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REGULAR BOARD MEETING
MAY 25, 2017

SUBJECT: EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2
ACTION: APPROVE TECHNICAL STUDY RECOMMENDATIONS

RECOMMENDATION

CONSIDER:

A. APPROVING an updated Project Definition for Environmental Clearance, including three
alternatives:

1. SR 60 North Side Design Variation Alternative;
2. Washington Boulevard Alternative with Atlantic Below-Grade Option; and
3. Combined Alternative with both SR 60 and Washington Boulevard via Atlantic Segments; and

B. RECEIVING AND FILING the Eastside Phase 2 Technical Study Report. Attachment D
contains the Executive Summary. The full report is available upon request.

ISSUE

In November 2014, the Board received the Eastside Transit Corridor Phase 2 Draft Environmental
Impact Statement/Report (EIS/EIR) and approved carrying forward to further study two build
alternatives: the SR 60 North Side Design Variation (NSDV) Alternative and the Washington
Boulevard Alternative. Staff was directed to address comments received from Cooperating and Public
Agencies, identify an alternative to the Washington Boulevard Garfield Alternative aerial alignment,
and analyze the feasibility of operating both alternatives.

At the July 2015 meeting, the Board approved a Contract Modification for the Metro Eastside Transit
Corridor Phase 2 Project to undertake this work including community outreach to support the
Technical Study. The Board also approved a motion (Attachment A) directing staff to provide bi-
monthly updates on the project covering:

analysis and refinement of project alternatives,
project schedule and milestones,

status reports on work with third-party agencies, and
community outreach.
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The Eastside Phase 2 Technical Study is now complete, and includes findings and recommendations
for Board consideration. Specifically, Board approval is being sought to adopt the updated Project
Definition, which includes a slightly revised SR 60 North Side Design Variation Alternative and the
Atlantic Boulevard Underground Option as the new Washington Boulevard Alternative. The updated
Project Definition also includes a ‘Combined’ Alternative, which is recommended for further study in
the next phase of work. Board selection of a Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) will be made upon
the completion of the revised draft environmental documents.

DISCUSSION

Project Schedule and Milestones

The major work elements described above for this project had several key milestones. The Technical
Study incorporated extensive stakeholder feedback into the screening analysis which informed the
technical recommendation made herein. Attachment B summarizes the completed milestones. The
project team undertook numerous investigations and design studies to address comments received
from the Cooperating agencies and the November 2014 Board direction. Based on the findings of
these technical investigations and consultation with Resource Agencies, there are no significant
outstanding issues otherwise preventing the re-initiation of the environmental process on the updated
Project Definition.

Status Report
SR 60 North Side Design Variation (NSDV) Alternative

The project team undertook a coordinated design refinement effort to address potential conflicts with
other plans and existing facilities. Much of the effort focused on the NSDV segment between
Greenwood Avenue and Paramount Boulevard, which was modified to address several areas of
concern. The City of Monterey Park and the Monterey Park Market Place developer expressed
concerns that the original NSDV might block the view of the Market Place development just north of
the proposed NSDV alignment limits. The project team modified the alignment geometry, lowered the
grade profile in front of the proposed Market Place development, and relocated the proposed NSDV
eastern flyover further east. Also, the guideway over the Paramount Boulevard on-ramp was slightly
realigned to avoid conflicts with the widened on-ramp currently in construction, per request of
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). In unincorporated East Los Angeles, to minimize
visual obstruction to the AltaMed’s PACE facility on Pomona Boulevard at Hillview Avenue, the study
team refined the guideway alignment by shifting the proposed beginning of the retaining wall further
east by approximately 350 feet.

In addition, the project team completed numerous technical investigations to address issues arising
from comments received from Cooperating Agencies, including:

e subsurface investigation along the western portion of the NSDV guideway alignment to
document soil conditions, per request by United States Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA);

¢ field surveys to confirm the height of Southern California Edison (SCE) transmission lines
crossing SR 60 just east of Paramount Boulevard and inform the development of a preliminary
plan to raise the SCE transmission lines to a height sufficient to remove the clearance conflict;

e sensitive species, rare plants and jurisdictional waters surveys, per request by EPA and the
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California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW); and

e advancement of concept design of the proposed Santa Anita Station and Park and Ride facility
to address issues related to flood management operational flexibility, per request by the Unites
States Army Corps of Engineers (ACE)

This effort included extensive consultation with each of the key Cooperating Agencies that included a
review of work plans, incorporation of technical feedback and disclosure of preliminary findings.

Based on the results of the technical investigations, design refinements and feedback received from
Cooperating Agencies and key stakeholders, it is recommended that the Project Definition be
updated to include the revised SR 60 NSDV Alternative. The technical work performed on the SR 60
NSDV Alternative has addressed Cooperating Agency comments to a degree sufficient to justify the
study of this updated Alternative in a re-initiated environmental document.

