retrofitted for preservation purposes and used only for pedestrian
and bicycle traffic. One of the main drawbacks of this approach is that by constructing a new
alignment to the south and extending its limits to the east and west, it would create
substantially greater ROW impacts similar to Alignment 8. This alternative would be far
more expensive because both the new viaduct construction and the existing viaduct retrofit
the same non-collapse standards would be required. This alignment would impact three
LADWP transmission towers (two on the west bank of the river and one on the east bank). In
addition, LADWP's electrical substation between Santa Fe Avenue and Mesquit Street would
be impacted. A new NB on-ramp connection to US 101 would be required. Two new bridges
would also be required over 1-5 for the NB and SB sections of the freeway. There would be
greater impacts to the railroads by adding a new bridge to the north of the existing viaduct,
plus the additional space required for retrofitting the existing columns that are located within
the railroad ROW.

Bridge Concepts

Fifteen (15) bridge concepts were identified for evaluation. Bridge type screening was performed
by a group of bridge experts taking into consideration input from the CAC received during the
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concept development process. Based on the evaluation, five bridge concepts were carried
forward for detailed consideration, as described in Section 2.3.3.2.

254 TSM and TDM Alternative

The Transportation System Management (TSM) and Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) Alternative alone would not meet the project purpose and need. The City of Los Angeles’
signal network system (i.e., ATSAC system) coordinates signals for optimal operations (i.e.,
signal priority). No additional TSM improvement alternatives have been identified that would
improve street operations beyond upgrading the existing facility, providing standard width lanes
and a median, and facilitating highway vehicle occupancy.

2.6

Permits and Approvals Needed

The following permits, reviews, and approvals would be required for project construction:

Agency

Permit/Approval

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)

Section 404 Permit for possible discharge of dredged or fill
material into the Los Angeles River.

State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)

Section 106 consultation and agreement for the work that
would impact the historic 6 Street Viaduct

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)

Section 401 Water Quality Certification for work in the Los
Angeles Channel

RWQCB

Groundwater Dewatering Permit for discharges of
groundwater from construction and project dewatering to
surface waters in the watersheds of Los Angeles

California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG)

Section 1602 Agreement for Streambed Alteration

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority

(MTA)/Southern California Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA)/

BNSF Railway (BNSF)/Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR)/
AMTRAK

Railroad License/Agreement for work within railroad ROW
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Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Mitigation
Measures

3.1 Introduction

The proposed project is a joint undertaking by Caltrans and the City of Los Angeles (City), and it
is subject to both state and federal environmental review requirements. Project documentation
has been prepared in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Federal responsibility for environmental review,
consultation, and any other action required in accordance with NEPA and other applicable
federal laws for this project that of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is being
carried out by Caltrans under its assumption of responsibility pursuant to 23 United States Code
(U.S.C.) 327. Caltrans is the lead agency under NEPA, and the City of Los Angeles is the lead
agency under CEQA for the proposed project.

Analysis of each environmental factor in this EIR/EIS includes discussion of the affected
environment, environmental consequences (including construction impacts, permanent impacts,
cumulative impacts, and secondary impacts) and avoidance, minimization, and compensation
measures for each project alternative. When the impacts were found to be potentially significant,
as determined under CEQA, then mitigation measures were developed to reduce the impacts to a
less than significant level. CEQA requires that each significant effect on the environment
resulting from the project be identified and, to the extent feasible, mitigated.

Under CEQA, thresholds are used to determine if project-related changes to the environment are
significant (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7). Per NEPA regulations (40 Code of Federal
Regulations [CFR] 1508.27), significance is based on context and intensity. The magnitude of
the impact is evaluated, and no judgment of its significance is made in the document. Usage of
the term “significance” in this document is made pursuant to CEQA only, and the evaluation of
environmental factors pursuant to CEQA significance thresholds is confined to Chapter 4 and
Appendix A, CEQA Checklist. Under NEPA, all impacts are discussed regardless of threshold
amount, and they include mitigation measures where reasonable. Each section in Chapter 3
discusses the context and intensity of environmental impacts and mitigation measures, as
required by NEPA.

In analyzing cumulative and secondary effects of the proposed project, the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) handbook entitled Considering Cumulative Effects under the
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National Environmental Policy Act (CEQ, 1997) and the FHWA position paper entitled Secondary
and Cumulative Impact Assessment in the Highway Project Development Process (FHWA,
1992) were followed. Three major steps, which are parallel with the environmental impact
assessment process, were used in analyzing cumulative effects. These consist of (1) scoping, (2)

defining the affected environment, and (3) determining the environmental consequences.

3.11 Technical Studies
Environmental analyses presented in this chapter are primarily based on a series of technical studies
prepared for the 6™ Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project. These studies consist of the following;

Air Quality Technical Report (Parsons, 2008a)
Archaeological Survey Report (BonTerra Consulting, 2008)
Community Impact Assessment (Parsons, 2008b)

Historic Property Survey Report (Parsons, 2007a)
Historical Resources Evaluation Report (Parsons, 2007b)
Hydrology and Hydraulics Report (Moffatt & Nichol, 2008)
Initial Site Assessment (Parsons, 2007¢)

Natural Environment Study (BonTerra Consulting, 2009a)
Noise Study Report (Parsons, 2008d)

Paleontological Study (BonTerra Consulting, 2009b)
Relocation Impact Report, Draft (Paragon Partners, 2008)
Traffic Analysis Report (ACT Consulting Engineers, 2008)

Visual Impact Assessment (Parsons, 2008e)

The above technical studies are incorporated by reference and are available for review at the City
of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering (LABOE) office and Caltrans District 7 office.

3.1.2 Governing Laws, Regulations, and Standards

The analysis in this document assumes that, unless otherwise stated, the project would be designed,
constructed, and operated following all applicable federal and state laws, regulations, ordinances, and
formally adopted City standards (e.g., Los Angeles Municipal Code and Bureau of Engineering
Standard Plans). Also, this analysis assumes that construction would follow the uniform practices
established by the Southern California Chapter of the American Public Works Association (e.g.,
Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction and the Work Area Traffic Control
Handbook) as specifically adapted by the City of Los Angeles (e.g., The City of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works Additions and Amendments to the Standard Specifications for Public
Works Construction [also known as “The Brown Book,”’] formerly Standard Plan S-610).
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3.1.3 Resources Considered but Determined to not be Relevant

The following environmental resources were considered but determined to not be relevant due to
their absence from the project area. Consequently, there is no further discussion regarding these
resources in this document.

Farmland/Timberland. The project site is located in a highly developed, urban area of Los
Angeles with no farmland or agricultural resources within the project area and vicinity.

3.14 Resources Resulting in No Impacts

As part of the scoping and environmental analysis conducted for the project, the following
environmental factors and resources were considered, but no potential for adverse impacts was
identified. Consequently, there is no further discussion regarding these environmental factors in
this document (see Appendix A, CEQA Checklist, for more information).

Growth. Growth within the project area and vicinity is controlled by the City of Los Angeles
General Plan. The proposed project would retrofit or replace a seismically vulnerable viaduct,
but it would not add traffic lanes/capacity; therefore, it is not considered growth inducing and
would not directly or indirectly contribute to population growth.

Land use designations in the project area west of the Los Angeles River include heavy industrial
(zoned M3), open space (zoned OS), and public facilities (zoned PF); land use designations in the
project study area east of the river include heavy industrial (zoned M3), light industrial (zoned
MR?2), residential multi-family (zoned RD2), open space (zoned OS), public facilities (zoned PF),
and highway oriented commercial (zoned C1). Based on field observations by the consultant team,
no residential dwellings are located in or adjacent to the 6™ Street Viaduct footprint. The proposed
project would not require the acquisition or displacement of residential housing; therefore, it
would not create a demand for additional housing. Under the replacement alternative, some
manufacturing/commercial buildings located immediately adjacent to the viaduct footprint would
need to be relocated, leaving some vacant land that might be available for redevelopment. Since
this land is zoned for heavy industrial, redevelopment of the land for residential and/or mixed-
use residential is not allowed unless it is rezoned by the City Planning Department. Future
development decisions would be made through the planning process/ protocols set forth by the
City of Los Angeles Planning Department and are beyond the scope of this project.

Energy. The proposed project would use fossil fuels for construction equipment operation during
the construction period. This increased fuel consumption would be temporary and would cease at
the end of the construction activity.
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3.2 Land Use and Planning

This section addresses potential impacts to existing and planned land uses within the project area that
could result from implementation of the proposed project alternatives. The information presented in
this section is excerpted from the Community Impact Assessment'® prepared for this project.

321 Affected Environment

The proposed project is located within the City of Los Angeles, east of the downtown area within
the Central City North and Boyle Heights Community Planning Districts. The land use analysis
focused on the properties within the project limits and the surrounding area potentially impacted
by project construction and operation.

3.2.1.1 Existing Land Use

The project is located within a fully developed, mixed-use urban setting surrounding a portion of
the Los Angeles River (refer to Figure 1-2 in Chapter 1). The project is located at the boundary
of the City of Los Angeles General Plan’s Central City North and Boyle Heights Community
Planning areas. Land uses along the north and south sides of the viaduct are predominantly
industrial and commercial. Railroad corridors exist along the east and west banks of the river. On
the west bank of the river, the two tracks closest to the river are owned by the Los Angeles
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) and used by the Southern California
Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA) to operate Metrolink trains. The five tracks west of the MTA
tracks are owned by Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF), and the rest of the tracks are owned
by MTA and used for the Metro Red Line. Amtrak and BNSF also operate trains on MTA’s two
tracks on the west bank. On the east bank, the two tracks closest to the river are owned by MTA,
and the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) owns the rest of the tracks. UPRR also operates trains on
MTA’s tracks on the east side of the river.

The Los Angeles River, which extends beneath the viaduct in a north-south direction, is confined
to a trapezoidal concrete-lined channel. Within the proposed project vicinity, four 230-kilovolt
(kV) high-voltage transmission towers, owned by the Los Angeles Department of Water and
Power (LADWP), are located on each bank of the river on the north and south sides of the

viaduct.

Existing buildings/structures located within the viaduct footprint include the City Department of
Public Works Maintenance Facility office (located beneath the viaduct on the west side of the
Los Angeles River between Santa Fe Avenue and Imperial Street); a USACE tunnel (located

1 Community Impact Assessment for 6 Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project. July 2008.
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beneath the viaduct on the west side of the Los Angeles River between Santa Fe Avenue and the
river), and buildings owned by Ventura Foods, Inc. (located underneath the viaduct on the east
side of the Los Angeles River west of Mission Road).

3.2.1.2 Development Trend

The proposed project site is situated within the fully developed area of Downtown Los Angeles
and the Boyle Heights community. Rehabilitation, reuse, and redevelopment activities in the
downtown area are progressing very rapidly, while such activities in the Boyle Heights
community are less apparent, which is evident from current property conditions in the vicinity.
The area near the proposed project site west of the Los Angeles River, in the Arts District of
downtown, has seen several adaptive reuse renovations of abandoned industrial buildings, which
introduces residential uses to the primarily industrial district by converting the spaces into
live/work units. Based on a review of ongoing and future foreseeable proposed projects within
the area, many rehabilitation/reuse/redevelopment projects are proposed near the project study
area, as summarized in Section 1.5 of Chapter 1.

3.2.1.3 Land Use Designation and Zoning

Land use designations in the project study area west of the Los Angeles River include heavy
industrial (zoned M3)*°, open space (zoned OS)*', and public facilities (zoned PF)** (see Figure
3.2-1 for land use designations and Figure 3.2-2 for zoning designations). Land use designations
in the project study area east of the river include heavy industrial (zoned M3), light industrial
(zoned MR2)>, residential multi-family (zoned RD2)**, open space (zoned OS), public facilities
(zoned PF), and highway oriented commercial (zoned C1)*. Existing land uses on both sides of
the river reflect the land use and zoning designations.

3.2.1.4 Coastal Zone
The project site is not located within the designated coastal zone area.

2 Heavy Industrial (M3): This zone allows for Light Industrial use (M2), any industrial | uses, nuisance type uses 500 ft from

any other zone, No multiple residential uses.

2l Open Space (OS): This zone allows for parks and recreation facilities, nature reserves, closed sanitary landfill sites, public

water supply reservoirs, and water conservation area.

22 Public Facilities (PF): This zone allows for agricultural uses, parking under freeways, fire and police stations, government

buildings, public libraries, post offices, public health facilities, and public elementary and secondary schools.

Restricted Light Industrial (MR2): This zone allows for restricted industrial use (zoned MR1), additional industrial uses,
mortuaries, and animal keeping.

Restricted Density Multiple Dwelling (RD2): This zone allows for two-family dwellings.

Limited Commercial (C1): This zone allows for local retail stores greater than 100,000 square ft, offices or businesses, hotels,
hospitals and/or clinics, parking areas, limited commercial uses (CR) except for churches, schools, museums, and multiple
dwelling uses (R3).

23

24
25
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3.2.1.5 Parks and Recreational Facilities

No parks and recreational facilities exist within the vicinity of the proposed project site. The
closest park to the project site is Hollenbeck Park, which is located approximately 0.6-mile east
of the 6™ Street Viaduct.

3.2.1.6 Wild and Scenic Rivers
Where the project site is located, the Los Angeles River is concrete-lined and is in the industrial
development area. It is not designated a wild and scenic river.

3.2.1.7 Applicable Land Use Plans and Policies
A. City of Los Angeles General Plan

The City of Los Angeles’ Citywide General Plan Framework Element establishes the broad
overall policy and direction for the entire General Plan. It provides a citywide context and
comprehensive long-range strategy to guide the update of the General Plan’s other elements.

The City’s 35 community plans collectively comprise the Land Use Element of the General Plan.
The Department of City Planning has established the New Community Plan Program (NCPP) to
study the land use plans for the 35 community plans to ensure that they are kept up-to-date to
effectively guide growth. The aim of this update is to encourage sustainable growth patterns
while balancing the unique character of individual communities. Infrastructure, design,
transportation, and mobility issues are also being addressed in the update. Only the Boyle
Heights Community Plan is currently under study and review by the Department of City
Planning. Until the updated community plans are approved, all current plans are still valid.

In addition to the NCPP, the Department of City Planning is preparing an Infrastructure Systems
Element, Public Facilities and Services Element, and a Historic Preservation and Cultural
Resources Element, each of which could affect the proposed project’s study area. The proposed
project’s study area includes portions of the Central City North and Boyle Heights Community
Plans (see Figure 3.2-1). The Los Angeles River forms the boundary between these two

community plan areas.

Central City North Community Plan

The Central City North Community Plan Area is adjacent to Downtown Los Angeles and is
bound by the Los Angeles River to the east; the city of Vernon to the south; Alameda Street,
Cesar Chavez Avenue, Sunset Boulevard, and Marview Avenue to the west; and Stadium Way,
Lilac Terrace, and North Broadway to the north. It includes symbolic cultural centers for three
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prominent ethnic groups in the City of Los Angeles, encompassing Chinatown, parts of Little
Tokyo, and the original Mexican pueblo.

The project area is located in one of the city’s major industrial districts — the South Industrial
Area. The South Industrial Area is located between Alameda Street and the Los Angeles River,
and between 3™ Street and United States Highway 101 (US 101). Preservation of industrial land
use designations is a primary objective of the Central City North Community Plan.

The project area is also located in the Artists-in-Residence (AIR) District, which is commonly
referred to as the Arts District. The AIR District is located between Interstate 5 (I-5) and
Interstate 10 (I-10) and between Alameda Street and the Los Angeles River. Although the largest
concentration of artists is located outside of the project area between 1% Street and Palmetto
Street and Alameda Street and the Los Angeles River, artists’ residences and businesses may be

encountered in the project area.

The Central City North Community Plan was amended in December 2000.”° The Plan was
developed in the context of promoting a vision of the Central City North area as a community
that:

e Preserves and enhances the positive characteristics of existing residential neighborhoods
while providing a variety of housing opportunities with compatible new housing.

e Improves the function, design, and economic vitality of the commercial corridors.

e Preserves and enhances the positive characteristics of existing uses that provide the
foundation for community identity, such as scale, height, bulk, setbacks, and appearance.

e Maximizes the development opportunities of future transit systems while minimizing any
adverse impacts.

e Plans the remaining commercial and industrial development opportunity sites for needed job-
producing uses that will improve the economic and physical condition of the Central City
North area.

Boyle Heights Community Plan

The Boyle Heights community, which is situated at the eastern boundary of the city, is
surrounded by the city of Vernon to the south, the unincorporated community of East Los
Angeles to the east, the communities of Lincoln Heights and El Sereno to the north, and the Los
Angeles River to the west. Boyle Heights was developed as one of the first residential suburbs in
Los Angeles when rail and rail-related uses began to expand and dominate the Los Angeles

2 City of Los Angeles, 2000. Central City North Community Plan. December.
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River corridor. Immigrants and residents employed by the railroads and related industrial sectors
settled in the Boyle Heights area. Moreover, some of the first public housing projects were
constructed in Boyle Heights.

The Boyle Heights Community Plan was amended in 1998.*” The plan was developed with

similar purposes as described above for the Central City North Community Plan.

City of Los Angeles Industrial Land Use Policy

In January 2008, the City of Los Angeles Planning Department released the findings of the
Industrial Land Use Policy project (ILUP).*® The ILUP, which is made up of Planning
Department staff and City of Los Angeles Redevelopment Agency staff, gathered and analyzed
information regarding the viability of the City’s industrial districts, particularly those areas
currently experiencing pressure to be converted to other uses. The ILUP includes the industrial
districts within the project study area, including the Central City North-Alameda (west of the Los
Angeles River) and Boyle Heights (east of the Los Angeles River) industrial areas, respectively.
The west side of the proposed project is located within the ILUP designated Industrial Mixed
Use District, areas that should remain predominantly industrial/employment use but that may
support a limited amount of residential use according to the ILUP, and an Employment
Protection District, where industrial zoning should be maintained and residential uses are
inappropriate. Similarly, the east side of the proposed project falls within the area designated by
the ILUP as Employment Protection District.

The recommendations of the ILUP establish guidance and short- and long-term direction, and
identify needs for new land use and zoning code categories. The ILUP does not establish new
land use plans or policies; current land use plans and policies contained in the General Plan and
Redevelopment Plans for these areas are still valid.

B. Community Redevelopment Agency

The Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles (CRA/LA) has been Los
Angeles' public partner in housing, commercial, neighborhood, and economic development for
more than half a century. The CRA/LA is dedicated to revitalizing, refurbishing, and renewing
economically underserved areas of Los Angeles. Since its creation in 1948, CRA/LA's main task
is to lend a hand to investors willing to take risks for a more vibrant city, to neighborhood

27 City of Los Angeles, 1998. Boyle Heights Community Plan. November.
2 http://cityplanning.lacity.org/code_studies. Web site accessed by Pika Rosario on March 4, 2008.
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residents with renewed aspirations for their communities, and to those in need who strive to take

part in the city's growing prosperity.

The CRA/LA adopts comprehensive plans for redevelopment areas. These plans provide
guidelines and strategies for removing physical and economic blight and provide a vision, goals,
and timetables for generating growth and new opportunities. Redevelopment plans are created
with political, business, and community participation. The plans are the roadmap for spurring
growth, creating new housing, and improving the quality of life and general welfare of the
people who live and work in and around redevelopment areas.

CRA/LA has two redevelopment projects in the project study area, consisting of the Central
Industrial Redevelopment Project and the Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Project. The two
redevelopment projects conform to the corresponding community plans described above and are
in accordance with local codes and ordinances.

The Central Industrial Redevelopment Project, which is located in Downtown Los Angeles just
east of the commercial center, covers approximately 738 acres and is generally bound by
3" Street on the north, the Los Angeles River on the east, San Pedro Street on the west, and
Washington Boulevard and I-10 on the south (Figure 3.2-3).*” The Redevelopment Plan was
adopted by the Los Angeles City Council on November 15, 2002. The redevelopment project
aims for the revitalization and redevelopment of land to eliminate blight and remedy the
conditions that caused it. The present priority project for the Central Industrial Redevelopment
Project is the proposed Downtown Women's Center, which is located in the Renaissance
Building at 434 S. San Pedro Street. The proposed project intends to provide public services and
facilities necessary to address the needs of various social, medical, and economic problems of
Central City residents, especially the Skid Row population.

The Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Project, which was adopted March 30, 1999, is located
approximately 2 miles east of the downtown Central Business District. The approximately 2,200-
acre industrial and commercial redevelopment project contains the areas south of Olympic
Boulevard to the city limits of Vernon from the Los Angeles River to Indiana Street; North Main
Street east to Valley Boulevard and Alhambra Avenue to the city limits of Alhambra; and all
east-west commercial streets in Boyle Heights, such as Cesar Chavez Avenue, 1% Street,
4™ Street, and Whittier Boulevard from the Los Angeles River to Indiana Street (Figure 3.2-4).%°

» Community Redevelopment Agency of Los Angeles. 2002. Redevelopment Plan for the Central Industrial Redevelopment
Project. November.

30 Community Redevelopment Agency of Los Angeles. 1999. Redevelopment Plan for the Adelante Eastside Redevelopment
Project. March.
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The principal thrust of the proposed project is the preservation of industrial and commercial uses
within the community to promote a stable industrial base to provide jobs for the community, as
well as enhancing the existing shopping areas to provide alternative commercial choices for
residents. Currently, four priority proposed projects are within the Adelante Eastside
Redevelopment Area: Sears Olympic Adaptive Reuse (southwest corner of Olympic Boulevard
and Soto Street), Biomedical Tech Park (San Pablo and Zonal Streets, near the USC Health
Sciences Campus Adelante Eastside), Metro Gold Line Eastside Extension (area bound by
6" Street, the Los Angeles River, and Cesar Chavez Avenue and Indiana Street), and Olympic
Industrial Park Demonstration Project (bound by Olympic Boulevard on the north and Pico
Boulevard on the south).
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Figure 3.2-3 Central Industrial Redevelopment Project Area
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C. City of Los Angeles Bicycle Plan

The City of Los Angeles General Plan Transportation Element contains the Bicycle Plan for the
city. The Bicycle Plan is currently under revision by the Planning Department and the mayor-
appointed Bicycle Advisory Committee. The revised Bicycle Plan is expected to be completed in
2009. Revision of the plan includes developing new plans and policies for the region.

The current Bicycle Plan does not designate 6™ Street in the project area as a bikeway; however,
the proposed project does cross the Los Angeles River, which is designated as a Class I bikeway.
The City of Los Angeles Bicycle Plan Policy 1.1.5°' states that any bridge reconstruction or
replacement, such as bridges over the Los Angeles River, on right-of-way (ROW) designated as
a Citywide Bikeway be designed with adequate roadway to accommodate a bicycle facility. A
City of Los Angeles Bicycle Committee member indicated at the public information meeting and
at Community Advisory Committee (CAC) meetings for this project that the City Planning

31 City of Los Angeles General Plan Transportation Element. 1999.
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Department intends to designate the 6™ Street Viaduct as a bikeway in the upcoming Bicycle

Plan revision if the replacement alternative is selected.’”

D. Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan

The Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan (LARRMP) is the conceptual framework to
guide the revitalization of the Los Angeles River. The 32-mile-long and 1-mile-wide river
planning area extends from Topanga Canyon east to River Glen and south to approximately
Washington Boulevard. The plan was approved by the City Council in May 2007.

The LARRMP has specific goals for the revitalization of the river corridor, including:

o Establish guidelines for environmentally sensitive urban design, land use, and development
for the Los Angeles River that will create economic development opportunities to enhance
and improve river-adjacent communities; policies would include the provision of open space,
housing, retail spaces, educational facilities, and places for other public institutions;

e Improve the environment, enhance water quality, and improve water resources and the
ecological functioning of the river;

e Improve and restore natural native habitats, eradicate invasive non-native habitats, and
provide links and connections to existing habitats;

¢ Provide and improve public access to the river;

e Provide significant recreation space and open space and new trails;

e Preserve and enhance the flood control features of the river; and

e Foster a growth in community awareness and pride in a revitalized Los Angeles River.

The project area lies within the “Downtown Industrial Opportunity Area,” which is one of the
five demonstration areas of the LARRMP (Figure 3.2-5).*> There are currently two alternatives
for development of the opportunity area: the DI-A and DI-B concepts. Both concepts designate
6" Street in the proposed project area as a Primary Arterial Green Street.** The alternatives also
propose an expanded multi-use and bicycle trail on the western bank of the Los Angeles River,
and a promenade along the eastern bank of the river, each having its own underpass beneath the
6" Street Viaduct. In addition, both alternatives provide pedestrian bridge access ramps from the
west side of 6™ Street north to the proposed expanded trail. Alternative DI-A designates the area

32 Mowery, Michelle. Bicycle Committee, Los Angeles Department of Transportation. Information discussed at Project
Information Meeting. January 2007.

33 Tetra Tech, Inc., 2007. Programmatic EIR/Programmatic EIS for the Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan,
Figures 2-24 and 2-25. January.

* Tbid.
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east of the river north of 6™ Street as a Neighborhood Gateway, while Alternative DI-B
establishes this area as a Regional Gateway.

] 3 o R
Source: Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan PEIR/EIS

Figure 3.2-5 Proposed Downtown Industrial Opportunity Area
E. Southern California Association of Governments

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is the Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) for six southern California counties, including Imperial, Orange, Riverside,
San Bernardino, Ventura, and Los Angeles. As such, it is responsible for preparing the Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP), which provides the framework for all transportation system
improvements planned for its jurisdiction. The RTP is one of several inputs used to develop the
Regional Transportation Improvement Plan and State Transportation Improvement Program
(RTIP and STIP). The 6" Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project is included in the 2008
RTIP, in which the project is programmed for $245 million over a 6-year period, Fiscal Years
2008/9 to 2013/14..
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3.2.2 Environmental Consequences
3.2.2.1 Construction Impacts
There would be no temporary change to any existing zoning or land use within the project area.

Alternative 1 — No Action
No impacts to land use and planning would occur under the No Action Alternative.

Alternative 2 — Retrofit

Implementation of Alternative 2 would not require full closure of the viaduct or adjacent streets;
however, temporary lane closures on the viaduct are likely to occur, and adjacent streets could
experience episodes of increased congestion as a result of construction. Moreover, access to
businesses situated adjacent to the viaduct could be restricted. Any such effects would be
localized, temporary, and of short duration.

Alternative 3 — Replacement

Construction of the Replacement Alternative would require removal of the existing 6™ Street
Viaduct and several commercial and industrial buildings along the viaduct alignment. Land use
conversion from industrial and commercial to public facility to accommodate construction of the
viaduct to meet current safety standards would be unavoidable. Roadway obstruction from
construction activities may limit the use of some properties located within the project vicinity.
This impact would be localized and temporary. A Traffic Management Plan (TMP) would be
developed to assist the remaining local businesses in continuing operation during the
construction period. The TMP would identify and provide alternate traffic detour routes,
pedestrian routes, and residential and commercial access routes to be used during the
construction period. In addition, the City mandated Work Area Traffic Control Plan (WATCP)
would be strictly implemented by the contractor during project construction.

3.2.2.2 Permanent Impacts

Alternative 1 — No Action

No impacts to land use and planning would occur under the No Action Alternative. However, the
6" Street Viaduct would not likely be designated as a bikeway under the revised Bicycle Plan

because of the lack of shoulders on the existing viaduct (see Section 3.2.1.7.C).

Alternative 2 — Viaduct Retrofit
City of Los Angeles General Plan
The purpose of the proposed seismic improvement project is to preserve the 6™ Street Viaduct as

a viable east-west link between Downtown Los Angeles and the Boyle Heights community.
Implementation of Alternative 2 would not require land use or zoning modifications at the

proposed project site or its surrounding area. The proposed seismic retrofit project would not be
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in conflict with the Central City North Community Plan or Boyle Heights Community Plan since
the two community plans outline development objectives based on the assumption that the
6" Street Viaduct is in place.

Implementation of Alternative 2 would require removal of two existing properties, including the
City of Los Angeles Maintenance Facility, which is located in the area beneath the viaduct on the
west side of the river, and the Ventura Foods, Inc., buildings located on the east side of the river.
This limited acquisition would not substantially impact land use and planning within the
Community Plan area.

Southern California Association of Governments
The proposed project is included in SCAG’s adopted RTIP for fiscal year 2006/2007 - 2011/12
under the Los Angeles County State Highway section, Lump Sum category for bridge projects.

All projects incorporated into the 2006 RTIP are consistent with current RTP policies, programs,

and projects; therefore, no conformity issues would arise.

Community Redevelopment Agency
Implementation of Alternative 2 would benefit the two redevelopment projects in the long term

by maintaining a seismically sound transportation link between the east and west sides of the

river to support the surrounding communities and businesses.

