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Project Description

The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) in cooperation with the
California Department of Transportation (Department) and City of Los Angeles Department of
Transportation (LADOT) propose to modify the southern Terminus of State Route 2 (SR-2) from Braden
Street (PM 13.5) to Oak Glen Place (PM 15.0) in the City and County of Los Angeles. The purpose of the
project is to better manage traffic flow at the terminus and enhance vehicular and pedestrian mobility and
safety in the vicinity of the SR-2 terminus. Five build alternatives have been proposed, which range from
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Determination
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The proposed project would have no significantly adverse effect on traffic and transportation,
archaeological resources, water quality, geology/soils/seismic, hazardous waste, air quality, noise, plant
species, and invasive species because mitigation measures would avoid or reduce potential effects to
insignificance.
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Chapter 1. Proposed Project

1.1 Introduction

The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro), in cooperation with the
California Department of Transportation (Department) and City of Los Angeles Department of
Transportation (LADOT), propose to modify the southern terminus of State Route 2 (SR-2) from
approximately Branden Street (PM 13.5) to Oak Glen Place (PM 15.0) in the City and County of
Los Angeles. The SR-2 freeway intersects the Interstate 5 (I-5), the Golden State Freeway,
approximately 1 mile north of the freeway terminus. This segment of SR-2 is bordered by
residences and commercial uses within the City’s Silver Lake and Echo Park communities.
Figure 1-1 and Figure 1-2 show project location and vicinity maps.

Five build alternatives have been proposed by the Project Development Team (PDT)" as part of
the SR- 2 Freeway Terminus Improvement Project. The build alternatives range from widening
the existing entrance and exit ramps to realigning the entrance and exit ramps to the east. VVarious
options under these alternatives include retaining the southbound flyover ramp, removing all or
part of the flyover ramp and overpass above Glendale Boulevard, and relocating the retaining
wall along the eastern edge of the northbound SR-2 ramps. The purpose of the project is to better
manage traffic flow and enhance mobility and safety at the SR-2 freeway terminus. The
estimated cost of these alternatives ranges from $12 million to $24 million. Funding sources for
this project include the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) High Priority
Highway Project Authorization and local matching funds from the City of Angeles through a
Metro Call for Projects grant.

1.1.1 Background

The Glendale SR-2 Freeway was originally planned and constructed in 1959 to connect with the
Hollywood Freeway (US 101). In 1962, as a result of local community opposition, the full build-
out plan was rescinded and construction was terminated at Glendale Boulevard. A half diamond
interchange with a direct connector was constructed with ramps connecting the freeway terminus
to Glendale Boulevard. This condition currently remains. Over time, deterioration of traffic flow
has occurred as regional and local commuters increasingly converge in this location.

There have been three relevant studies concerning the terminus of SR-2, also known as the
Glendale freeway, where the freeway transitions to a conventional highway (major arterial).
Metro prepared a study in 1992 to develop a course of action regarding future traffic and
transportation plans for the Glendale Freeway and Glendale Boulevard. This included a review
of existing traffic conditions and proposed transportation improvements, evaluation of those
improvements, and recommendations for implementation of the improvements.

! The PDT consists of representatives of Caltrans District 7, Metro, LADOT, and the Consulting Team.
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Figure 1-1. Regional Vicinity Map
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Figure 1-2. Project Location Map
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In 1994, the Glendale Boulevard corridor Preliminary Planning study — Phase Il was completed
by Metro and LADOT. The study analyzed existing constraints and opportunities within the
corridor and developed urban design strategies and conceptual transportation measures to
improve conditions along Glendale Boulevard. A list of recommended short-term and long-term
measures, including alternative reconfigurations for the SR-2 terminus, was presented. The build
alternatives ranged from widening the ramps in the existing interchange configuration to
realigning the ramps to tie into Glendale Boulevard in a new configuration.

Metro initiated a Preliminary Study Report-Preliminary Development Support (PSR-PDS) in
cooperation with Caltrans and LADOT, which was completed in January 2002. The PSR-PDS
developed four alternatives to manage traffic flow at the terminus, enhance vehicular movement,
and increase pedestrian mobility and safety in the vicinity of the SR-2 terminus. Subsequently,
the Metro Board approved the inclusion of a fifth alternative as proposed by a local community
group. The request for additional design alternatives stemmed from community review of the
PSR/PDS. To accommodate the community’s request, Metro is undertaking this study.