Washington Boulevard Alternative: Route Options Screening Results

The project team completed an evaluation of potential Washington Boulevard connection options.
The process started with 27 potential connection options to Washington Boulevard, including 17
options from the 2009 Alternatives Analysis (AA) study and 10 new options not previously
considered. These 27 route options were evaluated based on physical constraints such as street
widths, utilities and existing structures. In addition, the assessment considered factors such as
ridership, cost, travel time, access to major activity centers, economic development opportunities,
Transit-Oriented Communities (TOC) potential, and consistency with community goals. Based on the
analysis and the feedback provided from the study area key stakeholders, three route options -
Garfield, Atlantic and Arizona - stood out as most promising and were the subject of more detailed
technical analysis (Attachment C). These three north-south connection options were shared at
community meetings held in March 2016, June 2016 and February 2017.

The following highlights key findings and recommendations, which are informed both by technical
analysis and feedback received from the communities and stakeholders:

e Garfield Route Option: The design of an underground configuration along Garfield Avenue
would require a tight horizontal curve just west of Via Campo and Wilcox Avenue, which could
potentially impact the existing commercial site and the Ford dealership. South of this location,
an underground tunnel would require the relocation of storm drains and sewer lines along
Garfield Avenue. From a ridership standpoint, the catchment area around a proposed Metro
station at Garfield Avenue and Whittier Boulevard lacks the intensity of activity typically
associated with a subway station. Moreover, the alignment misses the Commerce Citadel and
Casino area, which has the study area’s highest ridership potential. With an underground
tunnel, there would also be significant impacts during construction, including property
acquisition, business disruption and traffic/circulation impacts near SR 60. As a result, the
Garfield Underground Option is not recommended for further consideration as a potential north
-south connection to Washington Boulevard.

e Arizona Route Option: Although Arizona Avenue is a wide street (108” curb to curb), it is
located in a low-density residential district where on-street parking is an important community
asset. A median-running at-grade light-rail transit (LRT) would necessitate the removal of on-
street parking. This would create a significant hardship to residents along Arizona Avenue.
From an operational standpoint, there are also significant challenges associated with a
junction at 3" Street and Mednik Avenue, which is just west of the existing East LA Civic
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Center Station and the intersection where Griffith Middle School is located. A junction on
Arizona Avenue would necessitate demolishing and shifting the LA Civic Center Station east of
its current location with potential property impact to the northwest corner of the Griffith Middle
School.

A below-grade configuration on Arizona Avenue would avoid the on-street parking loss impacts
associated with at-grade LRT, but would require the taking of numerous residences in the
vicinity of 3" Street and Mednik Avenue, where there would be need to be a large construction
site to launch or extract a tunnel boring machine (TBM) and a permanent tunnel portal. It is
determined that an underground LRT portal on Arizona Avenue could not be constructed and
operated without permanent residential property displacements. While there is some potential
for economic development around a proposed Metro station at Arizona Avenue and Whittier
Boulevard, the existing catchment area lacks the intensity of activity typically needed to justify
the investment in an underground Metro station. Based on the preponderance of factors
considered above, any LRT extension along Arizona Avenue would not be consistent with
community priorities and goals. As a result, Arizona is not recommended for further
consideration as a potential north-south corridor connection to Washington Boulevard.

o Atlantic Route Option: Atlantic Boulevard possesses land use characteristics and activity
levels best suited for premium Metro rail service. It is a medium density commercial/retail
corridor that is narrower than Arizona Avenue, but intersects with the historic Whittier
Boulevard corridor. The catchment area around Atlantic Boulevard and Whittier Boulevard is a
vibrant hub of retail activity, and has strong economic development potential. Because Atlantic
Boulevard is a major arterial corridor with heavy traffic, it is not a viable corridor for at-grade
LRT, especially given the presence of numerous sensitive uses (schools and churches). A
grade crossing analysis was conducted which indicated that at-grade LRT would produce
significant traffic/circulation and access impacts that could not be mitigated. The project team
investigated the feasibility of a below-grade configuration that would connect the Atlantic
Station to the thriving Whittier Boulevard commercial corridor and the regional-serving
Commerce Citadel and Hotels complex in the City of Commerce. The Atlantic below-grade
option would offer the benefit of avoiding numerous physical obstacles, including: the
Mixmaster (the junction of Atlantic Boulevard, Triggers Street, Telegraph Rd., and Union
Pacific Railroads), the AltaMed’s Headquarters facilities on Camfield Avenue, the SCE
transmission towers east of Tubeway Avenue and a number of BNSF rail spurs in the eastern
part of the City of Commerce.