City of Los Angeles Bicycle Plan
No permanent impacts to the City of Los Angeles Bicycle Plan would occur under this

alternative; however, implementation of Alternative 2 would not provide the City with an
opportunity to designate 6™ Street along the 6™ Street Viaduct as a bikeway (see Section
3.2.1.7.0).

Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan
Construction of Alternative 2 would be confined within the existing viaduct “footprint.” A

limited number of parcels would be acquired (see detailed information in Section 3.4). No
surplus land would be available to support implementation of the LARRMP. However, the lack
of project-derived surplus land under this alternative does not constitute an adverse impact to the
LARRMP.

Alternative 3 — Viaduct Replacement
City of Los Angeles General Plan
Alternative 3 would preserve the 6™ Street Viaduct as a viable east-west link between Downtown

Los Angeles and the Boyle Heights community. Depending on the alternative alignment
selected, additional land acquisition along the proposed alignment would be required to
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accommodate the wider viaduct. Property acquisitions would result in the loss of industrial
buildings located adjacent to the viaduct (see Table 3.4.2 in Section 3.4 for more detailed
information on ROW impacts). Among the three alignments considered, Alignment 3C would
preserve the highest number of existing buildings on the east side of the river. The project area is
within the designated Industrial Mixed Use District and Employment Protection District, as
described in Section 3.2.1; therefore, removal of the industrial buildings and the potential loss of
jobs of local workers would be in conflict with the Central City North Community Plan’s
objective.

Portions of all of the full parcels to be acquired would not be needed for the project. Availability
of these surplus areas along the viaduct as a result of ROW acquisition would provide the
opportunity for new development. During the project development phase, community members
(through the CAC formed for this project — see detailed information in Chapter 5 of this report)
expressed interest in new potential development opportunities in the vacated areas. Examples of
development and land use opportunities raised by CAC members included adding more
recreational areas adjacent to the new viaduct; making the viaduct a landmark destination;
developing retail and gallery space; providing river access; and making the area around the
viaduct a defensible space to facilitate the elimination of crime and homeless occupation.
Although neither the Central City North Community Plan nor Boyle Heights Community Plan
contain a plan for specific development around the viaduct, these opportunities could enhance
the quality of life of those living in the community and the region.

City of Los Angeles Industrial Land Use Policy
The proposed project is located within the ILUP designated Industrial Mixed Use District, areas

that should remain predominantly industrial/employment use but that may support a limited
amount of residential use according to the ILUP, and an Employment Protection District, where
industrial zoning should be maintained and residential uses are inappropriate. Similarly, the east
side of the proposed project falls within the area designated by the ILUP as Employment
Protection District. The loss of industrial and commercial uses and associated jobs would be
inconsistent with the City of Los Angeles ILUP.

Southern California Association of Governments
As with Alternative 2, no conformity issues would arise since the proposed project is included in
the 2008 RTIP.

Community Redevelopment Agency
Similar to Alternative 2, implementation of Alternative 3 would benefit the two redevelopment

projects in the long term by maintaining the transportation link between the east and west sides
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of the river to support the surrounding communities and businesses. Depending on the alternative
alignment selected, additional land acquisition along the proposed alignments would be required
to accommodate the wider viaduct. These acquisitions would result in a loss of industrial
buildings located adjacent to the viaduct (see Section 3.4 for more detailed information on ROW
impacts). The loss of industrial and commercial uses and associated jobs would be inconsistent
with the two redevelopment projects administered by CRA/LA.

City of Los Angeles Bicycle Plan
Implementation of any of the Alternative 3 alignments would provide an opportunity for the City

to designate the 6™ Street Viaduct as part of a bike route along 6™ Street. Bikes would use the
outside shoulders on the new wider roadway. The addition of a bikeway would be compatible
with the City of Los Angeles Bicycle Plan Policy 1.1.5,> which states that any bridge
reconstruction or replacement, such as bridges over the Los Angeles River, on ROW designated
as a Citywide Bikeway should be designed with adequate roadway to accommodate a bicycle
facility.

Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan
Implementation of Alternative 3 would require demolition of the existing viaduct. Depending on

the alternative alignment selected, additional land acquisition along the proposed alignments
would be required to accommodate the wider viaduct. These acquisitions would involve partial
and full takes of several parcels and are likely to result in surplus land not used for the structure.
Excess land made available by the vacation of select parcels could be reserved for future green
project development compatible with LARRMP objectives. Potential examples of redevelopment
opportunities include creating recreational green space and developing a commercial and/or
cultural center around/under the new 6" Street Viaduct.

3.2.2.3 Cumulative Impacts

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) defines cumulative effects as “the impact on the
environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or non-
federal) or person undertakes such other actions (40 CFR 1508.7).”

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) defines cumulative impacts as “two or more
individual effects that, when considered together, are considerable or compound or increase other
environmental impacts” (Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 15355). Individual effects may
be changes resulting from a single project or a number of separate projects. Cumulative effects

35 City of Los Angeles General Plan Transportation Element, 1999.
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from several projects are the change in the environment that results from the incremental impact
of the project when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonable foreseeable future
projects. Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR consider the ways in
which a proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of
additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment. Causes of
growth inducement might be the extension of urban services or transportation infrastructure to a
previously unserved or underserved area, or the removal of major obstacles to development.

Geographical areas for analyzing cumulative impacts on land use consist of industrial and
commercial land in the project area and elsewhere in the Central City North and Boyle Heights

Community Plan areas.

Many development and redevelopment projects have occurred within Downtown Los Angeles.
The most recent list of past, present, and future projects is provided in Chapter 2 of this EIR/EIS.
The effects of these projects are considered together with the proposed project when analyzing

cumulative impacts.

Alternative 1 — No Action

Since there would be no project with the No Action Alternative, there would be no cumulative
impacts on land use or planning; however, the No Action Alternative would not resolve the
seismic vulnerability of the existing structure caused by ongoing deterioration of the concrete
from alkali silica reaction (ASR), and the cumulative effect would be further weakening of the
structure.

Alternative 2 — Retrofit

Implementation of Alternative 2 would not require a revision to any of the adopted plans or
policies at the local and regional levels. This alternative would promote public safety, and it
would seismically strengthen the link between Downtown Los Angeles and the Boyle Heights
community, which is compatible with current community plans. Implementation of this
alternative would not generate land use changes that could be in conflict with long-term plans
and policies; therefore, the Retrofit Alternative would have no adverse cumulative impacts on

land use and planning.

Alternative 3 — Replacement

The project area is located within the CRA/LA redevelopment area where industrial uses are
preserved; however, several industrial buildings within the project area are being converted to
residential lofts. Implementation of Alternative 3 would result in the conversion of some existing
commercial and industrial land uses to public facility land uses and would require a zoning

change. The number of affected parcels depends on the alignment chosen, as discussed in
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Section 3.4.3 of this Draft EIR/EIS. The land required for facility ROW for the wider
replacement viaduct would be permanently converted to non-industrial land uses and is
considered unavoidable under Alternative 3. The conversion of industrial land uses would
conflict with the City of Los Angeles’ industrial land use policies, which include the preservation
of industrial land uses. This impact, along with the conversion of industrial land uses as part of
the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would constitute a cumulative,
substantial adverse effect on industrial land uses.

Although implementation of Alternative 3 would have an adverse cumulative impact on land use
and planning, as described above, it would provide the City with an opportunity to implement
certain features proposed under the LARRMP. Land use and zoning changes associated with the
LARRMP implementation would have to be considered and approved by the City of Los
Angeles Planning Department independent from the proposed project.

3.2.2.4 Secondary Impacts

The CEQ defines secondary effects as those that are “caused by an action and are later in time or
farther removed in distance but are still reasonably foreseeable” (40 CFR 1508.8). Generally,
these impacts are induced by the initial action. They comprise a wide variety of secondary
effects, such as changes in land use, water quality, economic vitality, and population density.

Alternative 1 — No Action
No secondary impacts on land use and planning would occur as a result of the No Action

Alternative implementation.

Alternative 2 — Retrofit

Implementation of Alternative 2 would require relocation of the City of Los Angeles Street
Maintenance Facility, which is currently located west of the river beneath the viaduct. The
maintenance facility could be relocated to the nearby area zoned as Industrial or Commercial.
One of the candidate sites being considered by the City to house the maintenance facility is
located on the parcel east of the railroad tracks on the east side of the river where Ventura Foods,
Inc., is now located™. Relocating the maintenance facility to this location would not result in
land use and zoning incompatibility. If the maintenance facility were to relocate elsewhere, then
land use and zoning compatibility would need to be determined. Application for a land use or
zoning amendment or a conditional use permit may be required. Potential secondary impacts of
relocation cannot be determined because a specific site has not been identified.

36 As of October 2008, Ventura Foods, Inc., has moved to the new location; the building is currently vacated.
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Alternative 3 — Replacement

Implementation of Alternative 3 would also require permanent relocation of the City of Los
Angeles Maintenance Facility, as well as several businesses located adjacent to the viaduct on
both sides of the river. It is assumed that the affected businesses would relocate to areas that have
compatible land use and zoning designations or they would apply for a conditional use permit.
No land use and zoning impacts are anticipated.

3.2.3 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures
Alternative 1 — No Action

No mitigation is required under this alternative.

Alternative 2 — Retrofit
Since there would be no change to land use and zoning with the Retrofit Alternative, no

mitigation is required.

Alternative 3 — Replacement

Removal of commercial and industrial uses near the existing viaduct could not be avoided if the
Replacement Alternative were implemented; however, there would be an opportunity to
redevelop the vacated areas where the existing buildings and viaduct would be removed into
various uses based on planning decisions and public input. Future development decisions would
be made through the planning process/protocols set forth by the City of Los Angeles Planning
Department.
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3.3 Community Impacts — Community Character and Cohesion

Community cohesion is the degree to which residents have a “sense of belonging” to their
neighborhood, a level of commitment to the community, or a strong attachment to neighbors,
groups, and institutions, usually because of continued association over time. The information
presented in this section is excerpted from the Community Impact Assessment prepared for this

project.”’

3.3.1 Regulatory Setting

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) established that the federal government should
use all practicable means to ensure for all Americans safe, healthful, productive, and
aesthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings (42 U.S.C. 4331[b][2]). In its implementation
of NEPA (23 U.S.C. 109[h]), FHWA directs that final decisions regarding projects are to be
made in the best overall public interest. This requires taking into account adverse environmental
impacts, such as destruction or disruption of human-made resources, community cohesion, and

the availability of public facilities and services.

Under CEQA, an economic or social change by itself is not considered a significant effect on the
environment; however, if a social or economic change is related to a physical change, then social
or economic change may be considered in determining whether the physical change is
significant. Since this project would result in physical change to the environment, it is
appropriate to consider changes to community character and cohesion in assessing the

significance of the project’s effects.

3.3.2 Affected Environment

3.3.2.1 Study Area Definition

The project study area is located east of Downtown Los Angeles and is highly developed and
urban/industrial in character. The geographical area identified for community impact assessment
covers the area that would potentially be either directly or indirectly affected by the proposed
project activities. The primary impact area consists of the area in the immediate vicinity of the
6" Street Viaduct, which includes business and commercial buildings along the front row next to
the viaduct footprint. These properties would be subject to direct effects, such as property
acquisition or disruption from construction activities. Secondary impact areas would be dispersed

and include areas likely to experience increased vehicle movements associated with

37 Community Impact Assessment for 6 Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project. July 2008.
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construction-driven detour traffic. The secondary impact zone would be bound by 1* Street and
7™ Street to the north and south, respectively, and Soto Street and Central Avenue to the east and
west, respectively.

3.3.2.2 Community Characteristics

There are two neighborhoods within the project area — the Downtown Arts District on the
western side of the proposed project and the community of Boyle Heights on the eastern side —
with both exhibiting strong community cohesion and a strong sense of historical connection to
the development of the City.

The Downtown Arts District

The Downtown Arts District, which is located within the South Industrial Area, is roughly bound
by 1% Street and 7" Street, the Los Angeles River, and Alameda Street. The district has its roots
in the mid 1970s, and it has the oldest and largest contiguous neighborhood of Artists-in-
Residence (AIR) lofts in southern California. Several AIR loft buildings are in the area,
including the Factory Place Lofts at 1308 Factory Place just northwest of the project site, Lofts
726 at 726 S. Santa Fe Avenue, and 2121 Lofts at 2121 E. 7" Place located south of the project
site. All of the AIR lofts in the area were once industrial buildings that have been converted into
live/work spaces through the Adaptive Reuse Ordinance of 1999. The largest concentration of
AIR lofts is located in the northern portion of the district between 1% Street and 4™ Street;
however, there has been a recent surge of AIR projects in the southern portion of the district near
the proposed project, as is evident by the five proposed adaptive-reuse projects currently in
various stages of development.”® Many of the AIR loft buildings offer residents amenities that
foster community cohesion, including open galleries and rooftop spaces. The Arts District
Business Improvement District (BID) plays a prominent role in encouraging and promoting
community cohesion by organizing monthly art walks, weekly neighborhood walks, and a
neighborhood watch program.

On April 27, 2002, the Downtown Los Angeles Neighborhood Council (DLANC) was certified
as an approved City Neighborhood Council. Its mission is to unite the diverse communities of
Downtown Los Angeles and to provide an innovative forum for all community stakeholders to
contribute to a healthy, vibrant, and inclusive downtown. The DLANC is composed of three
groups, including residents (i.e., renters and owners), business owners, and others (e.g., social
service groups, artists, and laborers). It is served by 27 internal board members, and general
board meetings are held monthly. The DLANC is very involved in issues that affect the

downtown area.

3% Downtown Center Business Improvement District Web site (accessed November 2007).
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The Boyle Heights Community
The Boyle Heights community is located east of the Los Angeles River. Boyle Heights was

developed as one of the first residential suburbs in Los Angeles when the railroads were
constructed along the Los Angeles River. It was initially settled by European immigrants and
later by Mexican laborers employed by the railroads and related industrial sector. Some of the
first City public housing projects were constructed in Boyle Heights, and much of the existing
housing stock is in poor condition.*® The community was segmented into four smaller areas and
one larger area by the construction of four major freeways between 1940 and 1960. In addition,
the Los Angeles River divides Boyle Heights from the downtown area. The bridges over the Los
Angeles River, including the 6 Street Viaduct, have long served as a means of connecting Boyle
Heights residents to downtown. Today, Boyle Heights is a predominantly Hispanic community.

Strong community cohesion in Boyle Heights is exemplified by the active citizen-participatory
Boyle Heights Neighborhood Council (BHNC), which is divided into four quadrants —
Quadrants 1, 2, 3, and 4 — covering the northeast, northwest, southeast, and southwest areas of
Boyle Heights, respectively. Each quadrant has its own citizen members who meet monthly to
discuss issues, proposed projects, and events in their respective communities. The 6™ Street
Viaduct lies within BHNC Quadrant 4, which is the largest quadrant. The sense of community
cohesion in Boyle Heights is strengthened by the history shared by successive generations of

residents living in the community where they were raised.

The 6™ Street Viaduct has a unique role in fostering cohesion of the larger communities in the city
because it has been part of the route of the Los Angeles Marathon since 2006 and the venue for
Festival de la Gente, the latter being an annual festival celebrating the traditional Latino holiday Dia
de los Muertos, the Day of the Dead. The festival, which is a major community event celebrating
Latino culture, first started in 1999. In recent years, the festival has been sponsored by the member of
the 14" Los Angeles City Council District in conjunction with the Speaker of the California
Assembly, and the mayor, with additional support by private corporate sponsors. The festival is the
nation’s largest Dia de los Muertos celebration and features local Hispanic artists and entertainers,
and various food and crafts booths. It is held annually during the last week of October, one or
two days before the Day of Dead. In 2006, more than 70,000 people attended the celebration.

3.3.2.3 Socioeconomic Characteristics

Socioeconomic and demographic data for the study area were drawn from the year 2000 census,
supplemented by a business survey conducted for the proposed project. The three census tracts
under study cover the proposed project site, its immediate surrounding area, and the area in the

3% City of Los Angeles, 1998. Boyle Heights Community Plan. November.
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vicinity that could be potentially affected by traffic detour routes during proposed project
construction, consisting of tracts 2060.40, 2060.50, and 2046 (Figure 3.3-1).

Population Demographics
Year 2000 U.S. Census data from the three study census tracts were used to characterize

population demographic characteristics of the proposed project area. The population of these
census tracts is approximately 10,000 residents, which is approximately 0.3 percent of the
population of the City of Los Angeles (Table 3.3-1). The percentages of working age (19 to 64)
population within the study census tracts range from a low of 54 percent (Tract 2046) to a high
of 66 percent (Tract 2060.50), which is similar to both the City and County of Los Angeles.

Table 3.3-2 presents the racial composition of the population in the study census tracts and the
larger region. The study census tracts contain a higher percentage of Hispanic or Latino
population (ranging from 61 to 97 percent) compared to the City and County of Los Angeles,
which have approximately 45 percent Hispanic or Latino population. The percentage of white
population within the census tracts under study is much lower than the City and County of Los
Angeles. Based on this statistic, the study area is considered a predominantly minority
community compared to the larger population within the County of Los Angeles.

Socioeconomic Demographics

According to Year 2000 U.S. Census data, 2,954 households are located within the study census
tracts (see Table 3.3-3). The average household sizes in the three study census tracts (i.e.,
2060.40, 2060.50, and 2046) of 2.8, 2.6, and 3.9 persons are essentially in the same range as the
City and County of Los Angeles with 2.8 and 3.0 persons, respectively. The average family size
in Tracts 2060.40 and 2060.50 of 3.8 persons and Tract 2046 of 4.2 persons is slightly higher
than that of the City and County of Los Angeles at 3.6 persons.

As shown in Table 3.3-3, median annual household incomes within the three study census tracts
range from $22,000 to $29,000. These numbers are much lower than the City and County of Los
Angeles incomes of $36,000 and $42,000, respectively. The median annual family incomes for
the study census tracts follow the same pattern as the household annual incomes.

Individual earnings in 1999 below the poverty level, which is defined as a minimum income
level below which a person is officially considered to lack adequate subsistence and to be living
in poverty, within the study census tracts were reported to be 33 to 37 percent, which is higher
than that of the City of Los Angeles (22 percent) and the County of Los Angeles (18 percent).
Family incomes below the poverty level within the study census tracts are reported at 32 percent
(Tract 2060.40) and 33 percent (Tracts 2060.50, and 2046), which is higher than that of the City
of Los Angeles (18 percent) and the County of Los Angeles (14 percent).
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Figure 3.3-1 Census Tracts in the Vicinity of the 6™ Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project
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Table 3.3-1
Study Census Tract Population Demographics
Tract 2060.40 Tract 2060.50 Tract 2046 City of Los Angeles County of Los Angeles

Demographic Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Total Population 3,391 2,552 4,083 3,694,834 9,519,338
E(‘)’ﬁr‘l‘g“etri"“ 19 or 1,050 31 588 23 1,494 37 1,087,223 29 2,936,713 31
Population 19 to 64 1,897 56 1,681 66 2,206 54 2,250,501 61 5,655,655 59
Population 65+ 444 13 283 11 383 9 357,110 10 926,970 10

Source: U.S. Census, 2000.
Table 3.3-2
Racial Composition of Population in the Study Census Tracts
Tract 2060.40 Tract 2060.50 Tract 2046 City of Los Angeles County of Los Angeles

Demographic Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Total Population 3,445 2,488 4,083 3,694,820 9,519,338
White 267 8 527 21 53 1 1,099,188 30 2,959,614 31
iﬁ‘;l;g; ffrican 120 3 242 10 10 0 401,986 1 901,472 9
‘zﬁ;:g;’agvfan and 13 0 3 0 5 0 8,897 0 25,609 0
Asian 441 13 170 7 40 1 364,850 10 1,124,569 12
Other Pacific Iander 4 0 ! 0 0 0 4484 0 23,265 0
Some other race 4 0 2 0 5 0 9,065 0 19,935 0
Two or more races 32 1 29 1 18 0 87,277 2 222,661
Hispanic or Latino 2,564 74 1,514 61 3,952 97 1,719,073 47 4,242,213 45

Source: U.S. Census, 2000.
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Table 3.3-3
Study Area Socioeconomic Characteristics
Tract 2060.40 Tract 2060.50 Tract 2046 City of Los Angeles County of Los Angeles
Demographic Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Total Population 3,445 2,488 4,083 3,694,820 9,519,338
In Labor Force over 16 1,451 42 1,176 47 1,277 31 1,690,316 46 4,312,264 45
Per Capita Income $10,662 $15,941 $8,343 $20,671 $20,683
{)‘;‘i‘)f;d;j‘l/fr?;nﬁisel 1,144 33 853 34 1,511 37 801,050 22 1,674,599 18
Total Families 622 336 865 807,039 2,154,311
Average Family Size 3.8 3.8 4.2 3.6 3.6
Median Family Income $27,750 $27,083 $22,182 $39,942 $46,452
Ezrvngl“es below Poverty 202 32 111 33 284 33 147,516 18 311,226 14
Total Households 1,124 801 1,029 1,276,609 3,136,279
Average Household Size 2.81 2.57 3.91 2.83 2.98
?ﬁssr‘fl‘e‘ Household $22,143 $29,145 $21,875 $36,687 $42,189
Source: U.S. Census, 2000.
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The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) establishes the poverty threshold on an
annual basis. A family is considered “low-income” if its income is at or below the HHS poverty
guidelines. The Year 1999 poverty threshold for an average family size of four was $16,700. Based on
the HHS thresholds for poverty, the study area is not at the poverty level; however, considering the
“needs-based” poverty threshold developed by the Los Angeles Alliance for a New Economy
(LAANE), the working poor (i.e., a working poor family must have at least one member who reported
income from work in the last year) in Los Angeles County is defined as individuals with a total family
income below 200 percent of the federal poverty level.*’ The “need-based” poverty threshold was
determined based on two criteria: the income levels at which families are still eligible for government
anti-poverty programs, and the actual cost of living in Los Angeles County. Based on this study, the
poverty threshold of the working population in Los Angeles County was $33,300 for a family of four in
1998. The study pointed out that during the 1990s, the number of poor families rose from 36 percent
to 43 percent of the population in Los Angeles County, and accounted for 4.1 million residents
according to the needs-based poverty threshold. Since the median annual household incomes
within the three study census tracts range from $22,000 to $29,000, the study area population is
considered low-income based on the “need-based” poverty threshold for Los Angeles County.

Unemployment Rate
Based on Year 2000 U.S. Census data, 12 percent of the population in the labor force within the

study census tracts was unemployed at the time of the survey, which is higher than the City and
County of Los Angeles unemployment of 8 to 9 percent (Table 3.3-4). Data in Table 3.3-4 also
reveal that the workforce in the study census tracts use public transportation, walk, or bike to

work at higher percentages than those in the City and County of Los Angeles as a whole.

The unemployment rates reported by the California Employment Development Department
(October 2007) show lower unemployment rates for the population in the labor workforce for the
County and City of Los Angeles at 5.2 and 5.7 percent, respectively (Table 3.3-5). Although the
data were not reported by census tract, the unemployment rate of 7.8 percent reported for East

Los Angeles is higher than the city and county numbers.

Housing Demographics
Based on Year 2000 U.S. Census housing characteristic data, 2,090 houses were located in the three

study census tracts, which is approximately 0.16 percent of the number of houses reported for the
City of Los Angeles (see Table 3-3-6). Most of the housing within the study census tracts was renter
occupied (ranging from 78 percent in Tract 2046 to 95 percent in Tract 2060.50), which is much
higher than the City and County of Los Angeles at 61 and 52 percent, respectively. Note that the

0 Moore, Paul, et al., 2000. The Other Los Angeles: The Working Poor in the City of the 21st Century. Los Angeles for A New
Economy. August.
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Table 3.3-4
Study Area Employment Data, Location of Work, and Means of Transportation to Work
Tract 2060.40 Tract 2060.50 Tract 2046 City of Los Angeles County of Los Angeles

Demographic Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
tTh‘:aLlaI;‘(’)li‘ngc"e“ in 1,451 1,176 1,277 1,690,316 4,312,264
Employed 1,296 89 1,038 88 1,110 87 1,532,074 91 3,953,415 92
Unemployed 155 11 138 12 167 13 156,578 9 354,347 8
Location of Work:
xglgégczlace of 709 55 592 57 610 55 943,489 62 1,382,500 35
zggsfigr‘:ctzide Place 571 44 407 39 431 39 551,406 36 2,402,195 61
Means of Transportation to Work:
Car, Truck, or Van 889 69 649 63 710 64 1,203,143 79 3,296,964 83
Public Transportation 203 16 197 19 253 23 152,435 10 254,091 6
Walking, Bike,
Motorcycle, Other 110 8 78 8 67 40 77,622 5 173,052 4
Means
Worked at Home 78 6 75 7 11 1 61,695 4 134,643 3
Source: U.S. Census, 2000.
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Table 3.3-5
Labor Force Data in Los Angeles County as of September 2007
Unemployment
Area Name Labor Force Employment Number Rate (%)

County of Los Angeles 4,974,500 4,717,200 257,300 5.2
City of Los Angeles 1,935,100 1,823,800 111,300 5.7
East Los Angeles Census Designated

Place (unincorporated East Los Angeles) 49,600 46,000 3,600 7.2
Source: California Employment Development Department, 2007.

Table 3.3-6

Study Census Tract Population Demographics

Housing Tract 2060.40 Tract 2060.50 Tract 2046 City of Los Angeles County of Los Angeles
Demographic Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Total 1,071 791 1,027 1,275,412 3,133,774
Owner occupied 91 8 40 5 228 22 491,882 39 1,499,744 48
Renter occupied 980 92 751 95 799 78 783,530 61 1,634,030 52
Source: U.S. Census, 2000.
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housing characteristic data clearly show a higher percentage of owner-occupied housing in the area
east of the Los Angeles River than on the west side; however, the recent survey conducted by the Los
Angeles Downtown Center Business Improvement District shows that more housing units in
downtown Los Angeles were owned in 2006 (30.2 percent) than in 2004 (18.6 percent).*' According
to this report, the increase in owner-occupied housing may be the result of the inclusion of newly
developed condominium properties that recently opened; however, this number represents the
entire downtown area and may not be a representative number for the project study area.

3.3.3 Environmental Consequences

3.3.3.1 Construction Impacts

Impacts on community character and cohesion are addressed by how proposed projects are likely
to affect the people, institutions, neighborhoods, service delivery organizations, and overall
social and economic systems surrounding a proposed undertaking.

The proposed project would involve a prolonged period of construction for both the retrofit and
replacement alternatives. Area residents would endure greater impacts resulting from
construction activities as compared to the surrounding population; however, once construction is

complete, traffic circulation would soon return to normal.

Alternative 1 — No Action

The No Action Alternative would result in no impacts to community character and cohesion.

Alternative 2 — Retrofit

Construction of Alternative 2 would require partial viaduct lane closures and street closures
beneath and adjacent to the viaduct for the duration of construction (up to 2.5 years). Community
disconnection could occur on a temporary basis during the construction period. Implementation
of a mandatory Work Area Traffic Control Plan (WATCP), outlined in the Standard
Specifications for Public Works Construction and the Work Area Traffic Control Handbook,
adopted by the City, would minimize traffic-related impacts. Area residents would be able to
continue their normal social activities and stay connected during the construction duration. No

adverse effects to community character and cohesion are anticipated.

Alternative 3 — Replacement

Implementation of Alternative 3 would require complete closure of the 6™ Street Viaduct for
approximately 4 years. Some local streets beneath and adjacent to the viaduct would also be
subject to closure. Depending on the alternative alignment selected, some businesses located

* The Los Angeles Downtown Center Business Improvement District, 2007. The Downtown Los Angeles Market Report & 2006
Demographic Survey of New Downtown Residents. February.
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adjacent to the construction zone along the viaduct would be affected during demolition of the
existing viaduct and construction of the new structure. The level of impacts could range from
access disruption to temporary closure of the business. Similar to Alternative 2, construction-

related traffic impacts would be minimized by implementation of a WATCP.

Traffic detours and delays would impact motorists previously using the 6™ Street Viaduct and
local nearby roadways. With the traffic detour plan in place, area residents would be able to
continue their normal social activities and stay connected during the construction period. No
adverse effects to community character and cohesion are anticipated.

The results of the noise study (see Section 3.16) reveal no substantial impacts to sensitive receptors
(e.g., residences, schools, hospitals) from equipment operation and traffic detours within the
proposed project’s study area; however, manufacturing/commercial buildings located immediately
adjacent to the 6™ Street Viaduct and residents living adjacent to the detour and material hauling
routes would experience noise impacts associated with construction activities, such as pile driving
and equipment transport, on an occasional basis. This impact is temporary, but unavoidable.