The proposed SR-2 Freeway Terminus Improvement Project is included in the Southern
California Association of Governments (SCAG) 2008 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and
SCAG 2008 Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP), listed as Project 1D
LA990351. All projects incorporated into the 2008 RTIP are consistent with current RTP
policies, programs, and projects. The 2008 RTP and 2008 RTIP were both found to be
conforming by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) on June 5, 2008, and November
17, 2008, respectively.

A Draft Project Report was completed in August 2008 to provide updated and more detailed
information on the existing facility and proposed project alternatives.

1.2 Purpose and Need

The City of Los Angeles is experiencing continued growth. This segment of SR-2 provides
ingress and egress to the densely populated communities of Echo Park and Silver Lake and is a
major thoroughfare for the surrounding area. This segment of SR-2 also provides a vital link for
commuters traveling from communities in the northern and eastern parts of the Los Angeles
Basin to downtown Los Angeles. Traffic flow during peak hours in the project area is severely
impeded due to the existing configuration of the SR-2 terminus and pedestrians and bicycles are
not well accommodated by existing facilities in the vicinity of the freeway terminus.
Additionally, during off-peak periods, the southbound direct connector traffic often merges onto
southbound Glendale Boulevard at a high rate of speed.

The existing facilities also have a number of problems and deficiencies, which are described in
detail in Section 1.2.1 below.
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The purpose of the project was developed by the Department, Metro, and LADOT, with the
cooperation of members of the community. The purposes, or objectives, of the project are to:

1. Better manage traffic flow at the terminus;
2. Enhance accessibility and safety in the vicinity of the SR-2 terminus; and

3. Develop a freeway terminus design that is compatible with existing residential and
commercial uses in the immediate vicinity.

The proposed improvements that have been identified to address the project purpose and need
have independent utility and logical termini, as discussed in Section 1.3 below.

1.2.1 Existing Facility

South of 1-5, the four southbound SR-2 freeway lanes transition to three lanes near the Oak Glen
Place overpass. Continuing southbound, the outside lane becomes a mandatory exit lane, which
widens to a two-lane ramp connecting to Glendale Boulevard. At the ramp terminal, the left lane
is a left-turn lane and the right lane is a left-turn/through/right-turn choice lane. The remaining
two southbound freeway lanes continue over a flyover and combine with Glendale Boulevard’s
two southbound lanes near Duane Street for a total of four lanes. These four southbound lanes
narrow to three 10-foot-wide lanes between Clifford and Branden Streets, and continue south
through Echo Park. In the present SR-2 terminus configuration, there are four lanes exiting the
SR-2 freeway to southbound Glendale Boulevard, two left-turns from the exit ramp plus two
lanes on the flyover. Existing shoulders on the southbound ramps are narrow (1.0 foot wide or
less) or non-existent. There are no shoulders on southbound Glendale Boulevard.

On Glendale Boulevard, south of Clifford Street, northbound and southbound traffic is separated
by a painted median of varying width. Lanes on northbound Glendale Boulevard are 10 feet wide
approaching the terminus. These lanes bifurcate into two through lanes continuing north on
Glendale Boulevard and two through lanes forming the entrance ramp onto SR-2. On Glendale
Boulevard, a raised median begins just before the freeway entrance ramp and continues under the
SR-2 flyover up to the intersection with Waterloo/Fargo Street and the freeway exit ramp. The two
northbound entrance ramp lanes lead directly onto the eight-lane freeway, widening to become the
four freeway lanes. These four lanes continue northbound towards the I-5 interchange.

The following is a brief description of the streets that intersect the proposed SR-2 project site:

Glendale Boulevard — Glendale Boulevard is a north-south arterial and serves as SR-2
between the SR-2 freeway terminus and Alvarado Street. The street provides three travel
lanes in each direction between the SR-2 terminus and Montana Street. South of Montana
Street, two travel lanes in each direction are provided.