The study team explored several potential methods of constructing a rail tunnel, including
launching a TBM from the south in the City of Commerce and extracting it from the north near
Atlantic Boulevard and 3™ Street where a portal is needed to allow trains to daylight from a
tunnel. This construction approach could significantly reduce the footprint needed for tunnel
construction staging in East Los Angeles. In addition, the City of Commerce has expressed
openness to exploring joint development opportunities made possible through the acquisition
of parcels needed for a maintenance facility in the eastern part of the City of Commerce north
of Washington Boulevard. For these reasons, the Atlantic Underground Option is the most
promising north-south connection to Washington Boulevard, and is recommended for Board
approval as the new Washington Boulevard Alternative.

The table below summarizes the screening results of the Washington Boulevard route options -
Arizona, Atlantic and Garfield (underground) - and compares them to the Washington Boulevard
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Alternative in the Draft EIS/EIR.

Draft
EIS/IEIR Arizona Atlantic Garfield
Factors Washington
Bivd LBT At-Grade Underground At-grade Underground Underground
Alternative

Fundamentally
Congistent. NO NO NO NO YES NO
with Community
Goals/Priorities?
Operatianally YES NO NO YES YES YES
Feasible?
Ridership (Daily 17,280 to 18,270 to 17,950 to 19,610 to
Boardings)* i 18,680 19,770 19,280 21,070 s L
Rough Order-of-
Magnitude (ROM) $1.4t01.7 +10% to +60% to +10% to +90% to +80% to
Capital Costs (in billion +20% +70% +20% +100% +90%
2010 §)
Preliminary Travel | g 19 i 2021 min | 18-19min. | 20-21 min. 17-18 min. | 18-19 min.
Time (in minutes)
Potential
Traffic/Circulation Minimal Significant Minimal Significant Minimal Minimal
Impacts
Recommendation @

*Cost and ridership data is subjectto change as design refinement and more detailed technical work continues.

The Arizona and Garfield Route Options are not recommended for further consideration as they are
fundamentally inconsistent with community goals. The Atlantic Underground Option provides the
most benefits when compared to other options studied for the Washington Alternative. The Atlantic
Underground Option performs well on a number of key measures including projected high ridership
(19,610 to 21,070 boardings), faster travel time (17-18 minutes), best meets community goals by
minimizing surface operational disruptions and providing connectivity to local and regional
destinations and activity centers in unincorporated East Los Angeles and the City of Commerce.

The cost estimate for the Washington Boulevard Alternative via Garfield Avenue from the 2014 Draft
EIS/EIR was approximately $1.4 to $1.7 billion (in 2010 dollars). The cost differential between the
Draft EIS/EIR Baseline Alternative and the other route options is attributable to several factors, the
most significant of which is the inclusion of below-grade segments. The length of the new
Washington Boulevard Alternative is about 8.8 miles, of which one-third of the alignment could be an
underground segment along Atlantic Boulevard in unincorporated East Los Angeles and then along
Smithway Street in the City of Commerce. The cost of the underground segment would include
elements such as underground stations and right-of-way acquisition near portal construction sites.
Other factors include inflation adjustments and higher LRT construction costs in Los Angeles County,
per recent construction bid prices reflecting more current market conditions. For these reasons, the
cost of the Atlantic Underground Option is higher than those of the original Draft EIS/EIR Baseline
Alternative.

SR 60 and Washington Blvd ‘Combined’ Operations

Measure M funding for the Eastside Phase 2 project includes a total of $6 billion, of which $3 billion is
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not identified to be available until after 2052. Initial funds to start construction of the initial segment of
the project are currently scheduled to commence in 2029. Based on preliminary cost estimates, the
total commitment of $6 billion could be enough to cover the cost of both alternatives. The Technical
Study explored the feasibility of operating both alternatives (SR 60 and Washington Boulevard), and
it has been determined that operating both segments is feasible, but would require infrastructure and
operational elements that would not be required if only one or the other alternative were operated as
a ‘stand-alone’ line.

If both the SR 60 and Washington segments were built, there would only be one maintenance facility
needed to service rail vehicles operating on both lines. The exact location of the maintenance facility
will be determined in the next phase of work. In order to move all Eastside 2 trains serving both
branches to that maintenance facility, a potential three-way junction concept (similar to the planned
operations at the Crenshaw Line/Green Line merge junction) would be needed. The provision of a
three-way junction, potentially underground, would allow patrons to travel to points along either the
SR 60 branch or the Washington branch, therefore offering greater connectivity with the project area
and to/from the greater Los Angeles region. Another benefit of a three-way junction is that it could
support a third line from South El Monte to Whittier, potentially allowing for 5-minute service on each
branch.

Based on the analysis performed, a ‘Combined’ Alternative, which includes both the SR 60 and
Washington Boulevard segments, has sufficient technical merit to be included as a new Alternative in
the updated Project Definition. The inclusion of a Combined Alternative in the re-initiated
environmental process would be the only way to environmentally clear the three-way underground
junction, which would not be needed if only SR 60 or Washington were built. In the next phase, the
Eastside Phase 2 project team would develop and advance the design of a three-way junction, define
the associated operating plan and determine its physical footprint.