3.3.3.2 Permanent Impacts

Alternative 1 — No Action

With the No Action Alternative, there is no proposed project; therefore, no impacts on
neighborhoods and community character or cohesion would occur as long as the viaduct remains

open for public use.

Alternative 2 — Retrofit

Implementation of the Retrofit Alternative would retain, albeit in an altered form, the historic
viaduct and maintain the connection on 6™ Street between the communities on the east side and
Downtown Los Angeles for the life of the retrofitted viaduct. No impacts on neighborhoods and

community character or cohesion would be expected to occur.

Alternative 3 — Replacement

Implementation of the Replacement Alternative would maintain the connection on 6™ Street
between the communities on the east side and Downtown Los Angeles for the long term.
Furthermore, it would not create any new roadways that transect any community or obstruct the
ongoing activities of the area neighborhoods; therefore, no impacts on neighborhoods or
community cohesion would be expected to occur.

The Replacement Alternative would, however, impact community character because it would
require demolition of the historic viaduct. Many Boyle Heights residents view the viaduct as a
community landmark and an iconic symbol of the City of Los Angeles as a whole. Based on

comments received during the public information meetings, Community Advisory Committee
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(CAC) meetings, and scoping meetings, there are a range of preferences concerning proposed
project implementation — some want the viaduct to remain in its original state with only retrofit
performed on it; some want a replacement structure that replicates the existing viaduct; and some

want a nicely designed, modern landmark viaduct that reflects well on the community.

Residents in the Arts District also view the viaduct as an important symbol of the City. The Arts
District BID plays a prominent role in encouraging its community members to stay involved in the
various activities organized within the district. The BID representatives also actively participated in
planning meetings for the proposed project. Several of the residents within the Arts District who
participated in the CAC meetings expressed that their preference would be to see the 6™ Street
Viaduct remain as a City icon and a place to visit. Several expressed concern about the potential

impacts to properties on the north side of the viaduct that would cause the businesses to relocate.

3.3.3.3 Cumulative Impacts
No cumulative impacts on community character and cohesion have been identified with
implementation of any of the proposed alternatives.

3.3.3.4 Secondary Impacts
No secondary impacts pertaining to community character and cohesion have been identified with
implementation of any of the proposed alternatives.

3.34 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures
Alternative 1 — No Action

No mitigation would be required for the No Action Alternative.

Alternative 2 — Retrofit

The proposed project contractor would be required to initiate and continue a public information
and notification program to keep area residents informed of the project construction schedule,
traffic lane closure schedule, and the traffic detour plan. A WATCP, subject to the approval of
the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT), would be developed to
minimize traffic impacts near the construction site. The Traffic Management Plan (TMP) would
be developed to identify and provide alternate traffic detour routes, construction materials
hauling routes, bus stops, transit routes and operation hours, pedestrian routes, and residential
and commercial access routes to be used during the construction period.

Alternative 3 — Replacement
Mitigation measures for Alternative 3 would be similar to Alternative 2 described above, with more
frequent notices and follow-up to affected residents and business owners in the affected areas.
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3.4 Community Impacts — Relocations and Business Disruption

This section addresses impacts to the communities as a result of required right-of-way (ROW)
acquisitions and project construction activities. The information presented in this section is
excerpted from the Community Impact Assessment prepared for this project”” and the Draft
Relocation Impact Report™.

34.1 Regulatory Setting

The Caltrans Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) is based on the Federal Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (as amended) and Title 49 CFR
Part 24, as summarized below. The purpose of the RAP is to ensure that persons displaced as a
result of a transportation project are treated fairly, consistently, and equitably so that such
persons will not suffer disproportionate injuries as a result of projects designed for the benefit of
the public as a whole. Please see Appendix D for a summary of the RAP.

All relocation services and benefits are administered without regard to race, color, national
origin, or sex in compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act (42 U.S.C. 2000d, et seq.), as
summarized below.

Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (PL 91-646)
Frequently referred to as the Uniform Relocation and Assistance Act or Uniform Act, this law

provides uniform and equitable treatment of persons displaced from their homes or businesses by
federally assisted programs. As implemented by the City of Los Angeles, “displaced persons”
include any individual, family, corporation, partnership, or association required to move from
real property or required to move personal property from real property acquired in part or in
whole as the result of a written notice from the agency to vacate a property needed for a City
project. Displacees may be entitled to moving cost reimbursements or replacement housing
payments (i.e., purchase supplements, rental assistance, and down payments). The City’s
implementation protocols also provide for the acquisition of real property on a “fair market”
basis, which permits displacees to obtain independent property appraisals and arbitration, if

required.

Title VI — Civil Rights Act
Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act provides one of the principle legal underpinnings for

environmental justice. It states that “No person...shall, on the grounds of race, color, or national

2 Community Impact Assessment for 6 Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project. July 2008.
* Draft Relocation Impact Statement for 6™ Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project. May 2008.

May 2009 3-36 6™ Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project



Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Mitigation Measures

origin, be excluded from participation in, or be denied benefits of, or be subjected to
discrimination under any program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance.” Title VI
prohibits recipients of federal funds from actions that reflect “intentional discrimination” or that
exhibit “adverse disparate impact discrimination” on the basis of race, ethnicity, or national
origin. Executive Order 12898, entitled Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, effectively extended the provisions of Title
VI to include minority and low-income populations (see Section 3.5.3 for analysis of potential
environmental justice impacts) and required agencies to proactively develop strategies to:

e Identify activities to promote enforcement of all health and environmental statutes in areas
with minority and low-income populations;

e Improve public participation by minority and low-income populations;

e Improve data collection and research related to the health and environment of minority and
low-income populations; and

e Identify differential consumption patterns of natural resources by minority and low-income

populations.

3.4.2 Affected Environment
Existing land uses within the project area are described in detail in Section 3.2.1. More detailed
information about land ownership and business use activities is described in Section 3.4.3.2.

3.4.3 Environmental Consequences

3.4.3.1 Construction Impacts

To assess the ROW impacts as a result of the proposed project construction, the potentially
affected properties around the viaduct corridor were first identified. A business survey was then
conducted by the proposed project outreach team in September 2007 to learn about the nature of
the businesses and operational requirements (see the survey form in Figure 3.4-1) of various
businesses within the proximity of the proposed project corridor that have the potential to be
affected by the proposed activities. The number of businesses that could be subject to partial or
full displacement under each project alternative are summarized in Table 3.4-1 and graphically
presented in Figure 3.4-2. A brief summary of property and business type, owner information,
and potential specific impacts are presented in Table 3.4-2.

The following subsections describe potential impacts to various properties under each alternative

based on the information summarized in Tables 3.4-1 and 3.4-2.
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6™ STREET VIADUCT SEISMIC IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
BUSINESS SURVEY

FILL OUT THE FOLLOWING GENERAL BUSINESS INFORMATION.

Address

City

State Zip

WHAT LANGUAGE DO YOU SPEAK? PLEASE SELECT ONE:
Q  English Q  Spanish Q  Other

WHAT IS THE NAME OF THE RESPONDENT?
Name of respondent

Chapter 3 Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Mitigation Measures

WHAT IS YOUR TITLE?

O  Owner O Supervisor
QO  Manager O  Associate
Q  Partner Q  Other

Q  Foreman

LIST THE FOLLOWING CONTACT INFORMATION:
Office
Mobile
Fax
Email

HOW LONG HAVE YOU OPERATED AT THIS LOCATION?

O Lessthan1YR O 5YRto10YR
Q 1YRteSYR O  More than 10 YR
WHAT IS YOUR PRIMARY INDUSTRY?
Q  Retail QO  Transportation O  Not for Profit
O Manufacturing O  Public Utilities O  Entertainment
QO  Construction O  Wholesale Trades O Agricultural
QO  Finance/lnsurance/ O  Government Q  Other
Real Estate
BRIEFLY DESCRIBE YOUR OPERATIONS:
HOW MANY EMPLOYEES DO YOU HAVE?
QO Lessthan5 O 10to20 O  More than 30
Q 5t10 O 20to 30
WHAT IS THE AVERAGE DISTANCE EMPLOYEES LIVE FROM WORK?
QO  Lessthan 1 mile O 5to 10 miles
a 1to 5 miles m] More than 10 miles

BRIEFLY EXPLAIN ANY TRANSPORTATION NEEDS SPECIFIC TO YOUR
EMPLOYEES (BICYCLES, BUS, PEDESTRIAN, ETC.).

PTG 6" St Business Ques_9-07 doc

10f2

6™ STREET VIADUCT SEISMIC IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
BUSINESS SURVEY

FROM WITHIN HOW MANY MILES DO YOU ATTRACT THE MAJORITY OF YOUR

CUSTOMERS?
Q 1 to 3 mile radius Q  3to 5mile radius O  More than 5 mile radius
WHICH BEST DESCRIBES YOUR OPERATING STATUS?
a Owner Q Tenant O  Subtenant
a Other

DESCRIBE ANY SPECIAL MOVING/RELOCATION ISSUES YOU FEEL ARE UNIQUE
TO YOUR BUSINESS (MACHINERY, EQUIPMENT, OVERSIZED MATERIALS, ETC.).

DO YOU REQUIRE ANY SPECIAL PERMITS, ZONING OR OTHER ENTITLEMENTS
TO OPERATE YOUR BUSINESS? IF SO, PLEASE DESCRIBE:

DO YOU REQUIRE ANY OTHER SPECIAL NEEDS (ACCESS, BUILDING
STRUCTURE, OR STORAGE) WE HAVE NOT DISCUSSED?

DESCRIBE YOUR PARKING NEEDS.

HOW MANY TRUCK TRIPS PER DAY DOES YOUR BUSINESS GENERATE AND
WHAT HOURS?

IS YOUR BUSINESS A CORPORATION OR PARTNERSHIP OR INDIVIDUALLY
OWNED?

IF YOU ARE NOT THE OWNER OF THE PROPERTY, IS THE PROPERTY OWNER A
CORPORATION, PARTNERSHIP OR INDIVIDUAL?

IF YOU ARE NOT THE OWNER OF THE PROPERTY AND THE PROPERTY OWNER
IS AN INDIVIDUAL, WHAT LANGUAGE DOES THE OWNER SPEAK?

ANY OTHER INFORMATION ABOUT YOUR BUSINESS THAT WE HAVE NOT
DISCUSSED?

PTG 6" St Business Ques_9-07 doc 2of2

Figure 3.4-1 Business Survey Form
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Table 3.4-1
Summary of Potentially Affected Properties
Number of | Number of
Parcels Businesses
Alternative Alternative Potentially | Potentially
Number Description Affected Affected Note
1 No Action None None
Alternative 2 . . - .
(Retrofit with Impacts to the City Maintenance Facility on the west side of
2 N See note 2+ the river beneath the viaduct, and the Ventura Foods, Inc.,
Heavy Steel 1 . .
- building on the east side of the river.
Casings")
Alternative 3 Major impacts to existing one-way service road north of the
3 (Replacement 39 10 .
. viaduct between Mateo Street and Santa Fe Avenue.
Alignment A)
Alternative 3 Major impacts on existing one-way service road north of the
viaduct between Mateo Street and Santa Fe Avenue;
3 (Replacement 43 12 L . .
Alignment B) potential impacts to existing one-way service road south of
the viaduct between Santa Fe Avenue and Mesquit Street.
Alternative 3 Major impacts to existing one-way service road north of the
3 (Replacement 47 7 viaduct between Mateo Street and Santa Fe Avenue; only
Alignment C) aerial ROW impact east of Mission Road.

Note: Number of potentially impacted parcels listed includes railroads, river, and publicly owned parcels.

Source: Community Impact Assessment for 6™ Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project, July 2008.

Alternative 1 — No Action
Since there would be no construction with the No Action Alternative, no ROW acquisition

would be required under this alternative.

Alternative 2 — Retrofit

Construction of Alternative 2 would require partial viaduct lane closures and partial street
closures beneath and adjacent to the viaduct for the duration of construction (up to 2.5 years).
Businesses located adjacent to the construction zone along the viaduct frontage roads between
Mateo Street and Mesquit Street would experience periodic traffic congestion and access
diversion to business entrances facing the frontage roads as a result of construction activities.
Access to businesses during business hours would be provided either by staging the construction
activity or by using existing alternate entrances or newly created temporary access from adjacent

streets.

Under this alternative, the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Street Service Maintenance Yard
(Maintenance Facility) located within the City’s ROW beneath the existing viaduct on the west
side of the Los Angeles River (No. 5 on Figure 3.4-2) would need to be temporarily relocated or,
at the City’s option, would be permanently relocated. In addition, the Ventura Foods, Inc.,
buildings located on the east side of the river extending north and south of the viaduct (No. 12 on
Figure 3.4-2) would need to be relocated. This particular land under the viaduct is owned by the

City of Los Angeles and rented out to Ventura Foods, Inc. This area is being used for loading
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operations. Loss of this loading facility would prevent any business from operating which would
require relocation of the business and property acquisition. As of October 2008, Ventura Foods,
Inc., moved to a new location on a voluntary basis. The building is currently vacant. No impact

to this business would occur.

There would be no business access issues east of Mission Road since there are no frontage roads
or business entrances facing the viaduct. The right to compensation, if any, for denying access to
the sole point of access to a business would be addressed in the appraisal of the property rights to
be acquired. East of Mission Road, below surface easement and construction easements in which
reconstruction of some bridge bent footings is required would be acquired in accordance with the
Uniform Relocation Act, as currently amended. Construction-related traffic impacts would be
minimized by implementation of a Work Area Traffic Control Plan (WATCP), as mandated by
the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT).

Impacts to the operating railroads on both sides of the Los Angeles River (No. 8, 9, and 11) on
Figure 3.4-2) are addressed in Section 3.6 of this Draft EIR/EIS (refer to Table 3.6-2). Impacts to
operations of the commuter rail lines, anticipated shutdowns, detours, and commuter line
schedule could not be accurately identified at this stage, but they would be addressed in the
Railroad Agreements. Emphasis would be to perform maximum work during the work windows
permitted by the railroad companies and to minimize any impact to commuter train schedules by

detouring rail traffic on adjacent available tracks.

The businesses that use the space under the viaduct for parking would be temporarily affected by
the construction activities. While impacts to particular areas for a prolonged period of time are
not anticipated, access to some businesses may be temporarily altered or disrupted. Interference
with access to private properties from City streets may be considered a damage issue and would
be addressed in the appraisal of property rights to be acquired to determine the right to
compensation. As a result, any such interference must be individually examined on its own
merits and a determination made with regard to whether the level of interference triggers a right

to compensation under state law.

The 6™ Street Viaduct and adjacent areas are frequently used for movie production purposes.
Roadway blockage and localized traffic congestion during the proposed project construction
could disrupt these filming activities. The impacts could be minimized by providing advance
notification of the construction schedule and roadway closure schedule so that production
activities could be arranged accordingly.
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5. -

AFFECTED PROPERTIES LEGEND Q
N
(@) StoverSeed Company ) Warious Railroars fvacant Land) ] Wariety Specialty Praduce™ &) Glacier Cold Starage (34, 3C)
@) Alexandra Fumiture Los Angeles River® Shalom &5ons Wholesale Foods (38) & Union PacificLand Resaurces Campany™ e
_ ® ) . (Alley, 5.0 & Sewer Easement) (34, 3C)

() Lucky Head &Un Dewx Trios 1) Marious Railroads Tracks* (% Elady Cormpany”™ @ Fitusi Shalom Trust iknoun Businesses) (34, 3C) LEGENTLD
@) apilaWWorldwide i2) Wentura Foods, Inc.™® o) Jerny & Orit Kohen (Unknoun Buginess) (3B) Jaimimage, Inc. (34, 3CT° AFFECTED PROPERTIES
&) LA Bureau of Street Senices™ i3 AceBeverage, Inc. (Parking)* &1 Bell Craft Furniture, Inc.* @3 Eddie fGlass (acant Commercial Property) (34, 3C) PROJEGT LIMITS
® Army Carps of Engineers Ramp & Tunnel @) AceBeverage, Inc. (Parking &Bldg ) @ Peppard Brothers @) WacantLand (Jarence Suntise Propeties) (34, 3C) [
@ VacantCommercial Land @& SenegramHolding (Aley, 5.0, & Sewer Easemen & Caltrans giy Long Term, Inc.

Various Railroads (Tracksy Cal Fiber, Inc. (38) Gal Hondo Freight Forwarder (34, 3C)° @ Lumary's Tire Senvice, Inc. (38) _ Figure 3.4-2
®© @ Potentially Affected Properties

*Potentially Affected Propedies under Atematiie 2 - Retrofit Alignments 3A, 3B, & 3C, Exceptas Noted
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Table 3.4-2 Survey Information on Potentially Affected Nonresidential Properties in the Vicinity of the Project Area

Operating Average Special Need to
Number Alignment Assessor's Parcel Status Number of Distance Operate Relocation
Noted on Affecting Number Type of Establishment Type of Business (Tenant or Occupants or | Employee Lives Business, Issues
Figure 3.4-1 Properties (APN/Address) Parcel Owner Ownership Located on Parcel and Size Owner) Employees from Work including Parking Expressed Type of Potential Impact
West of Los Angeles River — North; Mateo Street to Santa Fe Avenue
Needs access on
Air quality permit 6™ Street for
1 3A, 3B, 3C 5164007020 Stover Seed Co. Corporate owned Stover Seed Co. thlesa}e Owner 20 to 30 Mo_re than 10-mile | for dust control.. . loadlng and Full acquisition; relocate
distribution radius Employee parking in | unloading trucks.
front of the building. | Cannot operate if
street is blocked.
1 3A, 3B, 3C 5164007019 Stover Seed Co. See above See above See above See above See above See above See above See above Full acquisition; relocate
2 3A, 3B, 3C 5164007018 Stover Seed Co. See above Alexandra Furniture Furniture . Tenant Infgrmatlon not Infgrmatlon not Infqrrnatlon not Survey fon.n was Full acquisition; relocate
manufacturing available available available not turned in
3 3A, 3B, 3C 5164007017 Shorkend Colin & Infqrmatlon not Lucky Head Infgrmanon not Infgrmanon not Infgrmanon not Infgrmanon not Infqrmatlon not Survey fon}q was Full acquisition; relocate
Beverly available available available available available available not turned in
4 3A. 3B, 3C 5164007017 Shorkend Colin & Infqrmatlon not Un Deux Trios Clothing . Infqrmaﬂon not Infqrmaﬂon not Infqrmatlon not Infqrmatlon not Survey fom was Full acquisition; relocate
Beverly available manufacturing available available available available not turned in
Wholesale cosmetics Cannot operate if
4 3A, 3B, 3C 5164007016 1435 E. Sixth LLC | Corporate owned Spilo Worldwide manufacturing Tenant No response No response No response road access is Full acquisition; relocate
closed
4 3A, 3B, 3C 5164007015 1435 E Sixth LLC Corporate owned Spilo Worldwide X;I?dz;;lsr?g;metlcs Tenant No response No response No response See above Full acquisition; relocate
5 3A, 3B, 3C 5164007024 Spilo Ann & Marc | Corporate owned Spilo Worldwide Xfﬁ&?jiﬁgg;mems Owner No response No response No response See above Full acquisition; relocate
. Los Angeles Bureau . . .
5 2,3A,3B,3C No APN.(L.OCMefl City of Los Public agency of Street Services Clt.y street . Owner 20 Infqrmanon not 30 parking spaces City’s facility Relocate
under existing bridge) | Angeles Shop maintenance facility available under the bridge
West of Los Angeles River — North; Santa Fe Avenue to Los Angeles River
Building and parking space;
access to doors/gate on south
. . . . . side of property would be
31 3A, 3B, 3C 5164005002 Butterfield Trails, Corporate owned Long Term, Inc. Film production Infgrmanon not Infgrmanon not Infgrmanon not Infqnnatlon not Survey fon}q was blocked. Frontage road may be
LP available available available available not turned in .
blocked. Aerial easement
needed for some bridge types
Alignments 3A, 3B, 3C.
Chalmers Santa Fe Vacant land; aerial easement on
7 3A, 3B, 3C 5164004004 LLC Corporate owned Vacant land N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A the north side of the viaduct
needed.
Electrified tracks; aerial
easement needed for
8 2,3A, 3B, 3C 5164004900 LACMTA Public agency MTA Tracks Transit RR Owner N/A N/A N/A N/A Alignments 3A, 3B, 3C.
Temporary closure of east track
needed for Alternative 2.
Tracks; aerial easement needed
for Alignment 3A, 3B, 3C.
8 2,3A, 3B, 3C 5164004804 Amtrak/BNSF Corporate owned BNSF tracks Railroad Owner N/A N/A N/A N/A Temporary closure of west track
(additional easement) needed
for Alternative 2.
Tracks; aerial easement needed
for Alignment 3A, 3B, 3C.
8 2, 3A, 3B, 3C 5164004901 SCRRA Public agency SCRRA Tracks Transit RR Owner N/A N/A N/A N/A Temporary closure of east track

(additional easement) needed
for Alternative 2.
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Table 3.4-2 Survey Information on Potentially Affected Nonresidential Properties in the Vicinity of the Project Area

Number
Noted on
Figure 3.4-1

Alignment
Affecting
Properties

Assessor's Parcel
Number
(APN/Address)

Parcel Owner

Type of
Ownership

Establishment
Located on Parcel

Type of Business
and Size

Operating
Status
(Tenant or
Owner)

Number of
Occupants or
Employees

Average
Distance
Employee Lives
from Work

Special Need to
Operate
Business,

including Parking

Relocation
Issues
Expressed

Type of Potential Impact

10 2,3A, 3B, 3C

5171014900

USACE/
LACFCD

Public agency

USACE (River)

Lined river

Owner

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Riverbed/banks; aerial and
surface easements needed for
Alignments 3A, 3B, 3C;
depending on bridge types, pier
may be in the river. River
concrete lining would be
impacted by foundation
construction.

6 2,3A,3B,3C

No APN (USACE
access ramp and
tunnel)

City of Los
Angeles

Public agency

USACE access ramp
and tunnel

Access tunnel to river

Tenant

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Ramp and tunnel are located
within City ROW.
Modifications to ramp and
tunnel will be required for all
alternatives.

West of Los Angeles River — South; Santa Fe Avenue to Los Al

ngeles River

32 3B

5164015001

Michael Lumary

Partnership

Lumary’s Tire
Service, Inc.

Truck tire retread
plant

Owner

20to 30

More than 10
miles

Business needs more
than 29,500 square ft
of space to operate.
Large machinery on
premises. Need
complete access on
6" Street for
unloading and
loading tires.

Last tire retread
plant in the City of
Los Angeles.
Closing or
blocking 6™ Street
will completely
disable operations.
Some machinery is
difficult to
relocate.

Building; access to door on
north side of the property will
be blocked. Frontage road will
be blocked preventing access to
the door on frontage road side.
Access to door will be blocked
by bridge columns. Business
has another access from
Mesquit Street.

9 3A, 3B, 3C

5164016903

National Railroad
Corp. Amtrak

Corporate owned

Vacant land

Transit railroad

Owner

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Open area; aerial easement
needed for Alignments 3A, 3B,
3C. Surface easement needed
for Alignment 3B.

9 3A, 3B, 3C

5164016803

BNSF

Corporate owned

Vacant land

Railroad

Owner

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Open area; aerial easement
needed for Alignments 3A, 3B,
3C. Small surface easement
required for Alignment 3B
bridge foundation.

8 2,3A, 3B, 3C

5164016906

LACMTA

Public agency

MTA tracks

Transit railroad

Owner

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Electrified tracks; aerial
easement needed for
Alignments 3A, 3B, 3C.
Temporary closure of east track
needed for Alternative 2
(surface easement).

8 2,3A, 3B, 3C

5164016806

PAR SBE

Corporate owned

Amtrak/BNSF

Railroad

Owner

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Tracks; aerial ecasement needed
for Alignments 3A, 3B, 3C.
Temporary closure of west track
needed for Alternative 2
(surface easement).

8 3A, 3B, 3C

5164016807

BNSF

Corporate owned

Amtrak/BNSF

Railroad

Owner

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Tracks; aerial ecasement needed
for Alignments 3A, 3B, 3C.

8 2,3A,3B,3C

5164016909

LACMTA

Public agency

SCRRA

Transit railroad

Owner

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Tracks; aerial easement needed
for Alignments 3A, 3B, 3C.
Temporary closure of east track
needed for Alternative 2
(surface easement).
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Table 3.4-2 Survey Information on Potentially Affected Nonresidential Properties in the Vicinity of the Project Area

Operating Average Special Need to

Number
Noted on
Figure 3.4-1

Alignment
Affecting
Properties

Assessor's Parcel
Number
(APN/Address)

Parcel Owner

Type of
Ownership

Establishment
Located on Parcel

Type of Business
and Size

Status
(Tenant or
Owner)

Number of
Occupants or
Employees

Distance

Employee Lives

from Work

Operate
Business,

including Parking

Relocation
Issues
Expressed

Type of Potential Impact

10

2,3A, 3B, 3C

5171015900

USACE/
LACFCD

Public agency

USACE (River)

Lined river

Owner

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Riverbed/banks; aerial and/or
surface easement needed for
Alignments 2, 3A, 3B, 3C;
depending on bridge types, pier
may be in the river. River
concrete lining would be
impacted by foundation
construction.

East of Los Angeles River — North and South; Los Angeles River to Mission Road

North Side of the Viaduct

11

2,3A,3B,3C

5171014901

SCRRA/
LACMTA

Public agency

SCRRA tracks

Transit railroad

Owner

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Tracks; aerial and/or surface
easement needed for
Alignments 3A, 3B, 3C.
Temporary closure of west track
needed for Alternative 2
(surface easement).

11

3A, 3B, 3C

5171014808

UPRR

Corporate owned

UPRR tracks

Railroad

Owner

Information not
available

Information not
available

Information not
available

Information not
available

Tracks; aerial and/or surface
easement needed for
Alignments 3A, 3B, 3C.

11

2,3A,3B,3C

5171014809

UPRR

Corporate owned

UPRR tracks

Railroad

Owner

Information not
available

Information not
available

Information not
available

Information not
available

Industry track, aerial and/or
surface easement needed for
Alignments 3A, 3B, 3C.
Potential temporary closure of
Ventura Foods, Inc., connection
track. Surface easement for
Alternative 2 and Alignment 3A.

12

2,3A,3B,3C

5171014005
633 S. Mission Road

Wilsey Holsum
Foods LLC

Corporate owned

Ventura Foods, Inc.

Food processing,
manufacturing,
distribution

Owner

Information not
available

Information not
available

Information not
available

Building was
vacated in October
2008. Company is
moving to Ontario,
CA. Did not
submit survey.

Silo/building/paved storage
yard; business cannot operate
during demolition. Full
relocation would be required
under all alternatives.

South Side of the Viaduct

11

2,3A, 3C

5171015901

SCRRA/UPRR/
LACMTA

Corporate
owned/railroad

SCRRA/UPRR
tracks

Railroad

Owner

Information not
available

Information not
available

Information not
available

Information not
available

Tracks/industry track. Aerial
easement needed for
Alignments 3A and 3C.
Potential temporary closure of
SCRRA west track and Ventura
Foods, Inc., connection track.

12

2,3A, 3B, 3C

5171015001
633 S. Mission Road

Wilsey Holsum
Foods LLC

Corporate owned

Ventura Foods, Inc.

Food processing,
manufacturing,
distribution

Owner

Information not
available

Information not
available

Information not
available

Building was
vacated in October
2008. Did not
submit survey.