Alvarado Street — Alvarado Street is a secondary arterial south of its intersection with
Glendale Boulevard. The north-south road provides access to US 101 and to the SR-2
freeway via Glendale Boulevard. Between US 101 and Glendale Boulevard, Alvarado
Street is also SR-2. In the study area, two travel lanes in each direction are provided.
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Fargo Street — Fargo Street is a local street that intersects with the southbound off-ramps
of the SR-2 freeway terminus, Glendale Boulevard, and Waterloo Street. It provides one
travel lane in each direction.

Waterloo Street — Waterloo Street is a local street that intersects with the southbound off-
ramps of the SR-2 freeway terminus, Glendale Boulevard, and Fargo Street. It provides
one travel lane in each direction.

Allesandro Street — Allesandro Street is a north-south collector street that begins at its
intersection with Glendale Boulevard. It provides one travel lane in each direction except
at the intersection with Glendale Boulevard where two left-turn lanes and one right-turn
lane are provided.

Aaron Street — Aaron Street is a local east-west street that intersects Glendale Boulevard.
It provides one travel lane in each direction.

1.2.2 Non-Standard Features and Operational Deficiencies

The current SR-2 terminus configuration has several limitations associated with its layout. The
southbound exit ramp and southbound direct connector interrupt Glendale Boulevard traffic
flows in two locations, at Waterloo/Fargo Street and then again near Allesandro Street. Because
the northbound lanes consist of a northbound Glendale Boulevard, a northbound freeway
entrance ramp and a center “choice” lane; weaving maneuvers are required between Allesandro
Street and the terminus. Pedestrians and bicycles are not well accommodated by existing
facilities in the vicinity of the freeway terminus. Additionally, during off-peak periods, the
southbound direct connector traffic often merges onto southbound Glendale Boulevard at a high
rate of speed.

1.2.3 Capacity, Level of Service, Safety, and Transportation Demand

The segment of SR-2 was originally planned and constructed in 1959 to connect I-5 with U.S.
101 through the neighborhoods of Silver Lake and Echo Park. In 1962, as a result of local
community opposition, the full-buildout plan was rescinded and construction was halted at the
present SR-2 terminus near Glendale Boulevard and Duane Street, thus creating traffic
congestion along Glendale Boulevard and Alvarado Street.

Capacity

Traffic volumes within the proposed project area have increased substantially over time. Traffic
volume data along the SR-2 facility in the vicinity of the project site was collected from the
Caltrans Traffic Counts Database. Table 1-1 presents the 2006 annual Average Daily Traffic
(ADT) and Peak hour traffic volumes at the proposed project site. At the freeway terminus, SR-
2, the ADT and peak hour traffic volumes in 2006 were 71,000 and 7,200 vehicles, respectively.
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Table 1-1. Average Daily Traffic (ADT) and Peak Hour Traffic at SR-2 Project Site

Post
State Route 2 Location Mile ADT (Annual)* Peak Hour Traffic**
Intersections
Alvarado Street at Sunset 13.19 39,000 3,650
Boulevard
Alvarado Street left onto Glendale 13.59 40,000 3,900
Boulevard
Freeway Terminus at Glendale 14.21 71,000 7,200
Boulevard
Juncture with 1-5 15.14 60,000 5,900

*Annual average daily traffic is the total traffic volume for the year divided by 365 * days.

**Peak hour Traffic indicates the hour during which the Route is most congested.

Source: 2006 Traffic Volumes on the California State Highway System, Caltrans 2007.
Level of Service

Level of Service (LOS) is a qualitative measure describing operational conditions within a traffic
stream, generally described in terms of such factors as speed and travel time, freedom to
maneuver, traffic interruptions, comfort, convenience, and safety. As shown in Table 1-2, LOS
conditions are designated as “A,” indicating best free-flow condition, through “F,” indicating
worst-case congested conditions.

LOS is derived from a volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio value. The V/C ratio signifies the number
of vehicles, or volume (V), using the roadway compared to the roadway capacity (C). A VI/C
ratio of 1.00 indicates that the roadway is at capacity, which translates into LOS E. Any V/C
values over 1.00 mean that the number of vehicles on the roadway exceeds capacity, and LOS is
deemed to be F. Figure 1-3 illustrates LOS conditions A through F.