Community Outreach

The study team undertook an extensive outreach effort with numerous project stakeholders
throughout the study area to provide project updates, receive feedback on the north-south connection
options development process and seek feedback on the overall community engagement strategy.
Over 110 outreach meetings were held during the course of the technical study, including:

¢ 10 community meetings (including East Los Angeles (3 meetings), Whittier (2 meetings),
Montebello (2 meetings), South El Monte (2 meetings), and Commerce (1 meeting)

¢ 30 briefings with SR 60 Coalition and Washington Boulevard Coalition, both on monthly basis

e 70 stakeholder briefings with East Los Angeles residents, businesses, neighborhood and
community groups, local city staff or city council members, federal and state elected officials,
chambers and business associations, major property owners/developers, Councils of
Government and Service Councils in the San Gabriel Valley and Gateway Cities.

e Two tours of Metro maintenance facilities in Santa Monica and Monrovia

Of the 10 community meetings held, five were recently completed in early-mid February 2017 in the
communities of Whittier, Montebello, South El Monte, City of Commerce, and East Los Angeles. A
total of 318 persons attended the five meetings, and provided a valuable opportunity to receive
critical feedback on Technical Study findings and recommendations. In general, there is strong
support for the Eastside Phase 2 project and re-initiation of the environmental process, based on the
recommended Project Definition.
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Several key areas of consensus and themes emerged based on survey results and comments made.
First, there was strong support expressed for the Atlantic Underground Option as the new
Washington Boulevard Alternative. Of 235 respondents surveyed at the February 2017 community
meetings, 63% agreed that the Atlantic Underground Option has sufficient merit to be recommended
as the new Washington Boulevard Alternative. This result was strongly corroborated by sentiments
expressed at the Community Meetings, particularly from attendees who made comments at the East
Los Angeles meeting on February 16. Second, there was openness to studying the ‘Combined’
Alternative in the next phase of work, as evidenced by the 50% of respondents who felt that the
‘Combined’ Alternative had enough merit to study in the next phase plus an additional 16% of the
respondents who expressed the ‘Combined’ Alternative maybe have some merit to be further studied.

There was also support for SR 60 NSDV Alternative, which several attendees felt could serve a
robust east-west commuter market and has lesser impacts to residential community/businesses
during and after construction. While there is strong support for the Eastside Phase 2 project overall,
participants shared concerns regarding the potential impacts during the construction, especially as it
relates to traffic and business disruption and/or relocation. Participants also highlighted the
importance of designing the stations with ease of access for pedestrians, bike riders and park and
ride.

The study team has received positive feedback from the key stakeholders indicating their general
support of the technical study findings and recommendations. Through April 2017, the study team will
continue to provide briefings with study area stakeholder groups. A complete report of all outreach
activities will be provided at Metro committee meetings as requested.

DETERMINATION OF SAFETY IMPACT

This Board action will not have any adverse safety impacts on Metro’s employees and patrons.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

The FY 2017 budget includes $1,990,600 for Professional Services in Cost Center 4350, Project
460232 (Eastside Transit Corridor Phase 2). Since this is a multi-year program, the Cost Center
Manager and Chief Planning Officer will be responsible for budgeting in future years.

Impact to Budget

The source of funds is Repayment of Capital Project Loans Fund 3562. These funds are eligible for
bus and/or rail operating and capital expenses.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The Board could choose to direct staff to proceed with environmental clearance for only one of the
two alternative routes that have been studied in the Technical Study. This is not recommended as it
could preclude future opportunities to connect both the northern (Route 60) and southern
(Washington Boulevard) branches of this corridor.

NEXT STEPS

Upon approval, staff will procure professional services to prepare a revised draft environmental
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document and conduct advanced conceptual engineering through final environmental clearance.
Upon completion of procurement, staff will return to the Board to seek approval on the negotiated
contract budget amounts for the aforementioned professional services.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A - July Board Motion

Attachment B - Project Schedule

Attachment C - Map of North/South Route Options for Washington Boulevard

Attachment D - Eastside Phase 2 Route Options Screening Analysis and Community Outreach
Executive Summary

Prepared by: Jill Y. Liu, Transportation Planning Manager, Countywide Planning &
Development, (213) 922-7220,
Eugene Kim, Deputy Executive Officer, Countywide Planning &
Development, (213) 922-3080,
David Mieger, Interim Senior Executive Officer, Countywide Planning &
Development, (213) 922-3040

Approved by: Therese W. McMillan, Chief Planning Officer, (213) 922-7077

iz

Phillip A. Washington \
Chief Executive Officer '
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