Buildings and parking. Surface
and aerial easement needed for
Alignment 3A. Aerial easement
needed for Alignment 3C. Full
acquisition may be required for
Alignment 3B. Subsurface and
temporary construction
easement required for
Alternative 2.
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Table 3.4-2 Survey Information on Potentially Affected Nonresidential Properties in the Vicinity of the Project Area

Operating Average Special Need to
Number Alignment Assessor's Parcel Status Number of Distance Operate Relocation
Noted on Affecting Number Type of Establishment Type of Business (Tenant or Occupants or | Employee Lives Business, Issues
Figure 3.4-1 Properties (APN/Address) Parcel Owner Ownership Located on Parcel and Size Owner) Employees from Work including Parking Expressed Type of Potential Impact
East of Los Angeles River — North; Mission Road to Anderson Street
Paved truck parking. Surface
Company has and aerial easement needed for
pany Alignment 3A. Aerial easement
5171013001 Duesenber More than 10-mile | Parking for large r211)00r : ::1;1?2165 that needed for Alignment 3C. Full
13 2,3A, 3B, 3C 600 S. Mission Road Inl\l/es tmentho Corporate owned Ace Beverage, Inc. Beverage distribution | Tenant More than 30 radius ) delive & trucksg are d‘;s atched acquisition may be required for
. Mission Roa y ) p Alignment 3B. Subsurface and
every day and .
. temporary construction
stored at location. .
easement required for
Alternative 2.
Buildings and parking. Surface
Company ha and aerial easement needed for
Parking for large m?)reptha}rl s Alignment 3A. Aerial easement
) delivery trucks. . needed for Alignment 3C. Full
5171013002 B
14 2,3A,3B,3C Duesenberg Corporate owned Ace Beverage, Inc. Beverage distribution | Tenant More than 30 Mo.r ¢ than 10-mile Buildings used for 200 \{ehlcles that acquisition may be required for
th g
1600 E. 6™ Street Investment Co radius are dispatched ;
storage. Have every day and Alignment 3B. Subsprface and
loading docks. stored at location. temporary construction
easement required for
Alternative 2.
Needs loading Alley is used for car Needs loadin Paved alley: Surface and aerial
. Information not Information not | docks located in parking for row of £ easement needed for Alignments
15 3A, 3B, 3C 5171013003 Senegram Holdings | Corporate owned Vacant land - alley . Owner . oy docks located in .
available available front of the buildings along front of buildin 3Aand 3B. Aerial easement
buildings Anderson Street. u & needed for Alignment 3C.
Building. Surface easements
Six vehicles, and relocation needed for
including trucks. Freezers and other Alignments 3A and 3B. Aerial
S171012014 Variety Specialties More than 10 Need health equipment. Need casement for Alignment 3C.
17 2,3A,3B,3C 635 S. Anderson Senegram Holdings | Corporate owned Y 5P Produce distributor Tenant 5to 10 . department permit. qwp - Subsurface and temporary
Produce miles . tiled floors with . .
Street Have permit from drains construction easement required
City to park under ’ for Alternative 2. A small
bridge. portion of building may need to
be cut and refaced.
5171012008 . o
. Variety Specialties
17 2,3A, 3B, 3B 631 S. Anderson Senegram Holdings | Corporate owned Produce Same as above. Same as above. Same as above. Same as above. Same as above. Same as above. Same as above.
Street
Extensive electrical
machinery needed | Buildings and parking. Surface
. All permits required | for operation of easement needed for Alignment
5171012007 and -
5171012006 ?: outh) Iizleslb;rer reevelin More than 10 by the City. Parking | business. Machinery | 3B. Aerial easement needed for
16 3B Senegram Holdings | Corporate owned Cal Fiber SPaPEr TECYCUNE | Owner 5to 10 . for 5 to 10 cars in includes shredders, | Alignment 3C. Cal Fiber
627 — 625 S. and insulation for miles . ; . .
Anderson Strect different products front and back of power unit, and business continues north in
nde building. ventilation that other two buildings. Relocation
cover an entire side | is required for Alignment 3B.
of the building.
5171012006 (north) Warehouse storage of | Owner and More than 10 Parking for 5 to 10 ggi;:l;?aﬁz(;?:g Building. Aerial easement
16 3B 621 S. Anderson Senegram Holdings | Corporate owned Cal Fiber raw materials and several tenants 10 to 20 mi?e: cars in front and filmine rental needed over small corner of the
Street finished products at same location back of building. incomi building for Alignment 3B.
5171012015 Warehouse storage of | Owner and Parking for 5 to 10
16 - 619 S. Anderson Senegram Holdings | Corporate owned Cal Fiber raw materials and several tenants Less than 5 No response cars in front and No response No impact.
Street finished products at same location back of building.
5171012015 Warehouse storage of | Owner and More than 10 Parking for 25 to 30
16 - 618 S. Anderson Senegram Holdings | Corporate owned Cal Fiber raw materials and several tenants 10 to 20 miles cars and trucks in Left blank No impact.
Street finished products at same location back of building.
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Table 3.4-2 Survey Information on Potentially Affected Nonresidential Properties in the Vicinity of the Project Area

Operating Average Special Need to
Number Alignment Assessor's Parcel Status Number of Distance Operate Relocation
Noted on Affecting Number Type of Establishment Type of Business (Tenant or Occupants or | Employee Lives Business, Issues
Figure 3.4-1 Properties (APN/Address) Parcel Owner Ownership Located on Parcel and Size Owner) Employees from Work including Parking Expressed Type of Potential Impact
Open area/yard; full acquisition
Flores Basillo & Information not Information not Information not Information not | Information not | Information not Information not Information not for Alignments 3A and 3B,
17 3A, 3B, 3C 5171012012 . . . . . . . . . .
Noemi available available available available available available available available aerial easement needed for
Alignment 3C.
East of Los Angeles River — South; Mission Road to Anderson Street
Most of the
operation takes
Parking lot is located | place directly Building and loading area;
6345.vision Rt | PEENIIIE | ubnanc Vo0 | poecandeihe | st and e | el csemen rcied o
24 2,3A,3C 5171016010 U Corporate owned Cal Hono Freight & Glacier Cold 10 to 20 . £C. © parking ge. Lot 8 :
Partners frozen and miles spaces available. under the bridge is Subsurface and temporary
Forwarder Inc. (E) . Storage . . .
refrigerated products Empty container used to store large construction easement required
holding. empty containers. for Alternative 2.
No storage space if
the bridge is closed.
Building and yard area; aerial
easement needed for
Alignments 3A and 3C.
25 2.3A.3C 5171016010 Pacific Industrial Corporate owned Glacier Cold Storage | Cold storage Infqnnaﬂon not Infqnnaﬂon not Infqnnatlon not Infqrmatlon not Survey fO@ was Subsurfa(':e and temporary .
Partners available available available available not turned in. construction easement required
for Alternative 2. A small
portion of building may need to
be cut and refaced.
Vacant land, alley used for
parking by adjacent businesses.
. . . . . . . . Aerial easement needed for
2 2,3A,3C 5171016011 Union Pacific Land Corporate owned Infqrmatlon not Vacant land Infgrmanon not Infgrmanon not Infgrmanon not Infqrmatlon not Infqrmatlon not Alignments 3A and 3C.
Resources Co available available available available available available
Subsurface and temporary
construction easement required
for Alternative 2.
Building, aerial easement
T Information not Information not Information not | Information not | Information not Information not Survey form was needed for Alignments 3A and
27 2,3A,3C 5171017008 Fitusi Shalom Trust | Corporate owned . . . . . . . 3C. Subsurface and temporary
available available available available available available not turned in. . .
construction easement required
for Alternative 2.
East of Los Angeles River — North; Anderson Street to East Abutment
Lo Shalom and Sons Information not Information not | Information not | Information not Information not Survey form was Building, aerial easement
18 3B S171006019 Fitusi Shalom Trust | Corporate owned Wholesale Foods available available available available available not turned in. needed for Alignment 3B.
Loading dock/building. Full
acquisition and relocation for
Elady Company . . . . . Alignments 3A and 3B, aerial
19 3A, 3B, 3C 5171006018 J&W Holdings Corporate owned (formerly Best Buy, Infqnnaﬂon not Infqnnaﬂon not Infqnnaﬂon not Infqnnaﬂon not Infqrmatu)n not Survey fon.n was easement needed for Alignment
available available available available available not turned in.
Inc.) 3C. Subsurface and temporary
construction easement required
for Alternative 2.
. Information not Information not Information not Information not | Information not | Information not Information not Survey form was Building; aerial easement
20 3B >171005007 Jerry & Orit Kohen available available available available available available available not turned in. needed for Alignment 3B.
Bell Craft Office se%?;g;};g(;?g z:ecz(isca?lflr)(l)?fo £ Building. Full acquisition and
21 3A, 3B 5171005008 Gustavo & Violeta Individually owned Furniture, Tnc. (E) Furniture Owner 10 to 20 M.O re than 10 loading are located building to load relocation fqr Alignments 3A
Ulloa 651-653 S. Clarence | manufacturer miles . and 3B. Aerial easement needed
St in front of the and unload for Alienment 3C
’ building on the street | furniture £ '
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Table 3.4-2 Survey Information on Potentially Affected Nonresidential Properties in the Vicinity of the Project Area

Operating Average Special Need to
Number Alignment Assessor's Parcel Status Number of Distance Operate Relocation
Noted on Affecting Number Type of Establishment Type of Business (Tenant or Occupants or | Employee Lives Business, Issues
Figure 3.4-1 Properties (APN/Address) Parcel Owner Ownership Located on Parcel and Size Owner) Employees from Work including Parking Expressed Type of Potential Impact
Building. Full acquisition and
relocation for Alignments 3A,
Gustavo & Violeta 3B; aerial easement needed for
21 2,3A, 3B, 3C 5171005009 Ulloa See above See above See above See above See above See above See above See above Alignment 3C. Subsurface and
temporary construction
easement required for
Alternative 2.
Storage yard area; full
21 3A, 3B, 3C 5171005013 Gustavo & Violeta See above See above See above See above See above See above See above See above acquisition for Alignments 3A
Ulloa and 3B, aerial easement for
Alignment 3C.
Open space; full acquisition for
21 3A, 3B, 3C 5171005012 Rubel Raul Information not Vacant land N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Alternatives 3A and 3B, aerial
available easement needed for
Alignment 3C.
. . . . . . Building; aerial easement
2 3A, 3B, 3C 5171004017 William Peppard Infqrmatlon not Peppard Brothers Infgrmanon not Infgrmanon not Infgrmanon not Infgrmanon not Infqrmatlon not Survey fonp was needed for Alignments 3A, 3B,
available available available available available available not turned in. and 3C
. . Aerial easement needed for
23 3A, 3B, 3C No number Caltrans Public agency Caltrans Public agency N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Alignments 3A, 3B, and 3C.
East of Los Angeles River — South; Anderson Street to East Abutment
idaerfieals tr(;r?lg;efggn s | Lar 1 spa Building; aerial easement
Garment, silk screen t(I)) set ov&?er lines, air areag ?soriz;dzg fcoer needed for Alignments 3A and
28 2,3A,3C 5171017007 2974 Properties Inc | Corporate owned Jaim Image, Inc. 7 Tenant 5to 10 5 to 10 miles ) P 7 o 3C. Subsurface and temporary
and painting lines, and gas lines. ventilation and . .
Five parking spaces product storage construction easement required
) for Alternative 2.
are needed.
28 3A,3C 5171017800 Informationnot | Information not (Rail Road?) Vacant land N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Rai track; acrial casement needed
available available for Alignments 3A and 3C.
Vacant land; aerial easement
Information not needed for Alignments 3A and
29 2,3A,3C 5171017005 Rubel Raul available Vacant land N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 3C. Subsurface and temporary
construction easement required
for Alternative 2.
Information not Vacant building; aerial
29 3A, 3C 5171017006 Eddie & Glass . Vacant building N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A easement needed for
available i
Alignments 3A and 3C.
Clarence Sunrise Information not Parking area; acrial casement
30 3A, 3B, 3C 5171019005 . . Parking area N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A needed for Alignments 3A and
Properties available 3C
Sloping land east of Clarence
23 3A, 3B, 3C No Number Caltrans Public agency Caltrans Public agency N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Street. Aerial and surface

easement needed for
Alignments 3A, 3B, 3C.

Source: Survey conducted by Diverse Strategies for Organizing, Inc.
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Alternative 3 — Replacement

Implementation of Alternative 3 would require complete closure of the 6™ Street Viaduct for
approximately 4 years. Some local streets beneath and adjacent to the viaduct would also be
subject to partial or full closure.

The replacement alternative 3A, 3B, and 3C horizontal alignments follow the same project
corridor length, and the only difference between them is that they slightly shift horizontally to
the south or north, more noticeably on the east side of the river. Construction impacts to
businesses would be identical for all three alignments, except as noted in this section.

Businesses located adjacent to the construction zone along the viaduct would be affected during
demolition of the existing viaduct and construction of the new structure. Potential impacts to
businesses located west of Mission Road would be identical for all three alignments. Businesses
located adjacent to the construction zone along the viaduct frontage roads between Mateo Street
and Mesquit Street would experience periodic traffic congestion and access diversion to business
entrances facing the frontage roads as a result of construction activities. Access to businesses
during business hours would be provided either by staging the construction activity or by using
existing alternate entrances or newly created temporary access from adjacent streets. The City
Maintenance Facility (No. 5 on Figure 3.4-2) would have to be relocated, and the Ventura Foods,
Inc., property (No. 12 on Figure 3.4-2) would need to be acquired. No business access issues east
of Mission Road would occur since there are no frontage roads or business entrances facing the
viaduct. The right to compensation, if any, for denying access to the sole point of access to a

business would be addressed in the appraisal of the property rights to be acquired.

Properties identified for permanent acquisition and businesses identified to be permanently
relocated (see Table 3.4-2 and Figure 3.4-2) are considered not impacted by construction because
they would be vacated before commencement of the construction activities. East of Mission
Road, the viaduct deck for Alignments A and B would span over the corner of a few buildings,
while Alignment C would cantilever over all of the existing buildings by up to 12 ft on the north
and south sides. These properties would not need to be relocated under any alignment
alternative; however, due to potential risk to personal safety during construction, businesses
located adjacent to the construction zone may have to adjust their operations to avoid working in
the proximity of the impacted area of the building. The property or business owners may have a
right to compensation for such impacts. As a result, any such interference must be individually
examined on its own merits and a determination made with regard to whether the level of

interference triggers a right to compensation under state law.
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As mentioned above, the viaduct and adjacent areas are frequently used for movie production
purposes. Roadway blockage and localized traffic congestion during the proposed project
construction could disrupt the filming activities occurring on a long-term (4-year) basis along the
street network in the vicinity of the 6" Street Viaduct. The impacts could be minimized by
providing advance notification of the construction schedule and roadway closure schedule so that
production activities could be arranged accordingly. As the viaduct would be demolished with
the replacement alternative, filming activities on, under, or immediately adjacent to the viaduct
would not be possible until construction is completed. The impact is unavoidable.

3.4.3.2 Permanent Impacts
Alternative 1 — No Action
No relocation of residences or businesses would be required with the No Action Alternative. No

impacts would occur.

Alternative 2 — Retrofit

No relocation of residences would be required with Alternative 2; however, the City
Maintenance Facility and the Ventura Foods, Inc., property would need to be relocated. Since
Ventura Foods, Inc., has moved its business out of the area, no impact would occur to its

operations.

Alternative 2 would potentially reduce horizontal clearance between the rail tracks and retrofitted
columns of the bridge, which may not be acceptable to the railroads. Permanent impacts for
Alternative 2 are summarized in Tables 3.4-1 and 3.4-2. No permanent business access loss

would occur under Alternative 2 for the remaining businesses.

Alternative 3 — Replacement
Residential Displacements
The area immediately surrounding the 6™ Street Viaduct contains mostly industrial and

commercial establishments. Based on present land use, no residential displacement would be

required if any of the Alternative 3 alignments were implemented.

Nonresidential Displacements

The replacement alternative 3A, 3B, and 3C horizontal alignments follow the same corridor

length, and the only difference between them is that they slightly shift horizontally to the south
or north, more noticeably on the east side of the river. Permanent impacts to properties and
businesses would be identical for all three alignments, except as noted in Tables 3.4-1 and 3.4-2.
Alternative 3B, which swings the most to the north, would have maximum permanent impacts to
properties and businesses, followed by Alternatives 3A and 3C. No permanent business access
loss would occur under Alternatives 3A, 3B, or 3C for the remaining businesses. No permanent
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impact to the railroads and Los Angeles River operations would occur, except the footprint of the

new viaduct would change and increase the easement over these properties.

3.4.3.3 Cumulative Impacts
Land acquisition for project construction is localized; no cumulative impacts on business

disruption and relocation would occur. Cumulative impacts on the use of land were addressed in
Section 3.2.2.3.

3.4.3.4 Secondary Impacts

Alternative 1 — No Action

No secondary impacts from relocations have been identified with implementation of the No
Action Alternative.

Alternative 2 — Retrofit

Implementation of Alternative 2 would require relocation of the City Maintenance Facility,
which is located beneath the viaduct west of the river, to a new location. The facility currently
houses approximately 30 maintenance vehicles and an average of 20 people working on the
premises daily. The facility also contains a truck wash station and 2 underground gasoline
storage tanks (1,000- and 500-gallon capacity, respectively). The replacement site for this facility
would have to be in an area designated for commercial, light, or heavy industrial uses due to the
nature of facility operation. Relocating the facility to a new site would necessitate change in
zoning and land use unless the destination site is currently zoned for public (P) use.

The City Maintenance Facility, which employs approximately 20 people, would likely be

relocated to a nearby area; therefore, no effects to local employment are anticipated.

No employment information is available for Ventura Foods, Inc. (the facility owner did not
return the business survey form), but it could be estimated to range from 20 to 30 people. As of
October 2008, the former site of Ventura Foods, Inc., was vacant, and it is assumed that its
operations have either relocated to another (out of project area) location or ceased; therefore, no
impacts to employment due to the proposed project would occur to Ventura Foods, Inc.

Alternative 3 — Replacement

Secondary impacts derived from implementation of Alternative 3 would be similar to those
described under Alternative 2 but magnified as Alternative 3 would involve the relocation of
more businesses than the Retrofit Alternative. Depending on the type of businesses, relocating
existing businesses to new sites that are in other than an industrial-designated area may cause

secondary impacts due to land use/zoning incompatibility.
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Based on preliminary survey data, more than 200 people are employed by potentially affected
businesses in the proposed project area. These workers would experience job loss if:

e Employers are relocated to areas inaccessible to employees utilizing transportation resources
available to them

e Employers elect to terminate operations

e Relocation is extended over a prolonged period and supplemental benefits are either
unavailable or exhausted

While these effects would most likely be temporary, because workers would be expected to find
other jobs, they would be significant.

These workers could experience employment suspension during the relocation of businesses;
however, such effects would be expected to be temporary and extremely short term in cases
when business owners are able to relocate their businesses to the nearby area where the former
employees could be either retrained or rehired and are able to commute to work. If any business
owners decide to close their businesses or relocate elsewhere, then the employment loss to local
workers would be permanent. Based on the current unemployment rate of approximately 5
percent within the City and County of Los Angeles, displaced employees are likely to find new
jobs within a reasonable period of time. The loss of income from unemployment by the workers
would be partially offset by State unemployment benefits. The impact to local workers from

potential job loss from relocation of their employers is unavoidable.

Secondary effects associated with temporary or permanent job loss could include loss of tax
revenue, arising from the sale of goods and services, and increased public safety-net
expenditures, such as unemployment compensation and welfare payments.

3.4.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures
Alternative 1 — No Action

No mitigation would be required for the No Action Alternative.

Alternative 2 — Retrofit

Extensive construction work would occur under the viaduct, requiring relocation of the City
Maintenance Facility. Due to the 2.5 years of construction work, temporary relocation of the
facility is not feasible. The City would relocate the facility to another location to accommodate
the construction.

Partial or full acquisition of the property formally occupied by Ventura Foods, Inc., would be
required to reserve the space for viaduct maintenance. The property, which is comprised of two
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parcels bifurcated by the existing viaduct’s ROW, is currently vacant and offered for lease by its
owner. Several buildings are present on the site, one of which extends beneath the viaduct on
City ROW under terms of a revocable permit. The City is in the process of revoking this permit.

Alternative 3 — Replacement

Impacts to businesses and properties along the alignment corridors 3A, 3B, and 3C on the west
side of the river are similar and could not be minimized by modification of the alignment. On the
west side of the river, alignment corridor 3B would result in the greatest impacts to businesses
and properties compared to alignment corridors 3B and 3C. Under each alignment corridor, the
City would investigate the possibility of adjusting or modifying the proposed alignment to
minimize impacts to business operations to the extent applicable. The City would also work with
the potentially affected property owners to obtain the understanding of their respective operation
needs and restrictions as part of the alignment refinement to minimize the impacts.

The Draft Relocation Impact Report (DRIR)* studied the possibilities of relocating
nonresidential properties subject to displacement to similar sites within the surrounding area. The
replacement area under study is generally bound by the CRA/LA Central Industrial
Redevelopment Project, which is located within East Central Los Angeles adjacent to the project
area on the west side of the Los Angeles River, and the Adelante Eastside Redevelopment
Project, which is located on the east side of the river. Based on discussions with CRA/LA staff,

the available area on the east side of the river is very limited for commercial/industrial uses.

The replacement study area is zoned for heavy industrial use (M3), and it is characterized by
heavy and light industrial uses. It has good freeway access, but many surface routes were not
designed for heavy truck traffic and are usually congested during business hours. Based on the
DRIR, adequate resources appear to exist to relocate potentially affected businesses.

Based on information from local real estate agents, the supply of potential replacement sites in
other Los Angeles industrial regions is expected to remain adequate. Considering the existing
congestion on local streets and/or other limitations of potential local replacement sites due to the
aged infrastructure, some businesses may choose to re-establish in newer development areas
(e.g., established industrial parks), thus benefiting from enhanced access and other infrastructure.
In addition, market trends may compel some of the businesses to relocate outside of the
displacement area. Further detailed study would be required to investigate the specific nature of
affected businesses and their relocation needs once the ROW acquisition requirements are
confirmed.

* Draft Relocation Impact Report 6™ Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project. June 2008.
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All impacted property owners/businesses would receive fair market value for the project-
required taking regardless of whether they are eligible for relocation benefits. Relocation
assistance payments and counseling would be provided to persons and businesses subject to
replacement in accordance with the Uniform Act. Based on the preliminary displacement study,
properties are available for the affected businesses to move into within the CRA/LA Central

Industrial Redevelopment Project area.

The City would work closely with businesses that are subject to partial acquisition to identify
methods to minimize impacts to business operations as a result of the proposed project
construction.
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3.5 Community Impacts — Environmental Justice

Potential environmental justice impacts are defined as those unavoidable adverse effects that
would be disproportionately borne by minority and/or low-income populations. The information
presented in this section is excerpted from the Community Impact Assessment prepared for this
project.*’

351 Regulatory Setting

All projects involving a federal action (i.e., funding, permit, or land) must comply with
Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations, which was signed by President Clinton on
February 11, 1994. This Executive Order directs federal agencies to take the appropriate and
necessary steps to identify and address disproportionately high and adverse effects of federal
projects on the health or environment of minority and low-income populations to the greatest
extent practicable and permitted by law.

All considerations under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and related statutes have also
been included in project planning. Caltrans’ commitment to upholding the mandates of Title VI
is evidenced by its Title VI Policy Statement, signed by the Director, which can be found in
Appendix C of this document.

Executive Order 12898
Executive Order 12898 focused attention on Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which is a
policy of the United States that prevents discrimination on the grounds of race, color, or national

origin in connection with programs and activities receiving federal financial assistance, by
providing that “each federal agency shall make achieving environmental justice part of its
mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse
human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority
populations and low-income populations.”

Department of Transportation Order 5610.2

In support of Executive Order 12898, the United States Department of Transportation (DOT)
issued an Order on Environmental Justice (DOT Order 5610.2) in 1997. This was followed by an
FHWA Order on Environmental Justice (FHWA Order 6640.23), which was issued in 1998. The

DOT Order declares the Agency’s policy to promote the principles of environmental justice, as

4 Community Impact Assessment for 6™ Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project. July 2008.
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embodied in the Executive Order, through the incorporation of those principles in all DOT
programs, policies, and activities. The Order further states that this policy should be realized by
fully considering environmental justice principles throughout the planning and decision-making
process using the principles of the National Environmental Policy Act, Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies
Act of 1970 as amended, the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991, and other
DOT statutes, regulations, and guidance that address infrastructure planning and decision

making.

The DOT Order (5610.2) on Environmental Justice provides clear definitions of the four
minority groups addressed by the Executive Order. These groups are:

1. Black — a person having origins in any of the black racial groups of Africa

2. Hispanic — a person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American, or other
Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race

3. Asian American — a person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East,
Southeast Asia, the Indian subcontinent, or the Pacific Islands

4. American Indian and Alaskan Native — a person having origins in any of the original people
of North America and who maintains cultural identification through tribal affiliation or

community recognition

The FHWA Order defines "low-income" as "a person whose household income is at or below the
Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) poverty guidelines." The HHS poverty
guidelines are used as eligibility criteria for the Community Services Block Grant Program and a
number of other federal programs; however, a state or locality may adopt a higher threshold for
defining low income if the higher threshold is not selectively implemented and is inclusive of all
persons at or below the HHS poverty guidelines. The 1999 poverty threshold for an average
family size of four was $16,700 (note that 1999 is used to be consistent with the census data
2000).

DOT further clarifies that neighborhood and community boundaries and impacts should be
considered in planning, programming, and project development activities, whether there are
minority or low-income populations involved or not. Most importantly, the public should always
be involved in defining the affected "neighborhood" and "community" through the public-
involvement process, since the identification or definition of neighborhood and community
boundaries can be subjective.
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Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users
Enacted in 2005, the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy

for Users (SAFETEA-LU) placed additional emphasis on environmental stewardship, as well as
consideration of environmental issues, as a part of metropolitan and statewide transportation
planning, and the linking of planning and the environmental assessment process. Each of these
aspects strengthens the linkages between planning and environmental protection and creates
opportunities to examine the potential for environmental justice issues early on and throughout
the project development process.

Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1970
This law established further basis for equitable treatment of communities affected by

transportation projects. Agencies must assure that the adverse economic, social, and
environmental effects of a federally supported highway project have been fully considered in
developing the project, and that the final decisions on the project are made in the best overall
public interest, taking into consideration the need for fast, safe, and efficient transportation;
public services; and the costs of eliminating or minimizing such adverse effects.

Executive Order 13166 — Improving Access to Services for Persons with Limited English

Proficiency
Executive Order 13166, which was issued by President Clinton in August 2000, requires federal

agencies to “develop a system by which limited-English proficiency persons can meaningfully
access...[federal] services [including participation in the project planning process] without
unduly burdening the fundamental mission of the agency.” Federal agency response to this order
has included the provision for oral language assistance, translating vital documents in languages
other than English, and training staff to serve non-English speakers. As it applies to the proposed
project, the Executive Order requires that written materials and oral presentations prepared for
public dissemination be made available to limited-English speakers and readers.

35.2 Affected Environment

Based on population demographic data presented in Section 3.3.2, the study area (Census Tracts
2060.40, 2060.50, and 2046) is considered a predominantly minority community compared to the
larger population within Los Angeles County. Based on socioeconomic data described in Section
3.3.2, the study area population is also considered to be low income based on the “need-based”
poverty threshold for Los Angeles County™.

* Moore, Paul, et al., 2000. The Other Los Angeles: The Working Poor in the City of the 21st Century. Los Angeles for A New
Economy. August.
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3.5.3 Environmental Consequences

3.5.3.1 Construction Impacts

A range of impacts from construction activities that were considered in the environmental justice
analysis includes business and community disruption, minority-owned or low-income residential
and business displacement, possible job loss of low-income workers, and traffic disruption and
detour from construction activities resulting from closure of traffic lanes or the viaduct. Of these
impacts, only traffic impact would be predominately borne by the near-construction-zone
community, while the benefits of the completed project would be enjoyed by the entire region;
thus, the proposed construction impacts would cause disproportionately high adverse effects on
minority and low-income populations for both the retrofit and replacement alternatives.

Alternative 1 — No Action
No disproportionate impacts to minority or low-income populations would occur under the No
Action Alternative.

Alternative 2 — Retrofit

The main objective of the proposed project is to ensure public safety for those who travel along
the existing 6™ Street Viaduct. Alternative 2 would cause some inconvenience to local residents
and business owners within the project area and its vicinity over the duration of construction (up
to 2.5 years) due to periodic lane closures, traffic congestion, and access restrictions. Although
full closure of the viaduct may be necessary on an occasional basis, long-term detours are not
anticipated. The project study area contains predominantly minority and low-income populations
compared to the larger area within the City and County of Los Angeles. Construction would
require partial lane closures on the 6™ Street Viaduct. Residents and businesses in the area
adjacent to the viaduct would experience impacts from traffic congestion resulting from
occasional closures of traffic lanes near or on the viaduct.

No residences would require relocation as a result of proposed construction activities. One city
facility (Maintenance Facility) would need to be relocated. As described in Section 3.4.3.4, this
relocation is not expected to cause any loss of employment from relocation and is not anticipated
to create an adverse impact to local workers.

Therefore, construction of Alternative 2 would cause disproportionately high adverse effects on
minority and/or low-income populations living closer to the construction zone as per Executive
Order 12898 regarding environmental justice.

Alternative 3 — Replacement
The study area is considered a predominantly minority community compared to the larger
population within Los Angeles County, and the population is considered low income; therefore,
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the proposed construction of the Replacement Alternative would cause disproportionately high
adverse effects on minority and/or low-income populations who live closer to the viaduct and the
proposed detour routes as per Executive Order 12898 regarding environmental justice, as

discussed in the following paragraphs.