Freeway Terminus and Intersection Operations

Weekday a.m. peak period (7:00-10:00 a.m.) and p.m. peak period (3:00 — 6:00 p.m.) traffic
counts were collected for four intersections within the project limits in May and June 2006.
Table 1-3 summarizes the existing weekday morning and evening peak hour V/C ratio and delay
and the corresponding LOS for intersections in the immediate vicinity of the SR-2 freeway
terminus based on the Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) and the Highway Capacity Manual
(HCM) methodologies, respectively (See Section 2.1.9 Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and
Bicycle Facilities for a description of these two methodologies). The results of this analysis
indicate that all but two of the intersections in the immediate vicinity of the SR-2 freeway
terminus are currently operating at LOS D or better during both the morning and afternoon peak
periods. Glendale Boulevard & SR-2 SB Off-Ramp/Fargo Street/Waterloo Street (No. 1) and
Glendale Boulevard/Alvarado Street and Berkeley Avenue (No. 4) operate at LOS E and F,
respectively, during the morning peak period, indicating congested conditions.
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Table 1-2. Traffic Level of Service Descriptions

Volume-to-Capacity

Ratio
LOS Description Typical Speed
A Indicates primarily free-flow operations and ability to maneuver 0.00-0.33
unimpeded. 50-plus mph
B Indicates stable flow with few restrictions on operating speed or 0.34-0.50
maneuverability. 48-49 mph
C Indicates stable flow but higher volume and more restriction on 0.51-0.65
speed and lane changing. 44-47 mph
D Indicates approaching unstable flow, little freedom to 0.66-0.80
maneuver, and conditions tolerable for short periods. 40-43 mph
E Indicates unstable flow, lower operating speeds than LOS D, 0.81-1.00
and some momentary stoppages. 30-39 mph
F Indicates forced flow operating at low speeds where the Greater than 1.00

highway acts as a storage area and there are many stoppages.

Less than 30 mph

Source: Highway Capacity Manual Special Report 209, Transportation Research Board, 1995.

Table 1-3. Intersection Level of Service Analysis Existing Conditions (2006)

. Peak VIC
No. Intersection Hour [d] LOS Delay [e] LOS

1. [a] Glendale Boulevard & A.M. - - 56.5 E
SR 2 SB Off-Ramp/Fargo P.M. 16.3 B

Street/Waterloo Street
2. [a] Glendale Boulevard & AM. - - 17.3 B
Allesandro Street P.M. 16.6 B
3. [b] Glendale Boulevard & A.M. 0.723 C 18.1 B
Aaron Street P.M. 0.714 C 11.4 B
4. [a] Glendale Boulevard/Alvarado A.M. 0.888 D >80.0 F
Street & Berkeley Avenue P.M. 0.876 D 34.3 C
5. [c] Glendale Boulevard & SR 2 Ramps A.M. - - - -
P.M. - - - -

Notes:

(a]
[b]
[c]

[d]
(e]

Intersection is currently operating under the LADOT Adaptive Traffic Control System (ATCS). A
credit of 0.10 in V/C ratio was included in the above analysis.
Intersection is currently operating under the LADOT Automated Traffic Surveillance and Control
(ATSAC) system. A credit of 0.07 in V/C ratio was included in the above analysis.

Intersection is uncontrolled under existing conditions.

V/C ratio calculated based on LADOT CMA methodology.

Delay calculated based on HCM methodology using Synchro/Simtraffic.

Source: Fehr & Peers/Kaku Associates, 2008.
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Figure 1-3. Freeway Levels of Service A through F
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Safety

Table 1-4 shows the accident data within this segment of SR-2 for a 36-month period between
January 1, 2004 and December 31, 2006 obtained from the Caltrans Traffic Accident
Surveillance and Analysis System (TASAS). The actual accident rates are compared with
average accident rates for similar highway facilities throughout the State.