The construction of Alternative 3 is estimated to take up to 4 years, and the viaduct would be
fully closed during this time. As a result, traffic along the local street networks on both sides of
the river would have to be rerouted away from the 6™ Street Viaduct, which would increase the
volume of motor vehicles on other streets within the project area (see Section 3.7 for a discussion
of the detour routes and traffic impacts during construction). Residents living closer to the
construction site, the detour routes, or the construction materials hauling routes would receive
disproportionately high adverse effects from traffic congestion compared to the larger

populations.

As indicated in Table 3.4-1, several businesses within the proposed project limits would need to
be permanently relocated as a result of right-of-way (ROW) acquisition. Based on the results of
the business survey (Table 3.4-2), owners of potentially affected properties are either public
agency or privately owned businesses. None of the privately owned business owners identified
themselves as being minority owners; therefore, environmental justice impacts are not

anticipated.

Relocation of the businesses described above could also cause low-income and likely
predominantly minority workers (note that accurate information regarding the racial composition
of workers is not available) to lose their jobs. With the current economic downturn countrywide,
these workers would bear some difficulty in finding new jobs locally without having to relocate
or travel great distances.

Based on the Draft Relocation Impact Report’ for this proposed project, there appears to be
adequate space within the Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles
(CRA/LA) Central Redevelopment Project area for potentially impacted businesses to relocate.
The affected business owners would be offered relocation benefits to the extent allowed by law

in accordance with the provisions of the Uniform Act.

Alternative 3 would not require any temporary or permanent residential displacements; therefore,
no minority or low-income residents would be relocated.

4T Draft Relocation Impact Report 6™ Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project. June 2008.
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3.5.3.2 Permanent Impacts

Alternative 1 — No Action

With the No Action Alternative, there would be no impacts to local residents or area business
owners. Environmental justice impacts as a result of viaduct collapse and closure would be

speculative and are not assessed as part of this EIR/EIS.

Alternative 2 — Retrofit
No disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority or low-income populations would
occur on a permanent basis under Retrofit Alternative implementation.

Alternative 3 — Replacement

The project does not propose construction of additional traffic lanes on the viaduct; therefore,
there would be no long-term (i.e., postconstruction) traffic volume increase to the Boyle Heights
and downtown industrial area as a result of Alternative 3.** Although Alternative 3 proposes to
construct a wider viaduct, this is to provide standard sidewalks, shoulders/bikeways, and a safety
median. If built, the new viaduct and future redevelopment of the surplus land could add quality
of life values to the local communities. This alternative could be considered to provide a higher
benefit to area residents than the larger population.

Based on the above discussion and analysis, the proposed operation of the replacement viaduct
(Alternative 3) would not cause disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority or low-

income populations.

3.5.3.3 Cumulative Impacts

Alternative 1 — No Action

Implementation of the No Action Alternative would not cause disproportionately high and
adverse effects on minority and/or low-income populations on a cumulative basis. No cumulative

impacts would occur.

Alternative 2 — Retrofit
Implementation of the Retrofit Alternative would not cause disproportionately high and adverse
effects on minority and/or low-income populations on a cumulative basis. No cumulative

impacts would occur.

Alternative 3 — Replacement
Alternative 3 would replace the existing, seismically vulnerable, viaduct with a new structure
built to current seismic codes. This would provide a cumulative public safety benefit to the

* Traffic Analysis Report 6 Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project. December 2007.
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community in combination with other seismic improvements to transportation infrastructure and
buildings that have been made in the region. In addition, the new wider viaduct would provide
improved vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle travel, benefitting the nearby community as well as

regional travelers. No cumulative impacts pertaining to environmental justice are anticipated.

3.5.3.4 Secondary Impacts
No secondary impacts pertaining to environmental justice have been identified with
implementation of any of the proposed project alternatives.

354 Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures
Alternative 1 — No Action

No mitigation is required under this alternative.

Alternative 2 — Retrofit
The following mitigation measures would be implemented to minimize disproportionately high

and adverse impact to the area residents:

e The City of Los Angeles would develop a construction staging plan and TMP in close
coordination with the members of the Downtown Construction Traffic Management
Committee and with agencies or developers responsible for other planned projects in the
immediate vicinity of the proposed project to minimize direct and cumulative construction
impacts on the community. The TMP would also identify and provide alternate traffic detour
routes, construction materials hauling routes, bus stops, transit routes and operation hours,
pedestrian routes, and residential and commercial access routes to be used during the
construction period.

e The construction contractor would be required to adhere to the requirements of existing rules
and regulations set forth by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD),
as outlined in Section 3.15.4 of this Draft EIR/EIS.

e The construction contractor would be required to implement equipment noise control and
administrative measures outlined in Section 3.16.4 of this Draft EIR/EIS.

Alternative 3 — Replacement

In addition to the mitigation measures described under Alternative 2 above, the City would
implement the following measures to further minimize impacts to the area residents as a result of
Alternative 3 implementation.
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e Implement mitigation measures proposed in Section 3.7.4 to minimize impacts at 2 of the 13
affected intersections. The rest of the impacted intersections could not be mitigated without
causing further ROW impacts. These two mitigation measures consist of:

— Install new traffic signals at the intersection of 4™ Street and I-5 SB on-/off-ramps/
Gertrude Street, and connect to Los Angeles City ATSAC system.
— Restripe to add an EB right-turn lane at the intersection of 4™ Street and Soto Street.

e The City of Los Angeles would actively participate in the community planning process to
redevelop the vacated area around the 6™ Street Viaduct with consideration to provision of
recreational, retail, cultural, or other amenities through the planning process.

e The City of Los Angeles would provide landscape and streetscape improvements to enhance
the aesthetics of the affected intersections along the proposed detour routes.

e The City of Los Angeles would actively participate in implementation of the LARRMP to
improve the area near the 6™ Street Viaduct to the extent feasible, in accordance with the
Greening Concept objectives set forth in the Master Plan.

In addition to the above mitigation measures, area residents and businesses would benefit in the
long term from the new, seismically safe viaduct and potential greening/redevelopment
opportunities on vacated land adjacent to and under the new wider viaduct. Figures 3.5-1 through
3.5-3 show the areas where existing buildings would be either partially or fully removed to
provide ROW for the new viaduct construction. The surplus vacated areas could potentially be
redeveloped with new facilities such as recreational, retail, and cultural amenities. Examples of
redevelopment opportunities suggested by area residents during public outreach meetings for the
proposed project included making the viaduct a landmark destination, connecting the bridge with
the river, eliminating the homeless area underneath the viaduct, and providing more green space
in the area. Implementation of such redevelopment around the viaduct would provide long-term
benefits to local residents. The new viaduct would be designed to accommodate the future
addition of elevators to afford access to river trails if they are developed by the City under the
Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan (LARRMP). Access to the redevelopment areas
around the new viaduct would also be available on local streets, such as Mateo Street and Santa
Fe Avenue west of the river and Mission Road and Anderson Street east of the river.

It should be noted that land immediately adjacent to the 6™ Street Viaduct is zoned for heavy
industrial uses. Future redevelopment of the vacated land resulting from the proposed
replacement alternative would have to go through the planning process established by the City of
Los Angeles Planning Department. Impacts from potential redevelopment of the surplus vacant
land are beyond the scope of this project.
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LEGEND
OoOoo i Under Considerati Figure 3.5-1
E Potential Open Space from building removal; extent subject to adjustment during project design Potential Open Space .
phase. (preliminary i ion on ially affected properties provided by Moffatt and Nichol) Under Each Replacement Alternative
Note: Potential greening area also includes areas underneath the new viaduct structure.
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Where replacement or relocation is required, federally mandated relocation benefits would be
provided to the affected residents and business owners in accordance with the Uniform Act.
Property owners would receive fair and just compensation. All benefits and services would be
provided equitably to all affected parties without regard to race, color, religion, age, national
origin, and disability, as specified under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.

Loss of employment would be partially offset by unemployment insurance.

R/ R/ *
A X4 L X4 L X4
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3.6 Utilities and Emergency Services

This section addresses potential impacts to public utilities and emergency services that would
result from construction and operation of the proposed project. Public utilities include electricity,
natural gas, water and wastewater facilities, storm drains, telecommunications, oil pipelines, and
solid waste disposal. Emergency services include law enforcement, fire protection, and
ambulance service. For each of the utilities and service systems discussed, existing

infrastructure, levels of service, and capacity are described.

3.6.1 Affected Environment

The study area for utilities and emergency services impact assessment includes the area
immediately adjacent to the 6™ Street Viaduct and surrounding area that is likely to experience
increased vehicle movements associated with construction-related detour traffic. The potentially
affected area is generally bound by 1% Street to the north, 7 Street to the south, Central Avenue
to the west, and Soto Street to the east.

3.6.1.1 Utilities

Electricity

The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) currently supplies electricity to the
study area. LADWP owns and operates several overhead and underground transmission and
distribution lines in the project area. One 230-kilovolt (kV) underground transmission line runs
along the North Frontage Road and two 230-kV underground lines run along the South Frontage
Road from Mateo Street to a substation yard on Santa Fe Avenue just south of South Frontage
Road. LADWP poles located along the North and South Frontage Roads support 34.5-kV
overhead electrical transmission lines from Mateo Street toward Santa Fe Avenue. Along both
sides of the river embankment, four transmission towers are located within the vicinity of the
6" Street Viaduct, two each on the north and south sides of the viaduct (see Figure 1-3). The
closest tower to the south is located on the east bank approximately 45 ft from the southern edge
of the viaduct, and the closest tower on the north side is located on the west bank approximately
104 ft from the northern edge of the viaduct. In addition, electrical conduits and overhead lines
run along the same alignment as the transmission lines, as well as along the streets that intersect
the viaduct from Mateo Street to Clarence Street. The 6™ Street Viaduct is also lined with

lampposts owned by the City of Los Angeles (City).

Natural Gas

The Southern California Gas Company supplies natural gas to the project area. There are
approximately 13 gas distribution pipelines within the project area, 3 of which are abandoned.
The gas lines are owned and operated by the Southern California Gas Company. Two active lines
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run along the 6™ Street Frontage Roads — a 6-inch line at the South Frontage Road and a 4-inch
line at the North Frontage Road from Mateo Street to Santa Fe Avenue. The remaining gas lines
in the project area are mostly located under the viaduct at the intersecting streets (i.e., Mateo
Street, Imperial Street, Santa Fe Avenue, Mesquit Street, Mission Road, Anderson Street, and

Clarence Street).

Water

LADWP provides domestic water to the project area. Three active water lines run along the
Frontage Roads — an 8-inch line on the North Frontage Road and a 6-inch line and 8-inch line on
the South Frontage Road, respectively. There is also a 6-inch abandoned water line along South
Frontage Road. These four lines run from Mateo Street eastbound (EB) ending at the intersection
with Mesquit Street. There is also an active 8-inch water line that runs from Clarence Street to
the east and under the viaduct.

There are four additional active water lines that cross under the viaduct at the intersections with
Santa Fe Avenue (8-inch line), Mission Road (8-inch line), Anderson Street (8-inch line), and
Clarence Street (12-inch line).

Storm Drains

The City owns and operates the storm drain systems in the study area, and the United States
Army Corp of Engineers (USACE) owns the Los Angeles River Channel. The stormwater flows
generated in the study area ultimately discharge into the Los Angeles River. For the area under
the viaduct and west of the Los Angeles River, two storm drain lines (15-inch-diameter and
36-inch-diameter) appear to collect locally generated flows. The 15-inch storm drain located at
the corner of Mateo Road discharges into a 36-inch line, which is tributary to the 97-inch storm
drain sewer No. 3. The 36-inch storm drain, which appears abandoned, runs from Mateo Street
along the South Frontage Road toward a manhole east of Mesquit Street and west of the Los
Angeles River, and finally discharges to the river channel.

The area north of the viaduct and east of the river channel is a mostly industrial area that is
served by two major drain lines: a 30-inch line running north to south along Mission Road and a
42-inch line running along Clarence Street and discharging into a 62-inch trunk line at the
intersection with Jesse Street. The 62-inch storm drain also collects the flows conveyed by two
large pipes draining areas north of the viaduct and west of US 101.

Wastewater

The City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation provides wastewater and sanitary sewer services
for the project area. There are 10 active sewer lines within the project limits. An 8-inch line
serves the North Frontage Road, and two 8-inch lines serve the South Frontage Road from Mateo
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Street to Santa Fe Avenue prior to connecting to a 36-inch main sewer line at Santa Fe Avenue.
There is also one 8-inch abandoned sewer line underneath the viaduct from Mateo Street to Santa
Fe Avenue. Sewage flows generated by the industrial area north of the viaduct at Mission Road
are transported via a large twin-concrete siphon conduit crossing under the Los Angeles River
bed to the west bank of the river and continue to join the 36-inch main at Santa Fe Avenue. The
project area east of the river channel at the intersection with Mission Road, Anderson Street, and
Clarence Street includes large sewer pipes (60-inch, 10-inch, and 12-inch-diameter lines,
respectively), all flowing in a southerly direction.

Telephone, Cable, and Fiber Optics
Multiple telephone, cable, and fiber-optic lines are located in the study area. These facilities run

above and below the ground, along the viaduct sidewalk, and along South Frontage Road and
Mesquit Street. The following companies own and operate telephone, cable, and/or fiber-optic

lines in the project area.

o AT&T
e Bell System

e Western Union

Solid Waste

The City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation provides curbside pickup for solid waste within
the project study area. Regional planning for solid waste facilities in the area is under the
jurisdiction of Los Angeles County, which is the local enforcement agency under integrated
waste management laws. The Los Angeles County Sanitation District oversees the operation of
landfills that would accept solid waste generated during construction of the proposed project.
The County and City encourage source reduction and recycling objectives that meet or exceed
the requirements of State Assembly Bill (AB) 939. AB 939 mandates a 50 percent reduction in
waste volumes from 1990 levels by 2010. The Solid Waste Resources Citywide Recycling
Division of the Bureau of Sanitation provides guidance for the recycling of construction and
demolition debris. In addition, hazardous waste can be landfilled or recycled at several facilities
throughout the state. Any hazardous waste generated within the study area is managed in
accordance with federal and state requirements. The nearest landfill to the proposed project site
is Puente Hills Landfill, which is located in the City of Industry. The newly opened Puente Hills
Material Recovery Facility is at the same location and could be used for material recycling
purposes.

Other
A USACE tunnel is located under the 6™ Street Viaduct on the west side of the river. It provides
access to the Los Angeles River from the frontage road on the south side of the viaduct at the
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Santa Fe Avenue intersection. In addition, a drainage network placed underneath the concrete-
lined Los Angeles River channel was built by USACE.

3.6.1.2 Railroads

Railroad corridors exist along the east and west banks of the river. On the west bank of the river,
the two tracks closest to the river are owned by Southern California Regional Rail Authority
(SCRRA) and are used primarily by Metrolink trains. The five tracks west of the SCRRA tracks
are owned by Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF), and the rest of the tracks are owned and
operated by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA). Amtrak also
operates trains on a BNSF track and an MTA track on the west bank. On the east bank, the two
tracks closest to the river are owned by SCRRA, while Metrolink and the Union Pacific Railroad
(UPRR) use those tracks. The remainder of the ten tracks are owned by UPRR and utilized by
UPRR and Ventura Foods Spur.

3.6.1.3 Emergency Services

The project study area is under the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD)
Central Bureau. The project area west of the Los Angeles River is served by the Central Area
Community Police Station, which is located approximately 1-mile west of the proposed project.
The project area east of the Los Angeles River is served by the Hollenbeck Community Police
Station, which is located approximately 2 miles northeast of the project site.

The Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) provides fire protection and other emergency services
throughout the project area. Two fire stations are located near the proposed project: LAFD #9,
which is located approximately 1-mile west of the project site, and LAFD #25, which is located
approximately 2 miles east of the project site.

Table 3.6-1 lists the locations of the police and fire stations serving the project area.

Table 3.6-1
Emergency Response Providers in the Project Study Area
Emergency Provider Location
Central Community Police Station 251 E. 6" Street, Los Angeles, CA 90014
Hollenbeck Community Police Department 1936 E. 1% Street, Los Angeles, CA 90033
Los Angeles Fire Station #9 430 E. 7" Street, Los Angeles, CA 90014
Los Angeles Fire Station #25 2927 Whittier Boulevard, Los Angeles, CA 90023

Source: Community Impact Assessment (Parsons, 2008b).
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3.6.2 Environmental Consequences

3.6.2.1 Construction Impacts

Alternative 1 — No Action

Under this alternative, there would be no construction activities on the viaduct or its vicinity;
therefore, there would be no temporary impacts to utilities and emergency services within the
project study area as long as the viaduct is in operation.

Alternative 2 — Retrofit

Utilities

Construction of Alternative 2 could result in temporary impacts to utilities, such as an increase in
utility demand and solid waste volume. Construction activities would utilize machinery and tools
that require more electrical power consumption than is currently used for the 6™ Street Viaduct,
local streets, and affected properties. This increase in electrical usage would be temporary, and
the contractor would be able to tap into the City of Los Angeles’ existing power grid or would
generate power onsite. Construction activities for Alternative 2 would not cause a substantial
increase in the existing demand for electricity or require the development of new sources.

Construction of Alternative 2 would involve foundation work that would require temporary
relocation of many underground utility lines, such as sewer pipes and storm drain lines. The City
of Los Angeles would work in close coordination with the utility providers to develop a

relocation plan to minimize possible impacts and disruption to service utilities.

Construction of the Retrofit Alternative is not expected to result in a large amount of solid waste.

No impacts to local solid waste facilities are anticipated.

Emergency Services
Construction of Alternative 2 would require some traffic lane closures on the viaduct and nearby

roadways along the viaduct footprint, including the frontage roads on each side of the Los
Angeles River. In addition, temporary closure of the viaduct may be required occasionally to
accommodate construction activities. During the proposed project construction period, delays in
emergency response time could occur due to roadway obstruction and partial roadway closure. A
mandatory Work Area Traffic Control Plan (WATCP) outlined in the Standard Specifications for
Public Works Construction and the Work Area Traffic Control Handbook, adopted by the City,
would be implemented at the construction site and its vicinity. In addition, a Traffic Management
Plan (TMP) would be prepared by the contractor to identify roadway closures and detour routes
within the affected area during construction. All affected emergency routes would be identified
in the TMP. The TMP would be reviewed and approved by LADOT before initiation of
construction activities. The approved TMP, along with viaduct construction schedules, would be
made available to LAPD and LAFD. All residents, businesses, and organizations within the
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affected area would also be notified in advance of the construction schedules, roadway closures,
and detour routes as a safety precaution. The approved TMP would be strictly implemented
during each phase of the project to avoid adverse impacts to emergency services within the area.

Railroads

Construction of Alternative 2 would result in potential periodic shutdown of some railroad tracks
on each side of the river to modify existing bent columns and foundations, and to construct shear
walls. Interruptions of railroad activity would be temporary and scheduled to accommodate their
continuing use. Table 3.6-2 summarizes anticipated impacts to railroad operations due to the
proposed construction activities. Bent 12 would be excluded from retrofitting because of the lack
of room available for construction of the column encasement due to the proximity to the railroad
tracks. Written construction agreements would be entered into with the railroad companies.
Close coordination with the railroad owners to gain agreement on allowable work near the
railroads during periods when they are not in operation and avoidance of track closures would
minimize the impacts to railroad operations.

Table 3.6-2
Potential Impacts to Railroads under Retrofit Alternative
Railroad Facility Existing Condition Owner/Operator Potential Impact

Railroad (West Bank) | First and second tracks starting from west | MTA Potential periodic or long-term
side (both tracks are electrified Yard shut down of yard track #2 to
Tracks) modify existing Bent #11

columns, foundation, and add
shear wall.

Railroad (West Bank) | Third through seventh tracks starting from | BNSF Railway Potential periodic or long-term
west side. Most westerly track in this shut down of track #3 (also being
group of tracks is also used by Amtrak used by Amtrak) to modify
trains. Fourth and fifth tracks are existing Bent #11 columns,
primarily used as storage tracks. Sixth and foundation and add shear wall.

seventh tracks are used as storage tracks
and for yard train movements.

Railroad (West Bank) | Third track starting from west side. Amtrak (operates Potential periodic or long-term
on BNSF most shut down of track #3 (also being
westerly track) used by BNSF) to modify existing

Bent #11 columns foundation, and
add shear wall.

Railroad (West Bank) | Eighth and ninth tracks starting from west | SCRRA Potential periodic or long-term
side are used primarily by Metrolink (Metrolink) shut down of track #9 to modify
trains. BNSF is using these tracks for existing west bank pier foundation
accessing the BNSF yard tracks. and add shear wall.

Railroad (East Bank) First and second tracks starting from west | SCRRA Potential periodic or long-term
side are primarily used by Metrolink (Metrolink) shut down of track #1 to modify
trains. UPRR is using these tracks for existing east bank pier foundation
accessing the UPRR yard tracks and for and add shear wall.

some through train movements from the
Los Angeles/Long Beach area destined for
North Carolina or Seattle.
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Table 3.6-2
Potential Impacts to Railroads under Retrofit Alternative
Railroad Facility Existing Condition Owner/Operator Potential Impact
Railroad (East Bank) Third through ninth track starting from UPRR No impact (no retrofit is proposed
west side, third and fourth tracks seems to for existing Bent # 12 located
be primarily used for local through within UPRR tracks area).

movements of UPRR trains, fifth through
eighth tracks are used as storage tracks,
and ninth rack is collector track for
various industry spurs.

Railroad (East Bank) Tenth track (industry spur) starting from UPRR/Ventura Potential long-term shut down and
west side, north end of the track ends just | Foods Spur removal of north end of the track
below the southern portion of the existing #10 from west side (which serves
bridge. This track primarily serves Ventura Foods, Inc.) to modify
Ventura Foods, Inc. existing Bent #13 columns

foundation, and add shear wall.

Alternative 3 — Replacement

Utilities

Similar to Alternative 2, construction of Alternative 3 would result in temporary impacts to
utilities, such as an increase in utility demand and solid waste volume, but to a greater extent due
to the larger scope of construction work and construction area involved; however, temporary
incremental impacts to local or regional energy supplies, or change in the efficiency of energy
usage can be anticipated.

Construction of Alternative 3 would involve foundation work that would affect some
underground utility lines. This impact could be minimized by locating the columns and
foundations to avoid conflicts with utility lines where feasible, such as the tunnel, sewer lines,
and overhead power transmission lines. Where avoidance is not possible, the City of Los
Angeles would work in close coordination with the utility providers to develop a relocation plan
to minimize possible impacts and disruption to service utilities. For example, construction of
Bridge Concept 4 on any alignment alternative and Concept 5 on Alignment 3B would impact
the existing sewer siphon located on the north side of the viaduct on the west side of the river. In
addition, construction of the new viaduct would require reconstruction of some of the 45-ft
section of USACE’s river access tunnel.

Construction activities associated with Alternative 3 would require demolition of the existing
viaduct, thus generating a large amount of solid waste (see Section 2.4.3.6). Solid waste that
remains after recycling would be disposed of at appropriate landfills within the region. Any
hazardous waste produced by construction activities would be properly handled and disposed of,
as discussed in Section 3.14 — Hazardous Waste/Materials.
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Emergency Services
Construction of Alternative 3 would require closure of the existing viaduct for up to 4 years,

resulting in delays in emergency response time. The Contractor would work closely with LAPD
and LAFD to notify them in advance of the proposed detour routes on the east and west sides of
the Los Angeles River. In addition, implementation of the mandatory Work Area Traffic Control
Plan (WATCP) and the Traffic Management Plan (TMP) to be developed for implementation, as
described in Section 3.3.4, would seek to minimize the impacts to emergency services at
locations in close proximity to the construction site.

Railroads

Construction of Alternative 3 would require demolition of the existing viaduct, including the
columns in the railroad track area, and construction of falsework and new foundations.
Construction of falsework and foundations could affect the railroad operations on both sides of
the river; however, impacts to railroad operations under this alternative would be less than with
the Retrofit Alternative since the new viaduct would be designed to span over the railroad tracks.
Table 3.6-3 summarizes anticipated impacts to railroad operations due to the proposed
construction activities. Written construction agreements would be negotiated with the railroad
companies by the City and be binding upon the Contractor. Close coordination with the railroad
owners to gain agreement on allowable work near the railroads during periods when they are not

in operation and avoidance of track closures would minimize the impacts to railroad operations.

3.6.2.2 Permanent Impacts

Alternative 1 — No Action

No direct impacts to utilities and emergency services would occur within the study area under
the No Action Alternative.

Alternative 2 — Retrofit
Utilities
Operation of Alternative 2 would not require a substantial increase in utility usage. No

permanent impacts would occur.

Emergency Services
No fire or police facilities would be displaced for construction of the proposed project. The

proposed project is not growth-inducing; therefore, it would not create a need for additional fire
and police protection facilities. No permanent adverse impacts to fire and police protection

would occur.
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Table 3.6-3

Potential Impacts to Railroads under Replacement Alternative

Potential Impact

Railroad i . Owner/
Facilit Existing Condition Operator : : :

y p Alignment 3A Alignment 3B Alignment 3C
Railroad First and second tracks MTA During demolition and reconstruction, falsework and Same as Alignment 3A | Same as Alignment 3A
(West Bank) | starting from west side (both platform installation work would be done during railroad-

tracks are electrified Yard approved work windows and in presence of a flagger
Tracks) assigned by MTA.
Demolition of existing Bent #11 would have to be
performed during approved work windows on Track #2.
Railroad Third through seventh tracks | BNSF Loss of track #6 during demolition to support the Same as Alignment 3A | Same as Alignment 3A
(West Bank) | starting from west side. Most | Railway platform falsework.
westerly t.rack in this group During demolition and reconstruction, falsework and
of tracks is also used by . . . .
. platform installation work would be done during railroad-
AMTRAK trains. Fourth and . .
. approved work windows and in presence of a flagger
fifth tracks are primarily assiened by BNSF
used as storage tracks. Sixth & Y )
and seventh tracks are used Demolition of existing Bent #11 would have to be
as storage tracks and for yard performed during approved work windows on Track #3.
train movements.
Railroad Third track starting from AMTRAK During demolition and reconstruction, falsework and Same as Alignment 3A | Same as Alignment 3A
(West Bank) | west side (operates on platform installation work would be done during railroad-
BNSF most approved work windows and in presence of a flagger
westerly assigned by BNSF.
track) Demolition of existing Bent #11 would have to be
performed during approved work windows on Track #3.
Railroad Eighth and ninth tracks SCRRA During demolition and reconstruction, falsework and Same as Alignment 3A | Same as Alignment 3A
(West Bank) | starting from west side are (Metrolink) platform installation work would be done during railroad-

used primarily by Metrolink
trains. BNSF is using these
tracks for accessing the
BNSF yard tracks.

approved work windows and in presence of a flagger
assigned by SCRRA.

Shoring may be required to support track #9 during
existing west pier foundation removal and during
construction of new pier bent.

Battered piles may be required at the river bank pier
foundations for Alternatives 3A1 and 3A3, extending
below the railroad ROW.

Demolition of existing west bank Pier would have to be
performed during approved work windows on Track #9.
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Table 3.6-3

Potential Impacts to Railroads under Replacement Alternative

Railroad - o Oowner/ Potential Impact
Facilit Existing Condition Operator : : :

y p Alignment 3A Alignment 3B Alignment 3C
Railroad First and second tracks SCRRA During demolition and reconstruction, falsework and Same as Alignment 3A | Same as Alignment 3A
(East Bank) starting from west side are (Metrolink) platform installation work would be done during railroad-

primarily used by Metrolink approved work windows and in presence of a flagger
trains. UPRR is using these assigned by SCRRA.
tracks for accessing the . .
UPRR yard tracks and for S.hormg.may bp Fequlred tg support tr'ack #1 from west
. side during existing east pier foundation removal and
some through train . . .
during construction of new pier bent.
movements from Los
Angeles/Long Beach area Battered piles may be required at the river bank pier
destined for North Carolina foundations extending below the railroad ROW.
or Seattle. Demolition of existing east bank Pier would have to be
performed during approved work windows on Track #1.
Railroad Third through ninth track UPRR Loss of track #7 during demolition to support the Same as Alignment 3A | Same as Alignment 3A
(East Bank) starting from west side, platform falsework.
Third ar}d fop rth tracks seem During demolition and reconstruction, falsework and
to be primarily used for local . . . .
platform installation work would be done during railroad-
through movements of approved work windows and in presence of a flagger
UPRR trains, fifth through aIs) f ned by UPRR p g8
eighth tracks are used as ' Y )
storage tracks, and ninth Demolition of existing Bent #12 would have to be
track is collector track for performed during approved work windows on Tracks #4
various industry spurs. and #5.
Railroad Tenth track (industry spur) UPRR/Ventur During demolition and reconstruction, falsework and Same as Alignment 3A | Same as Alignment 3A
(East Bank) starting from west side, north | a Foods Spur platform installation work would be done during railroad-
end of the track ends just approved work windows and in presence of a flagger
below the southern portion assigned by UPRR.
of the existing bridge. This . - .
. Demolition of existing Bent #13 and reconstruction of
track primarily serves :
Ventura Foods. Tnc new bent would require removal of the north end of track
T #10 from west side, which serves Ventura Foods, Inc.
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Railroads

Construction of Alternative 2 would result in reducing horizontal clearance between the existing
tracks and the retrofitted columns of the viaduct. The current horizontal clearance between the
center of the tracks and the columns is approximately 8 ft, which is less than the current standard
of 8.5 ft required by BNSF and 10 ft required by Metrolink. Implementation of the proposed
heavy steel casing column retrofit would further reduce the horizontal clearance by
approximately 1 ft. This impact is adverse and unavoidable.

Alternative 3 — Replacement

Utilities

Operation of Alternative 3 would not require an appreciable increase in utility usage. Although
lighting levels may be increased above existing conditions due to the need to meet current
lighting standards, the additional electricity required would not represent a substantial demand
on local supplies when compared to the regional capacity provided by LADWP. No permanent
impacts would occur.

Emergency Services
No fire or police facilities would be displaced for construction of the proposed project. The

proposed project is not growth-inducing; therefore, it would not cause a need for additional fire
and police protection facilities. No permanent adverse impacts to fire and police protection

would occur.

Railroads
Once construction of the proposed project is completed, except for routine maintenance of the
viaduct, no impacts to railroad operations are anticipated.

3.6.2.3 Cumulative Impacts

Alternative 1 — No Action

No cumulative impacts on utility service facilities, emergency services, or railroads would occur
with the No Action Alternative.

Alternative 2 — Retrofit

Although many service utilities would be affected by the construction activities, they are confined
within the area adjacent to the existing viaduct footprint. Once they are relocated or reconstructed,
no cumulative effects to other service utilities, emergency services, or railroads would occur.

Alternative 3 — Replacement
Although many service utilities and railroads would be affected by the construction activities,
they are located only within the project construction area. Once they are relocated or

reconstructed, no cumulative effects to other service utilities and railroads would occur; however,
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impacts to emergency services under the replacement alternative would occur to a larger area
covering the detour routes on each side of the river during the construction period due to the

required viaduct closure.

3.6.2.4 Secondary Impacts

Alternative 1 — No Action

No secondary impacts on utility service facilities, emergency services, or railroads would occur
with the No Action Alternative.

Alternative 2 — Retrofit
Once construction is complete, no secondary impacts on utility service facilities, emergency
services, or railroads would occur with the implementation of Alternative 2.

Alternative 3 — Replacement
Once construction is complete, no secondary impacts on utility service facilities, emergency

services, or railroads would occur with the implementation of Alternative 2.

3.6.3 Avoidance, Minimization, and Compensation Measures
Alternative 1 — No Action
No mitigation is required under this alternative.

Alternative 2 — Retrofit

The proposed project would be designed to avoid adverse effects to existing service utilities,
emergency services, and railroad operations. Bent 12 would not be retrofitted due to the limited
room available for construction. The requirement for close coordination with the utility service
providers in advance of the construction activities to relocate affected utilities is one component
of the Standard Specifications. Temporary impacts to emergency services within the project area
would be minimized by implementation of the WATCP, mandated by the City, and the provision
of advance notice to emergency service providers of the construction schedule, especially the
scheduled traffic lane closures that could happen occasionally.

Written construction agreements would be entered into with the railroad companies. Close
coordination with the railroads’ owners or operators to work on the railroad during the period
when the railroad is not in operation and to avoid track closures would minimize the impacts to

railroad operations.

No measures are available to mitigate the reduction in horizontal railroad clearance if
Alternative 2 is implemented.
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Alternative 3 — Replacement

Impacts to utility services and railroads would be mitigated in a similar fashion as that described
under Alternative 2. Impacts to emergency services within the affected area (i.e., project vicinity
and detour routes) would be minimized by implementation of the City-mandated WATCP, the
TMP that would outline the detour routes, and the provision of advance notice to emergency
service providers of construction schedule closures of the viaduct. In addition, the affected
intersections along the detour routes would be mitigated as determined practicable by LADOT,
as discussed in Section 3.7 — Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian Facilities.

In compliance with AB 939, a demolition waste recycling program would be developed to
reduce the amount of waste to be disposed of in local landfills. The program would be developed
by the City prior to initiation of construction, and it would be implemented by the Contractor
during demolition activities.
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3.7 Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian Facilities

This section addresses potential impacts to vehicular traffic and circulation associated with
implementation of the proposed project. The traffic and circulation impact analysis is based on
the results of a traffic study conducted for the project.”’

3.7.1 Regulatory Setting

Caltrans, as assigned by FHWA, directs that full consideration should be given to the safe
accommodation of pedestrians and bicyclists during the development of federal-aid highway
projects (see 23 CFR 652). Special needs of the elderly and disabled must also be considered in
all federal-aid projects that include pedestrian facilities. When pedestrian and/or bicycle traffic
presents a potential conflict with motor vehicle traffic, every effort must be made to minimize
the detrimental effects on all highway users who share the facility.

Caltrans is committed to carrying out the 1990 Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) by
building transportation facilities that provide equal access for all persons. The same degree of
convenience, accessibility, and safety available to the general public will be provided to persons
with disabilities.

3.7.2 Affected Environment

3.7.2.1 Study Area Definition

The 6™ Street Viaduct provides a major link between downtown Los Angeles and various
communities on the east side of the Los Angeles River. In the project vicinity, 6™ Street/Whittier
Boulevard is directly connected to four major north-south streets — Central Avenue and Alameda
Street located to the west of the viaduct and Boyle Avenue and Soto Street located to the east.
Sixth Street is connected to US 101 through a northbound (NB) on-ramp immediately east of the
project limit. The area surrounding the project area is fully developed with residential,
commercial, and industrial buildings. Figure 3.7-1 shows the project area and surrounding

roadway and intersection system.

3.7.2.2 Existing Roadway System
Classifications and descriptions of the existing roadways within the study area, as defined by the
Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT), are summarized below.

* Traffic Analysis Report for 6" Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project. December 2007.
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East-West Streets
1* Street — First Street is designated as a Major Highway west of the Los Angeles River and a

Secondary Highway east of the river. It has two lanes in each direction, except at certain sections
between Mission Road and US 101 that were striped to one lane in each direction due to ongoing
construction activities, and left-turn pockets at most signalized intersections. First Street is the
northern boundary of the project study area. The posted speed on 1* Street is 25 miles per hour
(mph). The 1* Street Viaduct spans over the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), the Los Angeles
River, and the Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) Railway facilities. The 1% Street Viaduct
and Street Widening Project is currently under construction in combination with the Gold Line
Eastside Extension light rail transit line. Sections of the street were restriped to one lane in each
direction, and intersection approach lanes were also reduced during construction. The 1* Street

construction work will be completed by 2010.

4™ Street — Within the project study area, 4™ Street is designated as a Major Highway between
I-5 and Santa Fe Avenue. It is a Secondary Highway west of Santa Fe Avenue and east of I-5.
Fourth Street has two lanes in each direction and a median lane allowing left turns during off-
peak hours. The median lane operates as a reversible lane during peak periods. It provides an
additional westbound (WB) through lane during the morning peak period and is reversed in the
eastbound (EB) direction during the afternoon peak period. Fourth Street becomes a WB one-
way street west of the intersection with 3" Street. The posted speed on 4™ Street is 35 mph.
Within the project study area, 4™ Street carries more traffic than all three other east-west streets
combined. The 4™ Street Viaduct spans over the MTA and UPRR tracks, the Los Angeles River,
and the MTA and BNSF tracks.

6" Street — Sixth Street is designated as a Secondary Highway within the project study area. It
becomes Whittier Boulevard east of I-5. Sixth Street has two lanes in each direction and left-turn
pockets at most signalized intersections. The posted speed on 6™ Street is 35 mph. The 6™ Street
Viaduct spans over Santa Fe Avenue, the MTA and UPRR tracks, the Los Angeles River, the
MTA and BNSF tracks, and US 101.

7" Street — Seventh Street is a Secondary Highway within the project study area. It has two lanes
in each direction and left-turn pockets at most signalized intersections. It is the southern
boundary of the project study area. The posted speed on 7™ Street is 35 mph. The 7™ Street
Viaduct spans over the MTA and UPRR tracks, the Los Angeles River, and the MTA and BNSF
tracks.
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North-South Streets
Central Avenue — Central Avenue is designated as a Major Highway, except for the segment

north of 3" Street, which becomes a Secondary Highway. It has two lanes in each direction and
left-turn pockets at most signalized intersections. It is the western boundary of the project study
area. The posted speed on Central Avenue is 35 mph. It is connected to the four east-west streets
within the study area with signalized intersections.

Alameda Street — Alameda Street is designated as a Major Highway with two lanes in each

direction and left-turn pockets at most signalized intersections. The posted speed on Alameda
Street is 35 mph. It intersects with the four east-west streets within the study area with signalized

intersections.

Mateo Street — Mateo Street is designated as a Secondary Highway with one lane in each
direction. It is connected to 6™ Street and 7™ Street with signalized intersections and terminates
at Santa Fe Avenue before crossing under the 4™ Street Viaduct. Mateo Street is the first
intersection with the 6™ Street Viaduct west of the Los Angeles River. The posted speed on
Mateo Street is 30 mph. It serves the warehouses and businesses in the area.

Santa Fe Avenue — Santa Fe Avenue is designated as a Secondary Highway south of 4™ Street

and becomes a Major Highway north of 4™ Street. It has two lanes in each direction. It traverses
under the viaducts of 1* Street, 4h Street, and 6 Street, and it connects with 7" Street via a
signalized intersection. This street provides access to warehouses and light industrial land uses in

the area. The posted speed on Santa Fe Avenue is 30 mph.

Boyle Avenue — Boyle Avenue is designated as a Secondary Highway with one lane in each
direction and a central left-turn lane. It is connected to the four east-west streets within the study
area with signalized intersections. The posted speed is 35 mph.

Soto Street — Soto Street is designated as a Major Highway south of 6™ Street (Whittier
Boulevard) and a Secondary Highway north of Whittier Boulevard. It has two lanes in each
direction and left-turn pockets at most signalized intersections. Soto Street is the eastern
boundary of the project study area. It intersects with the four east-west streets within the study

area via signalized intersections. The posted speed on Soto Street is 35 mph.

Traffic Study Intersections
The traffic study analyzed 31 intersections, including several freeway on- and off-ramps.
Intersection locations and control types are listed in Table 3.7-1.
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Table 3.7-1
Studied Intersections
No. Intersection Control Type
1 1* Street and Alameda Street Signal
2 3" Street and Alameda Street Signal
3 4™ Street and Alameda Street Signal
4 6™ Street and Alameda Street Signal
5 7™ Street and Alameda Street Signal
6 Whittier Boulevard and Soto Street Signal
7 6" Street and Mateo Street Signal
8 7™ Street and Mateo Street Signal
9 6™ Street (Frontage Road) and Santa Fe Avenue Signal
10 7™ Street and Santa Fe Avenue Signal
11 1** Street and US 101 SB Off-Ramps Stop Sign
12 1** Street and US 101 NB On-/Off-Ramps Signal
13 4™ Street - Pecan Street/US 101 SB On-Ramp Stop Sign
14 4™ Street and US 101 SB Off-Ramp Stop Sign
15 4" Street and US 101 NB Off-Ramp Signal
16 7" Street and Soto Street Signal
17 1* Street and Boyle Avenue Signal
18 4™ Street and Boyle Avenue Signal
19 4™ Street and I-5 SB On-/Off-Ramps/Gertrude Street Stop Sign
20 4™ Street and I-5 NB On-/Off-Ramps/Cummings Street Signal
21 Whittier Boulevard and US 101 NB On-Ramp Stop Sign
22 Whittier Boulevard and Boyle Avenue Signal
23 7" Street and Boyle Avenue Signal
24 SR 60 EB On-Ramp and Soto Street No Control
25 1* Street and Soto Street Signal
26 4™ Street and Soto Street Signal
27 1** Street and Central Avenue Signal
28 3" Street and Central Avenue Signal
29 4™ Street and Central Avenue Signal
30 6" Street and Central Avenue Signal
31 7" Street and Central Avenue Signal
Notes:
NB = Northbound SB = Southbound EB = Eastbound

Source: Traffic Analysis Report (ACT Consulting Engineers, 2007).
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3.7.2.3 Existing Traffic Volumes

Existing (2007) traffic volumes were defined based on traffic counts conducted in December
2006 and May 2007. Daily traffic volumes and vehicle classification counts were conducted on
selected streets. Average Daily Traffic (ADT) for all roadway segments within the project study
area in terms of annual average value (AADT) is summarized in Table 3.7-2. The AADT for
segments without daily traffic counts was estimated using the base year (2000) volumes provided
by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). The SCAG volumes were
projected to 2007 volumes using a compound growth rate of 1 percent per year.

3.7.2.4 Existing Intersection Level of Service

The efficiency of traffic operations on a transportation facility is measured in terms of Level of
Service (LOS). Street intersections, as the critical location of surface transportation systems, are
normally selected to describe traffic performance. LOS is a measure of average operating
conditions at intersections during an hour. It is based on turn movement traffic volumes from
each street approach (V), traffic handling capacity of each street approach per traffic control at
each street approach (C), and the volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio determined by dividing the
volume of the traffic handled by the intersection during the hour by the total capacity (i.e., the
maximum traffic volume that the intersection is capable of handling during an hour). LOS ranges
from A to F, with A representing excellent (free-flow) conditions and F representing congestion.
Intersections with a vehicular volume at or near its capacity experience greater congestion and
longer vehicle delays than intersections with a smaller vehicular volume to available capacity.
Table 3.7-3 describes the LOS concept and the operating conditions expected under each LOS
for signalized intersections.

Level of service (LOS) was calculated for the study intersections using the CalcaDB Model,
which is a spreadsheet developed by LADOT using the CMA Circular 212 method. Capacity per
lane was set at 1,500 vehicles at signalized intersections and 1,200 vehicles at non-signalized
intersections. The LADOT allows a reduction of 0.100 in vehicles per capacity (V/C) for
intersections connected to the LADOT Automated Traffic Surveillance and Control (ATSAC)
System. All of the signalized intersections studied are part of the ATSAC system; therefore, they
were subject to the 0.100 V/C reduction for each CMA run.
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Table 3.7-2
Existing Average Daily Traffic Volumes and Vehicle Classifications

AM Peak Hour — Truck

PM Peak Hour — Truck

EB WB EB WB
Segment and Truck %
- Med Heavy | Med Heavy | Med Heavy | Med Heavy
Street Intersection # AADT | AADT | Truck Truck | Truck | Truck | Truck | Truck | Truck [ Truck | Truck
Soto (6) to Boyle (22) | 14,900 | 894 6 13 8 43 29 38 26 15 10
Boyle (22) to US 101
NB on-ramp (21 13,260 796 6 8 5 47 31 33 22 15 10
US 101 NB on-ramp
6" Street (21) to Mateo (7) 13,220 793 6 10 7 45 30 35 23 13 9
?ﬁ;‘te" () to Alameda | 15 59y | 737 6 12 8 36 24 33 2 1 7
Alameda (4) to
Central (30) 12,340 740 6 15 10 35 23 31 20 14 9
(Sl";;’ (@5)toBoyle | 15880 | 544 5 8 5 20 13 20 13 13 9
Boyle (17) to US 101
NB on-/off-ramps 10,420 521 5 9 6 19 13 19 13 12 8
(12)
US 101 NB on-/off-
1% Street | ramps (12) to SB on-/ | 12,470 624 5 9 6 40 27 19 13 18 12
off-ramps (11)
US 101 SB on-/off-
ramps (11) to 12,690 635 5 30 20 41 27 20 13 18 12
Alameda (1)
Alameda (1) to
Central (27) 21,420 1,071 5 13 9 29 20 32 21 33 22
Soto (26) to I-5 NB
on-/off-ramps/ 27,520 1,376 5 14 10 59 39 32 22 50 34
Cummings (20)
1-5 NB on-/off-
ramps/Cummings (20)| ) 54 | os3 5 18 12 37 25 50 33 13 9
to SB on-/off-ramps
(19)
1-5 SB on-/off-ramps
(19) to Boyle (18) 17,780 889 5 15 10 44 29 45 30 8 6
Boyle (18) to US 101
NB off-ramp (15) 17,470 874 5 11 8 48 32 39 26 14 9
4" Street  [US 101 NB off-ramp
(15) to SB off-ramp 17,840 892 5 10 7 77 52 31 21 22 15
(14)
US 101 SB off-ramp
(14) to Pecan/US 101 | 17,680 884 5 8 5 75 50 30 20 23 15
SB on-ramp (13)
Pecan/US 101 SB on-
ramp (13) to Alameda | 23,850 1,193 5 12 8 72 48 52 34 20 13
(2)
Alameda to Central,
EB: (29) to (3), WB: 25,770 1,289 5 11 8 71 47 50 33 27 18
(2) to (28)
(Sz";;’ (16)toBoyle | 1, 15 | 730 6 9 6 26 18 14 9 30 20
Boyle (23)to Santa | 1} g0 | 677 6 16 11 22 15 31 21 10 6
Fe (10)
7" Street | Santa Fe (10) to 13460 | 808 6 14 9 33 2 34 23 14 9
Mateo (8)
?;I;‘teo (8)to Alameda | 3 470 | gog 6 19 13 32 2 31 21 18 12
Alameda (5) to
Central (31 12,730 764 6 16 11 33 22 27 18 18 12
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Table 3.7-2
Existing Average Daily Traffic Volumes and Vehicle Classifications

AM Peak Hour — Truck

PM Peak Hour — Truck

NB SB NB SB
Segment and Truck %
- Med Heavy | Med Heavy | Med Heavy | Med Heavy
Street Intersection # AADT | AADT | Truck Truck | Truck | Truck | Truck | Truck [ Truck | Truck [ Truck
1* Street (27) to
3 Street (28) 6,530 392 6 11 7 12 8 14 10 9 6
3™ Street (28) to
Central 4" Street (29) 9,010 541 6 12 8 15 10 20 13 12 8
Avenue 4™ Street (29) to
6" Street (30) 12,890 773 6 30 20 16 11 35 23 12 8
6" Street (30) to
7" Street (31) 12,440 746 6 17 12 31 21 23 15 22 15
1* Street (1) to
3 Street (2) 19,340 967 5 27 18 27 18 30 20 28 19
3" Street (2) to
Alameda |4 Street (3) 19,730 987 5 26 17 27 18 33 22 26 17
Street 4" Street (3) to
6™ Street (4) 20,210 1,011 5 26 17 29 20 31 21 29 20
6" Street (4) to
7" Street ) 21,370 1,069 5 27 18 34 23 33 22 31 21
Mateo 6" Street (7) to
Street 7" Street (8) 2,730 300 11 11 7 11 8 9 6 9 6
Santa Fe 6" Street/Frontage
Road (9) to 7" Street 6,170 679 11 26 17 13 9 23 15 18 12
Avenue
(10)
1™ Street (17) to
4" Street (18) 9,190 368 4 11 8 11 7 12 8 10 7
Boyle 4™ Street (18) to
Avenue 6" Street (22) 12,770 | 511 4 14 9 10 6 20 13 11 7
6" Street (22) to
7" Street (23) 14,190 568 4 13 8 15 10 20 13 14 10
1* Street (25) to
4" Street (26) 27,280 1,364 5 32 21 29 19 55 37 27 18
4™ Street (26) to
Soto 6" Street/Whittier (6) 29,740 1,487 5 20 13 47 31 32 21 57 38
th e
Street 6" Street/Whittier (6)
t0 7" Street (16) 15,960 798 5 23 15 24 16 29 19 19 13
7" Street (16) to
SR 60 EB on-ramp 23,150 1,158 5 41 27 24 16 50 33 20 13
(24)
Notes: AADT = Annual Average Daily Traffic; NB = Northbound; SB: Southbound; EB = Eastbound
Source: Traffic Analysis Report (ACT Consulting Engineers, 2007).
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Table 3.7-3
Intersection Level of Service (LOS) Definitions

Volume/Capacity
LOS Interpretation Ratio

Excellent operation. All approaches to the intersection appear quite open, turning movements

are easily made, and nearly all drivers find freedom of operation. 0.000-0.6000

Very good operation. Many drivers begin to feel somewhat restricted within platoons of
B vehicles. This represents stable flow. An approach to an intersection may occasionally be fully 0.601-0.700
utilized, and traffic queues start to form.

Good operation. Occasionally backups may develop behind turning vehicles. Most drivers feel

¢ somewhat restricted 0.701-0.800
Fair operation. There are no long-standing traffic queues. This level is typically associated with

D . 0.801-0.900
peak traffic periods.

E Poor operation. Some long-standing vehicular queues develop on critical approaches. 0.901-1.000

Forced flow. Represents jammed conditions. Backups from locations downstream or on the
F cross street may restrict or prevent movements of vehicles out of the intersection approach Over 1.000
lanes; therefore, volumes carried are not predictable. Potential for stop-and-go type traffic flow.

Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Special Report 209. Transportation Research Board, Washington, D.C. 1997.

Existing LOS determined by the CMA method are summarized in Table 3.7-4. Existing peak-
hour LOS are shown in Figure 3.7-2.

It should be noted that except for several intersections along 4™ Street, most of the intersections
within the project study area are concurrently operating at LOS A or B during the morning and
afternoon peak hours. Existing LOS F condition, defined by LADOT as FAILURE, occurs at the
following locations:

e 1% Street/US 101 Southbound (SB) Off-Ramp, AM peak hour
o 4™ Street/Pecan Street, AM peak hour

o 4™ Street/US 101 SB Off-Ramp, AM peak hour

o 4™ Street/US 101 NB Off-Ramp, AM peak hour

o 4™ Street/Soto Street, AM and PM peak hours

3.7.2.5 Future Year (2035) Traffic Forcast
The traffic study predicted traffic volume and LOS for the year 2035 to cover the 20-year design
life. Since the project would not increase traffic volume capacity, year 2035 traffic volume under

the No Action and build alternatives would be the same.

Future year traffic volumes were derived from traffic model outputs provided by SCAG. The SCAG
model covered all of the Major and Secondary Highways in the traffic study area for this proposed
project. Maps in Geographic Information System (GIS) format and databases for 2000 (base year)
and 2030 were provided by SCAG. The databases include directional volumes for ADT volumes,
morning peak period, and afternoon peak period for each link (street segment) within the study area.
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Table 3.7-4
Existing Level of Service of Study Intersections
] AM PM

No. Intersection
LOS VIC LOS ViIC
1 1* Street and Alameda Street A 0.537 A 0.529
2 3" Street and Alameda Street C 0.706 A 0.411
3 4" Street and Alameda Street A 0.290 B 0.652
4 6" Street and Alameda Street A 0.528 A 0.513
5 7" Street and Alameda Street A 0.566 A 0.578
6 Whittier Boulevard and Soto Street A 0.549 A 0.572
7 6" Street and Mateo Street A 0.319 A 0.288
8 7" Street and Mateo Street A 0.248 A 0.296
9 6" Street (Frontage Road) and Santa Fe Avenue A 0.141 A 0.102
10 7" Street and Santa Fe Avenue A 0.403 A 0.476
11 1* Street and US 101 SB Off-Ramps F 1.133 A 0.547
12 1* Street and US 101 NB On-/Off-Ramps D 0.815 A 0.388
13 4" Street - Pecan Street/US 101 SB On-Ramp F 1.037 A 0.541
14 4" Street and US 101 SB Off-Ramp F 1.047 A 0.451
15 4™ Street and US 101 NB Off-Ramp F 0.109 A 0.422
16 7™ Street and Soto Street A 0.557 B 0.670
17 1* Street and Boyle Avenue A 0.361 A 0.537
18 4™ Street and Boyle Avenue C 0.718 A 0.595
19 4" Street and I-5 SB On-/Off-Ramps/Gertrude Street C 0.731 D 0.870
20 4™ Street and I-5 NB On-/Off-Ramps/Cummings B 0.670 B 0.647

Street

21 Whittier Boulevard and US 101 NB On-Ramp A 0.534 A 0.281
22 Whittier Boulevard and Boyle Avenue A 0.551 A 0.487
23 7" Street and Boyle Avenue A 0.339 A 0.334
24 SR 60 EB On-Ramp and Soto Street A 0.218 A 0.286
25 1** Street and Soto Street A 0.408 A 0.485
26 4" Street and Soto Street F 0.102 F 0.142
27 1* Street and Central Avenue A 0.258 A 0.445
28 3 Street and Central Avenue A 0.380 A 0.162
29 4" Street and Central Avenue A 0.082 A 0.391
30 6" Street and Central Avenue A 0.337 A 0.395
31 7" Street and Central Avenue A 0.443 A 0.353

Notes: NB = Northbound; SB: Southbound; EB = Eastbound

Source: Traffic Analysis Report (ACT Consulting Engineers, 2007).
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Year 2030 traffic volumes were projected to Future Year 2035 using growth rates derived from
Year 2000 and 2030 data. These growth rates are link specific and range from 0.1 to 1.4 percent;
the higher growth rates were generally observed on directions with relatively low Year 2000
volumes. The peak period data provided by SCAG included volumes for 3 consecutive hours in
the AM peak period and 4 hours during the PM peak period. For the purpose of intersection
capacity analysis, the peak-period volumes were converted to peak-hour volumes by using the
factor of 0.38 for the AM peak period and 0.28 for the PM peak period; these factors were
provided by SCAG.

Figure 3.7-3 shows the projected 2035 ADT and AM and PM peak-hour volumes, respectively,
and the estimated LOS at intersections. The peak-hour turning movements at intersections were
derived from the directional peak-hour volumes using the existing turning movement patterns. It
was assumed that vehicle classification would remain the same as the existing condition shown
in Table 3.7-2.

3.7.2.6 Transit, Truck, Parking, and Pedestrian Conditions
Existing Transit Service — The MTA operates two bus services on the 6™ Street Viaduct: Route
18 and Route 720. Neither line has stops on the viaduct. Westbound buses stop at the southwest

corner of Whittier Boulevard and Mott Street, and EB buses stop at the northwest corner of
6" Street and Alameda Street. Route 720 is a Metro Rapid Service that runs between the
communities of Commerce and Santa Monica via Whittier Boulevard, 6" Street, and Wilshire

Boulevard; there are no local stops along the 6™ Street Viaduct.

Existing Truck Conditions — Table 3.7-2 documents truck percentages at various intersections
along 6" Street within the study area. Based on the data shown in Table 3.7-2, truck use on the

6" Street Viaduct is on an average of 6 percent, with the higher number of trucks traveling WB
during the AM peak hours and EB during the PM peak hours.

Existing Parking Conditions — Parking is not permitted on the 6™ Street Viaduct. Curb parking
is available under the 6 Street Viaduct on the cross streets of Santa Fe Avenue, Mission Road,

Anderson Street, and Clarence Street. The City of Los Angeles Street Maintenance Facility is
located beneath the 6™ Street Viaduct between Imperial Street and Santa Fe Avenue. Empty
spaces underneath the viaduct on both sides of the river are also used by nearby businesses for
parking. Privately owned parking spaces are available at most businesses and residences located
to the northeast. Existing parking enforcement on the 6™ Street Viaduct and near the viaduct is
shown in Figure 3.7-4 and summarized in Table 3.7-5.
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Table 3.7-5
Existing Parking Enforcement in the Project Area
Location Parking Enforcement
6" Street Viaduct between Mateo Street and Boyle Avenue No stopping any time
6" Street (Frontage Roads) between Mateo Street and Mesquit Street No parking any time
Santa Fe Avenue underneath 6™ Street Viaduct No parking any time
Mission Road underneath 6™ Street Viaduct Curb parking permitted
Anderson Street underneath 6™ Street Viaduct Curb parking permitted
Clarence Street underneath 6" Street Viaduct Curb parking permitted
Space underneath 6™ Street Viaduct between Imperial and Santa Fe Avenue g;;ii%;LfstAngeles’ Street Maintenance

Source: Traffic Analysis Report (ACT Consulting Engineers, 2007).

Existing Pedestrian Facilities — A 5-ft-wide raised walkway exists on each side of the 6™ Street

Viaduct. Based on several observations, pedestrian traffic on the 6™ Street Viaduct is low to
moderate. The segment of 6 Street between Boyle Avenue and Mateo Street is elevated without
cross street access for a distance of approximately 4,300 ft. The distance is discouraging to
normal pedestrian activities. Another reason for the low pedestrian volume is that there is no
major pedestrian destination at the east and west ends of the segment. Occasional pedestrians on

the viaduct are not likely to be regular commuters.