The data indicates that the overall accident rate within this segment of SR-2 is lower than the
statewide average. There are no reported fatalities and 11 reported injuries. There were 32
reported accidents, which include eight “improper turn” collisions (21%), 10 *speeding”
collisions (26%), and 10 “other” collisions (26%). Eleven (29%) of these accidents area “rear
end” collisions, and 10 (26%) are “hit object” collisions. Of the total number of accidents, 35
(92%) involved no unusual road conditions, 31 (82%) occurred on a clear day, 26 (68%)
occurring during day light and 34 (90%) occurred in dry conditions.

Table 1-4. Accident Rates through 1/1/04 through 12/31/06

Actual Accident Rates  Average Accident Rates

Statistical Data (ACCS/MVM*) (ACCS/MVM*)
No. of Fatal+ Fatal+ Fatal+
PM Accidents Fatal Injury Total Fatal Injury Total Fatal Injury
13.5t014.5 32 0 11 0.46 0 0.16 1.88 0.012 0.77

*MVM denotes million vehicle mile

Source: Draft Project Report, State Route 2 Terminus Project, 2008.

Transportation Demand

The project area, as well as the City as a whole, is projected to experience a growth in
transportation demand. The year 2033 traffic projections reflect an average annual growth of
1.04% for the a.m. peak and 0.97% for the p.m. peak weekday periods. These rates were
obtained from the Metro travel demand mode and were applied to the existing traffic volumes to
obtain future traffic volumes at the analyzed intersections. Under year 2030 no-build alternative
(baseline) conditions, eight of the 20 analyzed intersections in the traffic study are projected to
operate at LOS E or F during at least one of the analyzed peak hours. These are listed below:

e Glendale Boulevard and SR-2 southbound off-ramp/Fargo Street/Waterloo Street (AM)

e Glendale Boulevard and Allesandro Street (PM)

e Glendale Boulevard and Aaron Street (AM)

e Glendale Boulevard/Alvarado Street and Berkeley Avenue (AM and PM)

e Glendale Boulevard & Montana Street (AM)

e Glendale Boulevard & Bellevue Avenue (AM)

e Glendale Boulevard & Temple Street (AM and PM)

e Alvarado Street & Temple Street (PM)
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Non-Modal Design Elements

The approach used to achieve these three project objectives included the use of a community-
based vision for the revitalization of the major arterial boulevards, which run though the dense
local communities of Echo Park and Silver Lake. Through design techniques such as Context
Sensitive Design (CSD) (see Section 1.3.1 for a description of the methodology), the
transportation facility at the southern terminus can be developed in manner that is sensitive to the
local setting while simultaneously improving traffic flow and vehicular and pedestrian mobility.
The various proposed alternatives that have been developed allow for a design that is compatible
with existing land use, one in which opportunities for additional open space will also be created.
Through CSD, vehicular and pedestrian interaction will also be improved by allowing for the
design of a more pedestrian friendly environment through the various proposed alternatives.

The proposed improvements that have been identified to address the project purpose and need
have independent utility and logical termini, as discussed in Section 1.3 below.

1.3 Project Description

This section describes the proposed project alternatives developed by a multi-disciplinary team
using CSD to achieve the objectives of the project to better manage traffic flow; enhance
accessibility and safety; and develop a design that is compatible with existing residential and
commercial uses. The proposed project is within the boundaries of the City of Los Angeles. The
project limits for this 1.5 mile-long SR-2 reconfiguration project are from the Branden Street (post
mile [PM] 13.5) intersection and the Interstate 5 (1-5) (PM 15.0) intersection (see Figure 1-1).

1.3.1 Context Sensitive Design

The FHWA defines CSD as “ . . . a collaborative, interdisciplinary approach that involves all
stakeholders to develop a transportation facility that fits its physical setting and preserves scenic,
aesthetic, historic, and environmental resources, while maintaining safety and mobility. CSD is
an approach that considers the total context within which a transportation improvement project
will exist.”® Caltrans (the Department) also incorporates context sensitive design in their efforts.
According to the Director’s Policy effective November 29, 2001, “context sensitive solutions”
are used by the Department “... as an approach to plan, design, construct, maintain, and operate
its transportation system. These solutions use innovative and inclusive approaches that integrate
and balance community, aesthetic, historic, and environmental values with transportation safety,
maintenance, and performance goals. Context sensitive solutions are reached through
collaborative, interdisciplinary approach involving all stakeholders. The context of all projects
and activities is a key factor in reaching decisions. It is considered for all State transportation and
support facilities when defining, developing, and evaluating options. When considering the
context, issues such as funding feasibility, maintenance feasibility, traffic demand, impact on
alternate routes, impact on safety, and relevant laws, rules, and regulations must be addressed.”