The construction area below the 6™ Street Viaduct is adjacent to industrial buildings. No
commercial stores or food services are located within the vicinity of the viaduct. Pedestrian
traffic consists mainly of workers traveling to the industrial buildings. Existing pedestrian
volumes are not significant because the area is not currently served directly by buses, and the

workers mainly commute by passenger cars.

Bicycle Facility — The City of Los Angeles Bicycle Plan™ does not currently designate 6™ Street

in the proposed project area as a bikeway. Bicyclists now use sidewalks or traffic lanes on the
viaduct. There is no designated bikeway along any local street network within the vicinity of the
6" Street Viaduct on either side of the Los Angeles River.

3.7.3 Environmental Consequences

3.7.3.1 Construction Impacts

Alternative 1 — No Action

Since there would be no construction activities with this alternative, there would be no impacts to

traffic circulation, pedestrian walkways, parking, and transit service within the project area.

9 City of Los Angeles General Plan Transportation Element, 1999.
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Alternative 2 — Retrofit
Traffic and Circulation

Implementation of Alternative 2 would not require full closure of the viaduct or adjacent streets;
however, temporary lane closures on the viaduct would be likely to occur, and adjacent streets
could experience episodes of increased congestion as a result of construction. Moreover, access
to businesses situated adjacent to the viaduct could be restricted. Any such effects would be
highly localized and temporary during the construction period.

Parking
Implementation of Alternative 2 would result in obstruction of parking spaces within the area

under the viaduct and its immediate vicinity. Although the impact would occur only during the
construction period, businesses who are dependent on the use of these parking spaces could find
it difficult to operate during the 2.5-year construction period. Loss of parking spaces underneath
the viaduct and its adjacent area would constitute an adverse impact to nearby businesses;
however, it should be noted that the parking spaces under the viaduct are either used without
authorization or under revocable permits issued by the City of Los Angeles. The permits are
subject to revocation at any time at the pleasure of the City. The City would choose not to renew
the permit if construction of the Retrofit Alternative is undertaken.

Pedestrian Traffic

Occasional temporary traffic lane and sidewalk closures may be required on the viaduct and in areas
beneath and adjacent to the viaduct during the retrofit construction to permit safe operation of equipment
and transport of materials. These activities would cause some disruption to pedestrian traffic; however,
no substantial impacts are anticipated with the provision of detour pedestrian walkways.

Bicycle Facility
During project construction, bicyclists may not be allowed to use the viaduct from time to time

for safety reasons. They would have to use the 4™ Street or 7™ Street viaducts to travel from one
side of the river to the other.

Public Transit

Occasional temporary lane closures would likely be required during the retrofit construction. Bus

users may experience some 10- to 15-minute rush-hour travel delays along the 6™ Street Viaduct
as a result of the lane closures. The impacts are not considered substantial.

Alternative 3 — Replacement
Traffic Detour and Delay
Construction of Alternative 3 would require full closure of the 6™ Street Viaduct for up to 4 years

(2011 to 2014). Traffic detours would occur along the street network east and west of the river
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due to the closure of the viaduct (see Figures 3.7-5 and 3.7-6). Traffic heading west to east to
cross the Los Angeles River via the 6™ Street Viaduct would be diverted at Central Avenue and
Alameda Street to cross the river via the 4™ Street Viaduct or 7" Street Viaduct. Traffic heading
east to west to cross the Los Angeles River via the 6™ Street Viaduct would be diverted at Soto
Street to cross the river via the 4™ Street Viaduct or 7™ Street Viaduct. In addition, the 6" Street
frontage roads on both sides of the viaduct would need to be vacated if Alternative 3 is
constructed, causing obstruction to the operations of adjacent businesses that are not subject to
relocation but depend on the frontage roadways for access.

A traffic study was conducted to determine the level of impacts during the anticipated 4 years of
construction with the viaduct closed.”’ 2014 is the year used for analysis to represent the 4-year
construction period (from 2011-2014) when the viaduct would be closed. It is assumed to be the
worst-case construction year with the highest traffic volume based on 1 percent per year natural
growth plus additional volumes from other related proposed projects. In assessing the traffic
impacts of the with and without proposed project scenarios, the level of significance under
CEQA is determined by comparing the increase in V/C value in accordance with the LADOT

intersection criteria as follows:

Intersection V/C Ratio with Projected Traffic Significant Increase in V/C Ratio
0.000-0.700 (LOS A or B) <0.060
0.701-0.800 (LOS C) <0.040
0.801-0.900 (LOS D) <0.020
0.901 or greater (LOS E or F) <0.010

Table 3.7-6 shows the LOS at various study intersections in 2014 based on the traffic operational
analysis with and without the detour required for closure of the 6™ Street Viaduct. According to
Table 3.7-6, the LOS at 13 intersections would be adversely impacted in either the AM or PM
peak hour by the detoured traffic (as summarized in Table 3.7-7). The locations of the impacted
intersections are denoted in Figure 3.7-7.

The traffic study further investigated measures to mitigate the impacts at the affected
intersections either by signal timing or lane reconfiguration. The investigation revealed that only
2 out of 13 impacted intersections could be mitigated without causing further ROW impacts to
the localized area, as shown in Table 3.7-8.

S Traffic Analysis Report 6" Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project. December 2007.
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Table 3.7-6
Summary of Level of Service and Significant Impact Parameters
Construction Year (2014) Construction Year (2014)
without Project with Project
(Viaduct Open) (Viaduct Closed) Significant Impact (CEQA)
AM PM AM Peak PM AM PM
Peak Hour Peak Hour Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour
Differ- Differ-
ential | Yes/ | ential | Yes/
Intersection viIC | LOS | vic | LOS | vic | LOS | viC | LOS | ViC No VIC No
1% Street/Alameda (1) | 0.604 | B | 0638 | B | 0609 | B | 0653| B 0.005 | No | 0015 | No
rd
?Z)Streemlameda 0653 | B | 0431 | A |0706| C | 0440 | A | 0053 | Yes | 0.009 | No
4" Street/Alameda 3) 0294 | A [ 0629 B [0304| A |0679]| B 0.010 | No | 0.050 | No
6" Street/Alameda (4)| 0580 | A | 0569 | A [0391 | A |0446| A | -0.189 | No | -0.124 | No
7" Street/Alameda (5)] 0.619 | B | 0630 | B [0748 | Cc [o079% | C 0.129 | Yes | 0.166 | Yes
Whittier Boulevard/
South Soto Strect (6) | 0613 | B | 0635 | B | 0660 | B | 0706 | C 0.048 | No | 0071 | Yes
th
6" Street/Mateo 0351 | A |0316| A |0046| A |0032| A | -0304 | No | -0284 | No
Street (7)
th
7" Street/Mateo 0284 | A |0303| A |o512| A |0470| A | 0229 | No | 0.167 | No
Street (8)
6" Street/Santa Fe (9) | 0.159 | A | 0117 | A [ 0.159 0.117 0.000 | No | 0.000 | No
th
Zloftreet/sam”e 0444 | A | 0582 | A | 0685 0816 | D | 0241 | No | 0235 | Yes
1" Street/US 101 SB
Off-Ramps (1) 0672 | B |0302| A |0706| C |0328]| A 0.034 | No | 0026 | No
1% Street/US 101 NB
On/OfERamps (12) | 0760 | C | 0289 | A 0787 C |0204| A 0.027 | No | 0005 | No
4™ Street — Pecan
Street/US 101 SBOn-| 0.801 | D [0412| A | 0898 | D | 049 | A | 0097 | Yes | 0087 | No
Ramp (13)
4" Street/US 101 SB
Off-Ramp (14) 0787 | C |0366| A |085| D |o0421| A 0.097 | Yes | 0055 | No
4" Street/US 101 NB
Off-Ramp (15) 1059 | F (0399 | A |1.137| F |0469| A | 0078 | Yes | 0070 | No
th
7" Street/South Soto | 605 | B | 0725 | ¢ |o0712| C |0826| D | 0107 | Yes | 0101 | Yes
Street (16)
st
1" Street/Boyle 0402 | A |0605| B |0437| A |0640| B 0.035 | No | 0035 | No
Avenue (17)
th
4~ Sueet/Boyle 0804 | D |0669| B |089| D [0771| C | 0095 | Yes | 0.102 | Yes
Avenue (18)
4™ Street and I-5 SB
On-/Off-Ramps/ 0719 | Cc |1040| F |0809| D |1.127| F 0.090 | Yes | 0.087 | Yes
Gertrude Street (19)
4™ Street and I-5 NB
On-/Off-Ramps/ 081 | D |[0755| Cc |0877| D |0773| C 0.076 | Yes | 0018 | No
Cummings Street (20)
Whittier Boulevard/
US 101 NBOn-Ramp | 0564 | A | 0062 | A [0046| A |0062| A | -0518 | No | 0000 | No
(21)
Whittier Boulevard/ | 590 | A | 0530 | A |o0426| A |0401| A | 0172 | No | -0.129 | No
Boyle Avenue (22)
th
7" Street/Boyle 0371 | A |0365| A |086| D |0645| B | 0465 | Yes | 0280 | No
Avenue (23)
6" Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project 3-99 May 2009
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Table 3.7-6
Summary of Level of Service and Significant Impact Parameters
Construction Year (2014) Construction Year (2014)
without Project with Project
(Viaduct Open) (Viaduct Closed) Significant Impact (CEQA)
AM PM AM Peak PM AM PM
Peak Hour Peak Hour Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour
Differ- Differ-
ential | Yes/ | ential | Yes/
Intersection VIC LOS V/C LOS VIC LOS VIC LOS V/C No VIC No
SR60EBOn-Ramp/ | 754 | A | 0329 | A |0254| A |0329| A | 0000 | No | 0.000 | No
Soto Street (24)
st
(lzsitre“/ SotoStreet | sy | A |o0s32| A |o0478| A |0533 | A | 0027 | No | 0001 | No
th
4 StreetSouth Soto |y 115 | g | ysgp | F | 1205 F [ 1591 | F | 009 | Yes | 0.048 | Yes
Street (26)
st
1" Street/Central 0290 | A | 048 | A |0233| A |o0466| A | -0057 | No | -0.020 | No
Avenue (27)
rd
3" Street/Central 0415 | A | 0181 | A |o0401| A |0143| A | -0013 | No | -0037 | No
Avenue (28)
th
4" Street/Central 0095 | A |0426| A |0089| A |0408| A | -0006 | No | -0.019 | No
Avenue (29)
th
6™ Street/Central 0388 | A |0475| A |o0162| A |0361 | A | -0227 | No | -0.114 | No
Avenue (30)
th
7" Street/Central 0483 | A |0413| A |0516| A |o0401 | A | 0033 | No | -0.012 | No
Avenue (31)
Notes: NB = Northbound; SB: Southbound; EB = Eastbound
Source: Traffic Analysis Report (ACT Consulting Engineers, 2007).
Table 3.7-7
Summary of Impacted Intersections
LOS with Detour
Intersection AM PM
2 3" Street and Alameda Street C A
5 7" Street and Alameda Street C C
6 Whittier Boulevard and Soto Street B C
10 | 7" Street and Santa Fe Avenue B D
13 | 4™ Street-Pecan Street/US 101 SB On-Ramp D A
14 | 4" Street and US 101 SB Off-Ramp D A
15 | 4™ Street and US 101 NB Off-Ramp F A
16 | 7™ Street and Soto Street C D
18 | 4™ Street and Boyle Avenue D C
19 | 4™ Street and I-5 SB On-/Off-Ramps/Gertrude Street D F
20 | 4™ Street and I-5 NB On-/Off-Ramps/Cummings Street D C
23 | 7™ Street and Boyle Avenue D B
26 | 4™ Street and Soto Street F F
EB — eastbound; LOS — level of service; NB — northbound; ROW — right-of-way; SB — southbound; WB — westbound

Source: Traffic Analysis Report (ACT Consulting Engineers, 2007).
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Table 3.7-8

Potential Mitigation Measures at Impacted Intersections

Intersection

Proposed Mitigation Identified in Traffic Analysis

3 Street and

Re-stripe existing one-way WB roadway from 4 WB through lanes to 5 lanes, extending

2 Alameda Street from Alameda Street to Central Avenue. Implementation of this mitigation would impact
(eliminate) up to 25 parking stalls along the south side of 3™ Street.
Widen 7" Street by 12 ft on the north and south sides, extending to 500 ft on each side of
5 7™ Street and Alameda Street to provide an additional through lane at the EB and WB approaches to the
Alameda Street intersection. Implementation of this mitigation would likely impact 24,000 square ft of
private property.
Whittier Boulevard and Widen Soto Street by 12 ft along the east side tO‘pI'O\./l.de a protected NB rlght-tum lane and
6 a second SB left-turn lane. Implementation of this mitigation would likely impact
Soto Street .
6,000 square ft of private property.
th Widen the 7" Street EB approach by 12 ft to provide a third through lane. Widen 7™ Street
7" Street and . . .
10 Santa Fe Avenue east of Santa Fe Avenue by 300 ft to provide adequate tapering distance from 3 to 2 lanes.
Implementation of this mitigation would likely impact 6,000 square ft of private property.
Widen the 4" Street WB approach by 12 ft to provide an additional WB lane. The US 101
13 4" Street-Pecan Street/ overcrossing structure and 4™ Street west of the ramp along the north side would have to be
US 101 SB On-Ram widened. Implementation of this mitigation would likely impact private property frontage
p p g y 1mpact p property g
and buildings for a distance of 300 ft.
4" Street and . o
14 US 101 SB Off-Ramp Same as Intersection Mitigation No. 13.
Option 1: Widen the 4" Street WB approach by 12 ft to provide an additional WB lane and
0 widen the US 101 overcrossing structure to accommodate the additional through lane.
15 | 4 Streetand Implementation of this mitigation would likely impact 6,000 square ft of private property.
US 101 NB Off-Ramp ) ) B }
Option 2: Widen the US 101 NB off-ramp to provide 2 NB left-turn lanes and a right-turn
pocket. Implementation of this mitigation would impact Caltrans ROW.
Option 1: Widen the west side of Soto Street to provide a second SB left-turn lane.
0 Implementation of this mitigation would likely impact 7,000 square ft of private property.
16 | 77 Street and Soto Street ) ) i 0 )
Option 2: Widen the south side of 7" Street to provide a new EB left-turn lane.
Implementation of this mitigation would likely impact 7,000 square ft of private property.
4" Street and Widen 4" Street by 12 ft on the north and south sides to provide an additional through lane
18 Bovle Avenue at the EB and WB approach to the Boyle Avenue intersection. Implementation of this
Y mitigation would likely impact 24,000 square ft of private property.
4" Street and
19 | 1-5 SB On-/Off-Ramps/ Install new traffic signals and connect to Los Angeles City ATSAC system.
Gertrude Street
th Widen the 4" Street WB approach by 12 ft to provide an additional WB lane and widen the
4" Street and .
roadway below the I-5 undercrossing structure west of the ramp to accommodate an
20 | I-5 NB On-/Off-Ramps/ . . S . .
Cummines Strect additional through lane. Implementation of this mitigation would likely impact 4,000 square
& ft of private property and Caltrans ROW.
Widen 7" Street between Hollins Street and Boyle Avenue to add a second WB through
23 7" Street and lane. Remove traffic island and re-stripe to eliminate SB free right turn to accommodate an
Boyle Avenue additional WB lane. Implementation of this mitigation would likely impact 170 ft of private
property frontage.
26 | 4" Street and Soto Street | Restripe to add an EB right-turn lane.

EB — eastbound; LOS — level of service; NB — northbound; ROW — right-of-way; SB — southbound; WB — westbound
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Parking

During demolition and construction activities, several roadways adjacent to the viaduct would be
occasionally or continuously blocked, which would result in the loss of existing on-street
parking. Based on the preliminary investigation, the following parking areas could be eliminated

during the construction period:

e City of Los Angeles, Street Maintenance Parking Lot — 30 parking spaces

e Vacant spaces underneath the viaduct on both sides of the river, which are used by local
businesses to park automobiles and trucks. These areas are not designated as public parking
lots.

e Mission Road On-Street Parking — 8 spaces

e Anderson Street On-Street Parking — 8 spaces

e C(larence Street On-Street Parking — 8 spaces

Since the City Maintenance Facility would be relocated with this alternative, there would be no
impact from the loss of parking for this facility. The temporary loss of public parking spaces
would create some inconvenience to residents, business owners, and visitors in the area from
having to park on adjacent streets and walking to destinations. The Traffic Management Plan
(TMP) would be developed to facilitate continuous roadway and pedestrian access to businesses
and private parking lots within the project limits.

Pedestrian Traffic

During the construction period, the 6™ Street Viaduct would be closed for public use. Pedestrians

using sidewalks on the existing 6™ Street Viaduct would be diverted to use the nearest east-west
crossing at 7" Street. The detour of pedestrian traffic would result in an additional walking
distance of approximately 2,000 ft (0.4-mile).

Due to construction activities, north-south pedestrian movements underneath the 6" Street
Viaduct would likely be impacted at Santa Fe Avenue west of the Los Angeles River and at
Mission Road, Anderson Street, and Clarence Street east of the Los Angeles River.

Bicycle Use

During project construction, bicyclists would have to use the 4™ Street or 7" Street viaducts to
travel from one side of the river to the other.

Public Transit
Closure of the 6™ Street Viaduct would obstruct bus operation (Route 18 and Route 720) along

the viaduct. It is likely that the transit routes would be detoured to 7 Street. The detour of buses
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to the 7™ Street Viaduct would result in approximately 0.4-mile of additional travel distance,
which would add 5 to 10 minutes of travel time depending on traffic conditions.

The detour of buses would not impact bus stop locations or passenger service since there are no
bus stops along 6™ Street between Alameda Street and Soto Street. For WB buses, it is likely that
the bus would travel along Whittier Boulevard passing the last bus stop at the southwest corner
of Whittier Boulevard and Mott Street before turning south onto Soto Street to cross the Los
Angeles River via the 7 Street Viaduct. For EB buses, the bus would travel along 6™ Street and
turn south onto Alameda Street to travel across the Los Angeles River via the 7™ Street Viaduct.

3.7.3.2 Permanent Impacts

Alternative 1 — No Action

Implementation of Alternative 1 would not result in any permanent impacts on traffic circulation,
parking, pedestrian traffic, and public transit; however, current seismic and design deficiencies

on the viaduct would not be corrected.

Alternative 2 — Retrofit
Impacts under the Retrofit Alternative would be similar to that described under the No Action
Alternative.

Alternative 3 — Replacement
Year 2035 Traffic

Implementation of Alternative 3 would not result in a traffic capacity increase; thus, traffic

volumes during the future design year 2035 would be a result of the normal growth and other
development projects that may occur in future years. The 2035 traffic forecast was presented
earlier in Section 3.7.2.

Parking
Implementation of Alternative 3 would result in the loss of all parking spaces underneath the

viaduct (i.e., City Maintenance Office and other empty spaces) and those along Mission Road,
Anderson Street, and Clarence Street. On-street parking would be restored after construction is
completed, depending on whether the area near the viaduct would be redeveloped for other uses.
Since the City Maintenance Office would be subject to relocation, there would be no impact
from the loss of parking for this use. If businesses that would lose their private parking spaces
are not able to remain in operation, those parcels would be acquired and the businesses relocated.
The impact of the loss of parking would be unavoidable.

Pedestrian Traffic

The proposed project would improve study area pedestrian facilities. Standard 10-ft-wide
sidewalks would be extended along both sides of the viaduct as part of Alternative 3. The viaduct
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design would be in compliance with ADA requirements. No long-term adverse impacts to
pedestrian traffic would occur. Depending on the final design selected, belvederes or pedestrian
viewing platforms may also be provided. These improvements would be beneficial to area

residents.

Bicycle Use
The current Bicycle Plan does not designate 6™ Street in the project area as a bikeway; however,

the proposed project does cross the Los Angeles River, which is designated as a Class I bikeway.
The City of Los Angeles Bicycle Plan Policy 1.1.5°* states that any bridge reconstruction or
replacement, such as bridges over the Los Angeles River, on right-of-way (ROW) designated as
a Citywide Bikeway be designed with adequate roadway to accommodate a bicycle facility. A
City of Los Angeles Bicycle Committee member indicated at the public information meeting and
at Community Advisory Committee (CAC) meetings for this project that the City Planning
Department intends to designate the 6™ Street Viaduct as a bikeway in the upcoming Bicycle

Plan revision if the replacement alternative is selected.

Implementation of any of the Alternative 3 alignments would provide the opportunity for the
City to designate the 6™ Street Viaduct as part of a bike route along 6™ Street. Bikes would use
the outside shoulders on the new wider roadway. This would be a benefit for bicyclists.

Public Transit
Once the viaduct is reopened, all transit routes and bus stops along 6™ Street in the project area

would be reinstated. No long-term impacts are anticipated.

3.7.3.3 Cumulative Impacts

The Traffic Study> prepared for this proposed project has accounted for the general traffic
growth and various known future foreseeable projects within the proposed project vicinity. No
cumulative impacts are foreseen because the proposed project would not increase traffic volumes

or induce traffic-generating development.

3.7.3.4 Secondary Impacts
Alternative 1 — No Action
No secondary impacts have been identified under this alternative.

Alternative 2 — Retrofit
Under this alternative, the City Maintenance Facility would have to be relocated. Since the
Ventura Foods, Inc., buildings are vacant, no relocation would be required. Relocation of the

52 City of Los Angeles General Plan Transportation Element. 1999.
53 Traffic Analysis Report for 6™ Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project. December 2007.
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City Maintenance Facility could induce various traffic impacts proximate to the replacement
area. Although this secondary impact cannot be accurately analyzed until the exact location is
identified, it is assumed that the facility would be relocated to the area with compatible land use
and zoning with adequate infrastructure to handle additional traffic to be generated by the
facility; therefore, secondary impacts on traffic and transportation would not be expected to be

substantial.

Alternative 3 — Replacement

Under this alternative, the City Maintenance Facility and several affected businesses would have
to be relocated. Relocation of the affected businesses within the project area could create traffic
impacts at and near selected replacement areas. Although this secondary impact cannot be
accurately analyzed until the exact locations are identified, it is assumed that the affected
businesses would be relocated to areas with compatible land use and zoning with adequate
infrastructure to handle additional traffic to be generated from their operations; therefore,
secondary impacts on traffic and transportation would not be expected to be substantial.

3.7.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and Compensation Measures
Alternative 1 — No Action

No mitigation measures are required.

Alternative 2 — Retrofit

During the construction period, the City would continue its public outreach activities to keep
area residents and businesses informed of the proposed project schedule and progress. The City-
mandated Work Area Traffic Control Plan (WATCP) would be strictly implemented to minimize
traffic impacts within the immediate vicinity of the construction site. In addition, a TMP would
be developed to identify temporary traffic detour routes, pedestrian routes, and residential and
commercial access routes to be used as needed during the construction period.

For the loss of private parking, property owners would receive compensation through the ROW

acquisition process.

Loss of on-street public parking during the construction period is unavoidable because the City

has the right to revoke on-street public parking privileges for City-related projects as needed.

Alternative 3 — Replacement

During the construction period, the City would continue its public outreach activities to keep
area residents and businesses informed of the proposed project schedule and progress. A TMP
would be developed to minimize area traffic impacts due to the required closures of the 6™ Street
Viaduct and some local streets and frontage roads adjacent to the viaduct. Local residents,
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businesses, and emergency service providers would be informed in advance of the construction
schedule and traffic detour routes as outlined in Figures 3.7-5 and 3.7-6. In addition, a traffic
staging plan, as outlined in Section 2.4.3.9 of this Draft EIR/EIS document, would be
implemented to minimize localized traffic impacts within the construction site vicinity.

Intersections to be impacted by traffic detours could be mitigated by implementing the measures
outlined in Table 3.7-8; however, based on the results of the Traffic Study, only 3 out of 13
measures could be implemented without resulting in some consequential ROW impacts to the
nearby area. These intersections include Intersections 2, 19, 26 (see Figure 3.7-7); however
implementation of mitigation measures at Intersection 2 would result in a loss of 25 curbside
parking spaces. Since it is not a policy of LADOT to implement mitigation measures that would
cause further ROW impacts, only measures 19 and 26 would be implemented, including:

e Install new traffic signals at the intersection of 4™ Street and 1-5 SB On-/Off-Ramps/
Gertrude Street, and connect to Los Angeles City ATSAC system.

e Restripe to add an EB right-turn lane at the intersection of 4™ Street and Soto Street.
The impacts at other intersections are therefore unavoidable.

For the loss of private parking, property owners would receive compensation through the ROW
acquisition process.

Loss of on-street public parking during the construction period is unavoidable because the City
has the right to revoke on-street public parking privileges for City-related projects as needed.

R/ X/ X/
A X4 o **
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3.8 Visual/Aesthetics

This section addresses potential visual and aesthetic impacts associated with the proposed project
based on the results of the visual impact assessment prepared for this project.”* The visual
analysis was prepared consistent with methodologies established by FHWA’s Visual Impact
Assessment for Highway Projects.”> This methodology divides the views into landscape or
character units that have distinct, but not necessarily homogenous, visual appearance. Typical
views, called key viewpoints, are selected for each unit to represent the views to/from the
project. The view of the motorist is also considered as a separate character unit.

Existing and proposed visual quality, both from specific viewpoints, as well as for general

landscape units, is evaluated based on three criteria — vividness, intactness, and unity:

e Vividness: the memorability of the components of a view as they combine to form striking or
distinctive patterns in the landscape. This can include the prominence of a structure or feature
as viewed against other elements, or the interplay of the different elements that create a
striking view.

e Intactness: The integrity of visual order in the view and its freedom from visual
encroachment. Both natural and man-made environments may be encroached upon by
elements that detract from the overall composition of the view. The removal of elements may
also have the same effect.

e Unity: the visual coherence and composition of the landscape viewed to form a harmonious
visual pattern. Manmade environments with no visual relation to natural landform or

landcover patterns display a lack of unity.

3.8.1 Regulatory Setting

NEPA establishes that the federal government use all practicable means to ensure all Americans
safe, healthful, productive, and aesthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings (42 U.S.C.
4331[b][2]; emphasis added). To further emphasize this point, FHWA, in its implementation of
NEPA (23 U.S.C. 109[h]), directs that final decisions regarding projects are made in the best
overall public interest, taking into account adverse environmental impacts including, among

others, the destruction or disruption of aesthetic values.

** Visual Impact Assessment for 6™ Street Viaduct Improvement Project. August 2008.
35 USDOT, 1981. United States Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Office of Environmental Policy,
Visual Impact Assessment for Highway Projects, U.S. Department of Transportation, Washington D.C. March.
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Likewise, CEQA establishes that it is the policy of the state to take all action necessary to
provide the people of the state “with...enjoyment of aesthetic, natural, scenic and historic
environmental qualities.” (PRC Section 21001[b]; emphasis added).

Applicable local policies that provide aesthetic guidelines within the project area include:

e The Central City North Community Plan (2000), which includes an objective that encourages
the preservation and enhancement of the varied and distinctive character of the community
and its landmarks.

e The Boyle Heights Community Plan (1998), which states that the unique character of
community streets should be maintained and enhanced by improved design characteristics,
such as street trees, landscaped median strips, traffic islands, and special paving.

A local planning endeavor that may ultimately affect the aesthetics of the project area is the City
of Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan (LARRMP). The LARRMP has completed the
environmental review and approval process, and it will be implemented in coordination with

other projects in the corridor or as separate stand-alone projects as funding allows.

3.8.2 Affected Environment

The proposed project is located within a heavily urbanized area on the east side of Downtown
Los Angeles, connecting the Boyle Heights neighborhood east of the Los Angeles River with the
Central City North community to the west.

3.8.2.1 Setting

The 6" Street Viaduct crosses US 101 on its eastern edge, and then it crosses over a mix of rail
yards, industrial buildings, and the concrete-lined Los Angeles River The area is highly
industrialized, particularly the areas immediately around the viaduct, although a few residential
areas are located farther away from the structure.

Native vegetation and landscaping are largely absent from the areas around and underneath the
viaduct, except for vegetation associated with the highways. This vegetation appears to consist of
landscape plantings with volunteer species, including acacia, eucalyptus, and fan palms. The
topography of the area appears relatively flat within the rail/river corridor, except for the river
channel itself. Areas to the east have more topographic character, and the two freeways sit lower

in the landscape than the surrounding areas.

No Scenic Routes are located within or near the project area. The viaduct was determined
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) under Criteria A and C for
its association with the Los Angeles River bridge program and its extraordinary Streamline
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Moderne steel and reinforced concrete design. It was also determined eligible as a contributor to
a thematic group of 118 “Historic Highway Arch and Other Bridges in California.” Because the
viaduct has been determined eligible for listing in the NRHP, it is also listed in the California
Register of Historical Resources (CRHR).

3.8.2.2 Viewshed and Viewer Sensitivity

A viewshed is the area normally visible from an observer’s viewpoint location, including the
screening effects of any vegetation or structures. Limits of a viewshed are defined as the visual
limits of the views to or from the proposed project. The viewshed includes the locations of
viewers likely to be affected by visual changes brought about by the project features. For this
project, the viewshed includes the portions of the city that have views to the bridge. The area of
this viewshed is highly dependent on the topography of adjacent areas, as well as the height of
the buildings, with high rises having potential views even though they are some distance from

the project site.

The sensitivities of different types of viewers vary depending upon their activity and their
awareness of and familiarity with the surrounding environment. The following describes the
comparative sensitivity of the various types of viewers in decreasing order of sensitivity.

e Residents: Residents, particularly those with views of the project from their homes, would
be most sensitive to change because of the relative permanency of their viewing experience.

e Business Owners, Employees, and Customers: Owners, employees, and customers of
retail, industrial, and professional establishments within the project area would be considered
sensitive viewers because they have frequent opportunities to experience the views from their
workplaces and routinely visit on-street activity areas. These views can be fleeting or lengthy
in duration.

e Pedestrians: Pedestrians, both on the bridge or on a street with views to the bridge, would be
considered sensitive viewers, as they would be directly within the viewshed and would have
lengthy exposure to views.

e Regular Motorists: Regular motorists would be those who live in the community or who
commute through the corridor on a regular basis and are familiar with the surrounding views;
however, their sensitivity to these views would be less than that of a pedestrian, as their
passage through the project area is quicker and their attention is focused on road conditions.

e Occasional Motorists: Occasional motorists are typically nonresident, noncommuter
tourists. Tourists would most likely be heading west toward downtown after exiting US 101.
They would only have views of the project area from the roadway.
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3.8.2.3 Visual Resources and Visual Quality at Key Viewpoints

The 6™ Street Viaduct corridor study area can be divided into seven landscape units, which are
described below, and can be seen in Figure 3.8-1. Nearly all of the landscape units are bisected
by the 6" Street Viaduct, which crosses above the groundplane units.

e Western Warehouse Landscape Unit: This landscape unit, comprising the western portion
of the project area, is dominated by warehouses and industrial development. The area is
densely developed, very urban, and has little vegetation or open space.

e River-Rail Corridor Landscape Unit: This landscape unit is in the heart of the project area.
It is made up of the channelized Los Angeles River and numerous railroad tracks, which are
owned by MTA, BNSF, and UPRR, along the west and east banks of the river.

e Eastern Warehouse Landscape Unit: The landscape unit is made up of warehouses and
industrial buildings. It is similar in character and development patterns to the Western
Warehouse Landscape Unit.

e Interstate Corridor Landscape Unit: This landscape unit is at the eastern edge of the
project area and consists of two freeway undercrossings — US 101 and I-5. Most of the views
within this unit are from US 101, since landscaping and topography limit the views from I-5.

e High-Rise Residential Landscape Unit: This landscape unit is found in the northeast
quadrant of the project area in the Boyle Heights neighborhood. It is made up of a mix of
commercial and multi-story apartments (east side of US 101). Views to the project area can
be found from the western fagades of the buildings.

e Multi-Family Residential Landscape Unit: Between the Eastern Warehouse Landscape
Unit and the Interstate Corridor Landscape Unit is the Multi-Family Residential Landscape
Unit, which is composed of a single complex of two-story units. The entrance to the complex
is off Clarence Street. Views to the project are primarily along Clarence Street from the
entrance and, obliquely, from units fronting Clarence Street.

e 6" Street Corridor Landscape Unit: This landscape unit addresses the views along
6" Street as the viaduct crosses mostly above the other landscape units.

Key viewpoints of the visual resources were established within these landscape units. Key
viewpoints were chosen based on the view experienced most frequently by a sensitive viewer
group. This was done to determine the extent of visual effects on a resource or view resulting
from the project based on the viewer’s response to the change in visual quality. In addition to the
landscape units, Figure 3.8-1 shows the location and direction of the key viewpoints analyzed.
The key viewpoints for the visual analysis are:
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Figure 3.8-1 Key Viewpoint Locations
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e Viewpoint 1 within the River-Rail Corridor Landscape Unit: This view is from the
4™ Street Viaduct looking towards the center span and eastern portion of the 6™ Street
Viaduct. The view is from the perspective of a pedestrian on 4™ Street. The existing visual
character is of a heavily industrialized area of low visual quality, with low vividness,
intactness, and unity. The bridge itself has a high visual quality due to its vividness within the
landscape.

e Viewpoint 2 within the River-Rail Corridor Landscape Unit: This viewpoint is from the
center of the 4™ Street Viaduct looking towards the center span and western portion of the
6" Street Viaduct. The view is from the perspective of a pedestrian on 4™ Street. The existing
visual character is of a heavily industrialized area of low visual quality, with low vividness,
intactness and unity. The viaduct itself has a high visual quality due to its vividness within the
landscape.

e Viewpoint 3 within the Eastern Warehouse Landscape Unit: This view is from the
4™ Street Viaduct at the western edge of the landscape unit looking to the 6™ Street Viaduct.
The existing visual character is of a heavily industrialized area of low visual quality, with low
vividness, intactness, and unity. The viaduct itself has a high visual quality due to its
vividness within the landscape.

e Viewpoint 4 within the 6" Street Corridor Landscape Unit: This viewpoint looks toward
the center span of the 6™ Street Viaduct from the roadway. The view is from the perspective
of the WB motorist. The character of the existing view is highlighted by the main-span
elements (i.e., railing, light fixtures, and arches), along with the background view of the
downtown skyline. The main-span elements increase the visual quality of the view due to their
vividness and proximity to the viewer; however, the elements outside of the bridge (i.e.,
power transmission lines, adjacent industrial buildings, rail lines, and concrete channel)
detract from the view, lowering the unity and intactness, as well as the vividness of the view.
Overall, the view has a moderate to moderately low quality.

3.8.3 Environmental Consequences

3.8.3.1 Construction Impacts

For purposes of this analysis, temporary impacts are defined as those impacts that would be in
effect only during demolition and construction of the 6™ Street Viaduct. These impacts are only

temporary and would cease on completion of the project.

Alternative 1 — No Action
No impacts to visual resources over the baseline condition would occur under the No Action
Alternative.
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Alternative 2 — Retrofit

Active Demolition and Construction: Demolition and construction activities generate visual
and aesthetic images that are generally disruptive to the status quo and may be undesirable or
offensive to some affected individuals or groups. The presence and operation of construction
equipment, such as heavy trucks, cranes, or excavators, may be experienced as disruptive or out
of context. Construction-generated fumes and dust generate visual as well as air quality impacts.

Construction Staging Areas: Two locations have been identified as candidates for use as
construction staging areas. Two construction yards are anticipated for the project — one to the
southeast at Mission Road and Jesse Street abutting the railroad corridor, and the other to the
northwest at Santa Fe Avenue and Willow Street near the railroad switching yard. The first
location may not be used because the cultural resources study identified an archaeological site
within the proposed area; hence, the area would be protected (see Section 3.9 — Cultural
Resources). The second location is currently open space/parking lots, and they would
presumably be returned to open space/parking after completion of the project. Impacts of the
staging facilities would be considered as low due to the small areas of these sites and their
locations adjacent to railroad corridors and industrial uses. Overall, due to the temporary nature
of these effects, they are not considered substantial.

Alternative 3 — Replacement

Active Demolition and Construction: Depending on the alignment chosen, building removals
and property clearings associated with that alternative are anticipated, and there would be many
open lots adjacent to the structure as it was being constructed. Two outcomes can be anticipated
for these areas. The first is that the vacated land could be redeveloped to be compatible with the
features proposed as part of the LARRMP. The second option is that given the land costs in the
area, these open lots could be reconfigured and resold for new businesses.

Construction Staging Areas: The impact description is similar to Alternative 2 discussed

above.

3.8.3.2 Permanent Impacts

The visual impact of project alternatives is determined by assessing the visual resource change
due to the project and predicting viewer response to that change. Visual resource change is the
total change in visual character and visual quality. The first step in determining visual resource
change is to assess the compatibility of the proposed project with the existing visual character of
the landscape. The second step is to compare the visual quality of the existing resources with the
projected visual quality after the project is constructed. Viewer response to the changes is the
sum of viewer exposure and viewer sensitivity to the project, as previously described. The
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resulting level of visual impact is determined by combining the severity of resource change with
the degree to which people are likely to react negatively to the change.

Alternative 1 — No Action

With this alternative, the structure would remain in its current configuration and at its current
rate of deterioration. Continued inspections and maintenance would occur, and the span would
remain open to traffic as long as it is safe; however, it can be expected that at some point the
alkali silica reaction (ASR) deterioration would reach a point where the viaduct would be unsafe
for traffic and eventually unsafe for the community around the viaduct, or there would be a
major earthquake causing it to collapse and the span would have to be torn down. As long as the

viaduct remains standing, the No Action Alternative would have no visual impact.

Alternative 2 — Retrofit

Retrofitting the columns and other improvements to the existing viaduct would leave much of the
viaduct visually similar to the existing span; however many of these components would appear
larger than the existing elements, which may also change the visual proportions of the structure.
For example, the columns would appear more massive than they appear now (see example
simulation in Figure 3.8-2). The infill walls would add a new visual component to portions of the
viaduct where there are not already infill walls between the column bents. These changes would
likely go unnoticed by the general public over the long-term.

Proposed changes, although not radical, would be most noticeable in the Eastern and Western
Warehouse Landscape Units. These two units border the viaduct and have many roads that cross
under the span. In addition, the viewer groups in this area are made up of business owners and
employees who see the viaduct daily. The railings and light fixtures would not be replaced under
this alternative, preserving the existing views for travelers on the viaduct. Viewers within the
River-Rail Corridor Landscape Unit would have quick views as their train passes the viaduct, but
they would not likely notice the changes.

The improvements to the viaduct would not likely change the overall visual quality of any of the
associated landscape units. The new finish and color on the overall bridge associated with the
new coatings would clean up the viaduct, temporarily removing graffiti and unifying the image
of the bridge in the landscape. This would cause an increase in the vividness of the structure, but
it would not affect an overall change within the context of the surrounding environment. Because
of the retrofit elements, it is possible that the bridge would no longer be eligible for listing in the
NRHP as a historic structure; however, the scenic resource (the viaduct) would remain and

would appear similar to the existing landmark from a distance.
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View after Retrofitting (Note that columns in background would be similarly retrofitted.)

Figure 3.8-2 Artist Rendering of Viaduct Retrofit
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Alternative 3 — Replacement

With this alternative, 5 different bridge types were identified for design consideration, along with
3 different alignments, allowing for 15 different combinations of sub-alternatives. The following
discussion provides an analysis of the general effects of the different alignments on the visual
environment. Following that is an assessment of bridge types and their effect on the visual
environment of the area.

Bridge/Viaduct Alignments
Several alignment alternatives have been considered, but three were identified for further design

consideration. This analysis looks at the effects of each of the alignments on the visual character
of the landscape.

Alignment 3A: This alignment closely follows the existing viaduct; however, because of the
wider viaduct replacement structure, the north side of the viaduct footprint would extend further
to the north, while the south side of the footprint would remain essentially at the same location
except for the segment of the alignment over the Los Angeles River, which would be shifted
slightly to the south to improve the horizontal curve radius and provide better design speeds and
stopping sight distances.

The realignment would require removal of several buildings that abut the northern edge of the
existing structure. A row of buildings north of the structure between Mateo Street and Santa Fe
Avenue, west of the river crossing, would be removed, as would several buildings east of the
river crossing, particularly between Jesse and Clarence Streets.

From the ground level, the new open space created by clearing these properties would be seen by
travelers on local streets and from any nearby businesses. Removal of the buildings would open
up the views to the new structure since many of the existing buildings are close to the existing
viaduct. On 6™ Street, the building removals would not be noticeable to the drivers because the
bridge railing would block out most of the views to the immediate area. Pedestrians looking over
the railing would see the open areas.

Alignment 3B: With this alignment alternative, the new structure would swing much more to the
north, especially between the tie-in at the US 101 crossing to the eastern edge of the river
crossing. At the river crossing, the alignment would swing south of existing. Between Santa Fe
Avenue and Mateo Street, the alignment would follow the existing viaduct footprint, with the
widening occurring to the north. In plan view, the new alignment cuts a long arc through the
landscape.

This alignment would remove considerably more of the existing buildings east of the river
crossing than Alignment 3A. One or more buildings between Clarence Street and the railroad
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tracks north of the existing alignment would be removed by the proposed project with this
alignment. West of the river, Alignment 3B is nearly the same as Alignment 3A, so the

anticipated impacts would be similar.

At ground level, the cleared properties, plus the removal of the existing viaduct, would create a
long linear open space around the new viaduct structure. Views to this new structure would be
more open along the cross streets than the current configuration allows. Views from the new
viaduct would be very similar to those described for Alignment 3A.

Alignment 3C: This alignment would keep the same basic centerline as the existing east of the
river crossing. The new structure would be wider on the north and south sides, and it would be
cantilevered to minimize building removals. At the river crossing, the radius would be
‘flattened,” moving the bridge slightly south. West of the river crossing, the wider structure
would be aligned to the north as in the previous two alignment alternatives. With this alternative,
property acquisition and clearing would primarily be associated with the row of buildings on the
north side of the structure between Mateo Street and Santa Fe Avenue. Because this alternative
most closely follows the existing alignment, there would be little impact to the views on the
ground on the east side of the river.

Replacement Bridge Types
Working through a Community Advisory Committee (CAC), 18 bridge types were studied by the

project team for replacement of the center (main) span — from a replication of the existing design to
cable-stayed type structures. On each side of this center span are the viaduct approaches, which
would be designed sympathetically to the selected bridge type. Out of this process, five bridge type
alternatives were advanced for further design consideration. The five bridge types are:

Type 1. Reproduction of the existing structure (replication) (see Figure 3.8-3)

Type 2. Haunched cast-in-place prestressed concrete box girder with steel tied arch pedestrian
bridge on each side of the roadway span (see Figure 3.8-4)

Type 3. Steel half through arch with four corner pylons (see Figure 3.8-5)

Type 4. Extradosed concrete box girder with dual pylons (cable-stay bridge with two spans)
(see Figure 3.8-6)

Type 5. Extradosed concrete box girder with single pylon (cable-stay bridge with seven spans)
(see Figure 3.8-7)

Each of the designs carried forward for evaluation would expand the viaduct’s current width
from 66 ft to approximately 94 ft. Photo simulations for each of the replacement bridge designs,
along with a description of each type and its effects on the visual environment are presented on
the following pages. These simulations represent the anticipated views from Key Viewpoint 3.
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Existing View from Key Viewpoint 3

Mate: Bridge color subject 1o change durng the design phase

Proposed View from Key Viewpoint 3

Figure 3.8-3 Bridge Type 1: Replication
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Existing View from Key Viewpoint 3

Note: Bndge color subject 1o change durng the design phase

Proposed View from Key Viewpoint 3

Figure 3.8-4 Bridge Type 2: Haunched Box Girder with Parallel Steel Tied Arches
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Existing View from Key Viewpoint 3

Joe: Binidige cokor subject to change durng the design phase

Proposed View from Key Viewpoint 3

Figure 3.8-5 Bridge Type 3: Steel Half-Through Arch
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Existing View from Key Viewpoint 3

[Male: Bridge color subject 10 change during the design phase

Proposed View from Key Viewpoint 3

Figure 3.8-6 Bridge Type 4: Extradosed Concrete Box with Dual Pylons
(Two-Span Cable-Stay Bridge)
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Existing View from Key Viewpoint 3

JHote Brdge color subect to change during the design phass.

Proposed View from Key Viewpoint 3

Figure 3.8-7 Bridge Type 5: Extradosed Concrete Box Girder with Single Pylon
(Cable-Stay Bridge with Seven Spans)
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Simulation at Key Viewpoints
Simulations for each of the key viewpoints were developed to demonstrate the potential effect of

the viaduct replacement from several vantage points. These are discussed below.

Key Viewpoints 1 and 2

The photograph for Key Viewpoint 1 was taken looking southeast from the 4™ Street Viaduct
over the rail yard to the 6" Street Viaduct center span and portions of the Eastern Warehouse
Landscape Unit. The photograph for Key Viewpoint 2 was taken in the River-Rail Landscape
Unit looking southwest from the 4™ Street Viaduct to the center span and western portion of the
6" Street Viaduct.

The existing visual character from both of these viewpoints is of a heavily industrialized area of
low visual quality, with low vividness, intactness, and unity. The bridge itself has a high visual
quality due to its vividness within the landscape. The new viaduct type selected to replace the
existing structure would change the current visible features within the project area. In the case of
the reproduction alternative (Bridge Type 1) shown in the simulations (Figures 3.8-8 and 3.8-9),
“new” elements would include the reintroduced center-span monuments and end monuments at
each of the four corners of the main span bridge (these were removed from the existing bridge in
the 1950s for public safety). The new bridge rails would be slightly taller than those of the
existing structure, but from this distance, that change would be unnoticeable. In addition, the new
viaduct would have longer spans outside the main span. The purpose of the longer spans is to be
able to completely span the railroad tracks on both sides of the river. The effect of longer spans
would change the balance and proportion from the existing viaduct. The viaduct would be
visually similar when viewed from the 6™ Street roadway, but the existing “goose-neck™ street
light fixtures would be removed and replaced with a system that more closely replicates the
original design.

Specific visual changes would be dependent on the design of the new viaduct structure; however,
it can be assumed that the visual character of the viaduct would remain the same or possibly be
increased with each of the proposed replacement bridge types because the new structure designs
create an equally memorable structure in the landscape. The character of the surrounding land
use, however, would remain the same. The project would require the removal of some existing
buildings north of the viaduct, which would have the effect of creating some open space where
none currently exists; the extent of this is dependent on the alignment selected. This land could
either be left as open space within the community or sold and new businesses constructed. If left
open, views to the new structure would increase, and the open space could improve the existing

visual quality of the surrounding landscape units.
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Existing View

Figure 3.8-8 Viewpoint 1: Bridge Type 1 —
Replication on Alignment ‘B’ Looking Southeast
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Figure 3.8-9 Viewpoint 2: Bridge Type 1 — Replication
on Alignment ‘B’ Looking Southwest
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It is not anticipated that any of the proposed structures would result in a significant visual impact
from Key Viewpoints 1 and 2. Each of the proposed structures and alignments would create a
prominent element within the viewshed and serve the same visual purpose as the existing
structure — that of a memorable counterpoint to the industrial character of the surrounding land
uses. In the case of the replication concept (Bridge Type 1), the visual character of the viaduct
would still be modified from the existing by restoration of previously removed architectural
elements, and the fact that the structure would be new.

An additional change to note between the replicated viaduct compared to the existing structure is
that the replacement viaduct would have longer spans on the east and west sides of the main
span. The current structure has columns set within the railyards on each side of the river, which
conflict with the railroad operations. To rectify this, the new viaduct has been designed to span
the railyards, creating longer spans on each side of the relatively short spans over the river. The
remaining spans of the viaduct will also be longer. The longer spans would change the balance
and proportions (between span to column) found in the current structure, with its equally spaced
columns throughout the structure, to one in which the center spans would appear much shorter
relative to the overall viaduct structure.

Residents and local business employees would most likely notice the changes in the visual
environment from the replacement of the structure. Pedestrians on the 4™ Street Viaduct would
have clear views of the new structure, and commuters would have a partial view to full view
depending on the height of their vehicle in relation to the height of the railing. Those who
regularly use the 4™ Street Viaduct, such as residents, business employees, and commuters,
would most likely notice changes to the visual environment caused by the structure replacement;
however, awareness of a changed structure would quickly diminish, and the new facility would

become a familiar component within the overall viewshed.

Key Viewpoint 3
Simulations from this key viewpoint can be seen in Figures 3.8-3 to 3.8-7 under the discussion of
the proposed bridge types.

Key Viewpoint 4
The photograph for this key viewpoint was taken facing west on the 6™ Street Viaduct, towards
Downtown Los Angeles, and represents the view of the WB traveler on 6" Street.

The character of the existing view is highlighted by the main-span elements (i.e., railing, light
fixtures, and arches), along with the background view of the downtown skyline. The main-span
elements increase the visual quality of the view due to their vividness and proximity to the viewer;

however, the elements outside of the bridge (i.e., power transmission lines, adjacent industrial
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buildings, rail lines, and concrete channel) detract from the view, lowering the unity and intactness,
as well as the vividness of the view. Overall, the view has a moderate to moderately low quality.
Visual simulation of this viewpoint was performed for three representative bridge types: Type 1 —
replication; Type 2 — arches (representing Bridge Types 2 and 3); and Type 5 — extradosed
(representing Bridge Types 4 and 5), respectively, as described below.

Bridge Type 1 — Replication (Figure 3.8-10) would be a replica of the existing bridge; most of the
“new” elements would appear similar to the existing. The new railings would be slightly higher than
the current, and the monuments at the center span and the archway tie-in points would reflect their
former height and mass. As previously discussed, the arrangement of columns would differ from the
existing by spacing the columns farther apart beginning at the railyards and continuing to each end of
the viaduct, which would alter the balance and proportions found in the existing structure. The roadway

would also be wider than existing to accommodate the wider outside lanes and center median.

Bridge Type 2 — Parallel Tied Arches (Figure 3.8-11) includes a pair of arches on each side of
the new bridge. The monuments at each of the four corners of the archways would be less
massive than what would be included in the replication alternative. Other bridge elements (e.g.,
lights and railing) would be new. The roadway would also be wider than existing.

Bridge Type 5 — Extradosed with Single Center Pylon (Figure 3.8-12) has a series of six pylons
with cables located in the raised median of the new viaduct. The new structure would be wider
than the existing, but in this alternative, no outside elements, such as monuments or belvederes,
would be located along the outside edge of the structure. The pylons and cables would present a

more modern image than the current steel truss arches.

While the changes to the visual character resulting from Bridge Type 1 — Replication would be
minor at the center span, the effect of the longer spans on each side of the main span would alter
the proportions and balance of the bridge and, therefore, the overall composition created by the
main span and the equally proportioned remaining spans found on the existing viaduct. Other
changes between the replication and the existing structure are related to the wider cross section
and the elements that have been reintroduced (i.e., monuments and historic light standards). The
visual quality of the structure would be expected to decrease slightly due to the changes to the
proportions and balance in the replicated structure; however, the overall visual quality for the
project area would not be expected to change.

A new Bridge Type 2 would present a different visual character or experience than the existing,
and the arch units on each side would be somewhat taller than the existing; however, the bridge

components (i.e., steel arch, concrete monuments) are similar in character to the existing.
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Existing View

Post Project View

Figure 3.8-10 Viewpoint 4: Bridge Type 1 — Replication
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Existing View

Post Project View

i

Figure 3.8-11 Viewpoint 4: Bridge Type 2 — Parallel Steel Tied Arches
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Post Project View

Figures 3.8-12 Viewpoint 18: Bridge Type 5 — Extradosed with Single Pylon
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The resulting vividness of the structure would still be high with a memorable structure. The

intactness and unity would remain the same.

A Type 5 Bridge would differ greatly from the design of the existing structure. In place of the arches,
there would be a series of cables and concrete pylons. The new design would be no less memorable,
so the vividness of the new structure would not differ from the existing, but the character would

be different. The unity and intactness of the view would remain the same as existing.

Those user groups (i.e., local residents, business employees and owners, and daily commuters)
who have more frequent contact with the existing viaduct would be most likely to notice the
subtle changes associated with the new replacement, but the overall response to Bridge Type 1
would be anticipated to be positive for travelers on 6 Street.

For Bridge Types 2 and 5, residents, local business employees, and commuters on the bridge
would be most likely to notice the changes in the visual environment because of their familiarity
with the views to the existing structure. Some of these viewers could be expected to miss the
historic feel of the old bridge, while others could be equally excited by the new bridge design.
Overall, since the new bridge design would still provide a memorable crossing point on the
viaduct, the anticipated viewer response is expected to be positive.

While each alternative type, including the replication of the structure, would be expected to alter the
existing views to varying degrees depending on the alternative selected, the most notable visual impact
would be from the replacement of a historic structure with a new structure of different design, or
appearance in the case of the replicated structure. However, each of the designs analyzed maintains

the vividness (memorability), unity, and intactness experienced with the current viaduct structure.

3.8.3.3 Cumulative Impacts
Alternative 1 — No Action
Since there would be no change to the existing visual resources, there would be no cumulative

impacts under this alternative.

Alternative 2 — Retrofit

Although the proposed retrofit scheme would alter the historic fabric of the 6™ Street Viaduct,
the iconic structure of the viaduct would still remain. Many of the other historic bridges that span
the Los Angeles River have been or are in the planning stages for improvements. The City would
continue routine maintenance and more substantial safety and functional improvements. With
close coordination with relevant agencies concerning the monumental bridges within the City of
Los Angeles, such as the City of Los Angeles Office of Historic Resources, Cultural Heritage
Commission, and the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), cumulative impacts on visual

resources would be minimized.
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Alternative 3 — Replacement

Under this alternative, the existing iconic structure of the 6™ Street Viaduct would be removed
and replaced with a new structure that would not be considered historic in contrast to the
remaining 11 monumental bridges spanning over the Los Angeles River; however, the new
structure could soon become a new icon to the City of Los Angeles and nearby communities.
Many of the other historic bridges that span the river have been or are in the planning stages for
improvements — most recently 1% Street, which is currently being widened. However, the other
bridges do not have the ASR condition that afflicts the 6™ Street Viaduct, so it is not anticipated
that replacement will be needed for the foreseeable future for any of these other bridges;
therefore, no adverse effects to surrounding visual resources on a cumulative basis are
anticipated.

The largest potential for change in the visual quality of the area lies with the LARRMP.
Currently, the plan is not fully funded for implementation; however, if the Master Plan elements
were added in this stretch of the river, then the green space and recreational amenities created
would have a positive impact on the visual quality of the area (Figure 3.8-13). If portions of the
Greening Concept move forward with the project, these would add to the positive impact of the
river revitalization by extending the open space into the surrounding communities on both sides

of the river and incorporating the monumental Los Angeles River bridges in the overall design.

Source: Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan.

Figure 3.8-13 Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan:
Connections with the Project Area
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3.8.3.4 Secondary Impacts
No secondary impacts on visual resources have been identified in the Visual Impact Assessment
Technical Report™ prepared for this project.

3.84 Avoidance, Minimization, and Compensation Measures

To address potential adverse visual impacts to the proposed project area and community concerns
over the change in the visual appearance of the bridge within the community, the following actions
are recommended. With implementation of these mitigation measures, the visual impacts can be
reduced, and the project would not result in a substantial change in overall visual quality for the area.

Alternative 1 — No Action

No specific mitigation measures are recommended.

Alternative 2 — Retrofit

No specific mitigation measures are recommended.

Alternative 3 — Replacement
The following measures would help avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts associated with visual
resources.

e Work with the community through a Context-Sensitive Solution (CSS) process to develop
Aesthetic and Urban Design Guidelines for the new structure through a formalized process
that allows community input. This process began with formation of the Community Advisory
Committee (CAC). The process would continue throughout the environmental review
process.

e Evaluate the benefit to the community of preserving open space created by the proposed
project. Work with the community and other stakeholders, including City agencies, on
developing the Greening Concept to include open space and park amenities within the
community.

e Provide connections between the community and the future LARRMP features as part of the
project design, either through incorporation of the Greening Concept or through provisions in
the viaduct design for future connections to the river corridor.

e Develop bridge architecture to create a Community/City Gateway, including possible bridge
monuments with decorative lighting, parapet wall treatments, decorative fencing/railing and

lighting, and abutment/ wing walls, to increase the memorability and announce the presence
of the bridge.

%6 visual Impact Assessment for 6 Street Viaduct Improvement Project. August 2008.
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Texturize and color slope paving and other smooth surfaces to deter graffiti and enhance the

bridge aesthetics.
Apply architectural detailing to the retaining walls, including textures, colors, and patterns.

Include caps that would provide shadow lines.
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3.9 Cultural Resources

This section addresses potential impacts associated with archaeological and historic architectural
resources within the designated Area of Potential Effects (APE). The information is excerpted
from the Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR)”, which contains two technical reports,
including the Archaeological Survey Report (ASR)™® and the Historical Resources Evaluation
Report (HRER)™.

3.9.1 Regulatory Setting

“Cultural resources,” as used in this document, refers to all historic architectural and
archaeological resources, regardless of significance. The following laws and regulations deal
with cultural resources.

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA), as amended, sets