2 Federal Highway Administration Context Sensitive Design webpage. Viewable at http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/csd/.
® Director’s Policy: Context Sensitive Solutions. California Department of Transportation. Effective 11-29-01.
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The Caltrans Highway Design Manual (HDM) philosophy mirrors the concepts of context
sensitive solutions. This philosophy for the project development process seeks to provide a
degree of mobility to users of the transportation system that is in balance with other values.
Caltrans policies, practices, or mandatory design standards provide a guide for highway
designers to exercise sound judgment in applying the policies, practices, or standards consistent
with this philosophy. This flexibility is the foundation of highway design, and highway designers
must strive to provide for the needs of all highway users in balance with the needs of the local
community and the context of the project. Caltrans policies, practices or mandatory design
standards allow sufficient flexibility in order to encourage independent designs that fit the needs
of each situation.*

Caltrans does not view CSD as incompatible with existing design standards: “The policies,
practices or mandatory design standards used for any project should meet the minimum guidance
given to the maximum extent feasible, but the philosophy provides for the use of nonstandard
design when such use best satisfies the concerns of a given situation. Deviations from the
Caltrans policies, practices or mandatory design standards require review and approval for
nonstandard design through the exception process (see Index 82.2 of the [HDM]) and should be
discussed early in the planning and design process.””

1.3.2 Alternatives

The alternative development process included the preparation of several studies and reports such
as the 1994 Glendale Boulevard Corridor Preliminary Planning Study (Phase 1l) and the Project
Study Report/Project Development Support (PSR/PDS) as well as the incorporation of public
comments received during the public scoping meetings conducted in the project area. As a result
of the alternatives selection process, nine project alternatives were developed during the project
development and screening process. The number of alternatives was then reduced to the
following six: The No-Build Alternative, Alternative A (Widen Existing Ramps — Maintain
Overpass), Alternative B (Realign Ramp East — Remove Flyover and Part of Overpass),
Alternative C (Realign Ramps East — Remove Overpass), Alternative D (Realign Ramps East —
Maintain Overpass), and Alternative E (Realign Ramps East, Retain Overpass and Flyover,
Relocate Retaining Wall). Each alternative is described in detail below.

All of the build alternatives described below would include additional and improved signage
south of the I-5 interchange, along southbound SR-2 to alert motorists of the impending freeway
terminus and the transition to Glendale Boulevard to better manage traffic flow and control
vehicle speeds. Proposed project improvements will also be coordinated with proposed LADOT
neighborhood protection measures to reduce cut-through traffic.

Planning, design, construction, and operation of proposed improvements to Caltrans facilities
will comply with Caltrans Deputy Directive 64 (DD-64) — Accommodating Non-Motorized
Travel.  Additionally, all non-motorized improvements, e.g., sidewalks and crosswalks,
described below, will comply with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements.

* Context Sensitive Solutions. Caltrans Division of Design webpage. Viewable at
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/oppd/context/index.htm.
® Ibid.
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No-Build Alternative: Baseline Alternative

This alternative requires no new construction or capital cost (see Figure 1-4). The No-Build
Alternative would maintain the existing terminus configuration and would require no capital
expenditure at this time. Traffic volumes at the terminus would continue to grow and the existing
levels of service would continue to degrade to unacceptable levels prior to 2033. Traffic queues
would become longer and vehicle delays would increase substantially. The higher levels of
congestion could reduce air quality in the vicinity of the interchange. Pedestrian and bicycle
circulation would remain inefficient and circuitous at the terminus. This alternative does not
meet the purpose and need for this project, i.e., managing traffic flow and enhancing accessibility
and safety at the SR-2 terminus.

Alternative A: Widen Existing Ramps — Maintain Overpass

This alternative would widen the existing southbound exit ramp from two to three lanes and
widen the existing northbound entrance ramp from two to three lanes (see Figure 1-5). It would
also maintain the southbound flyover ramp (two lanes). The overpass above Glendale Boulevard
would remain in place. This alternative does not have the potential to provide new open space to
meet community needs.

Alternative A would not include any non-standard mandatory or advisory design features. The
existing catch basins on the freeway ramps would be relocated to accommodate the widening
(Figure 1-5). Additional right-of-way acquisition may be required for the relocation of gas,
telephone, cable and street lighting lines within the project limits.

Pedestrian circulation at the terminus under Alternative A would be similar to the existing
condition. However, the crosswalks would be marked or stamped to distinguish them from the
roadway and would conform to LADOT standards in terms of line thickness and width of
crosswalk. Additionally, the sidewalk on the east side of Glendale Boulevard between
Allesandro Street and the northbound entrance ramp and the crosswalk crossing the northbound
entrance ramp, which is currently unsignalized, would be eliminated to improve pedestrian
safety. The proposed sidewalks and curb ramps would be ADA compliant.

The estimate cost to design and construct this alternative is approximately $8.1 million.
Alternative B: Realign Ramp East — Remove Flyover and Part of Overpass

This alternative would shift the entrance and exit ramps to the east. It would reduce the number of
freeway off-ramp lanes from four to three and maintain the two on-ramp lanes (see Figure 1-6). It
would also remove the southbound flyover ramp and a portion of the overpass above Glendale
Boulevard. The remaining portion of the overpass above Glendale Boulevard would be retained
for community reuse and greening. This alternative offers the potential for new open space.
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Figure 1-4. No-Build Alternative (Baseline Alternative)
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Figure 1-5. Alternative A (Widen Existing Ramps)
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Figure 1-6. Alternative B (Realign Ramp East — Remove Flyover and Part of
Overpass)
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This alternative would remove the entirety of the right side of the overpass as well as a strip
21 feet 6 inches wide next to the Glendale Freeway centerline. The remaining portion of the left
site would be planned for future community use and greenery. The retaining wall on the southern
portion of the overpass would also need to be removed. The remaining structure would be 47 feet
3.5 inches wide and would require new barriers for pedestrians along both edges of deck.
Removal of the structure would require demolition of the abutment, and retaining wall footings
down to a depth that would accommodate for re-grading and landscaping. The removal would
expose the enclosure of both cellular abutments; therefore, new wingwalls are proposed to reseal
the enclosures. The minimum vertical clearance of the remaining structure would continue to be
approximately 15 feet. Seismic retrofit of the left side of the overpass would likely be necessary.
Infill walls are proposed in between a few of the remaining columns.

The existing catch basin on the off-ramp would be relocated to the edge of pavement of the
proposed off-ramp. The existing catch basin of the on-ramp would be relocated closer to the
proposed median.

The proposed project will include standard mandatory design features. However, the proposed
project would include one non-standard advisory design feature. The proposed SR-2 median is
22 feet, while the advisory standard is 36 feet.

A new signal would be constructed as part of this alternative at the intersection of Glendale
Boulevard and the realigned ramps. As a result of these improvements, signal interconnection
and timing coordination would be considered during design along Glendale Boulevard at the
intersections of Glendale Boulevard with Branden Street, the SR-2 ramps and Waterloo/Fargo
Streets.

Pedestrian circulation would be improved at the terminus under Alternative B. Currently, the
flyover precludes pedestrians from crossing from the east side of Glendale Boulevard at
Allesandro Street to the west side of Glendale Boulevard at Duane Street. Alternative B would
eliminate the flyover at this portion and create the opportunity for another pedestrian crossing of
Glendale Boulevard at Allesandro Street. The existing sidewalk on the east side of Glendale
Boulevard between Allesandro Street and the proposed freeway ramps intersection, plus the
crosswalk crossing the northern leg of this intersection, would be eliminated to reduce pedestrian
conflicts with freeway traffic. The proposed median of Glendale Boulevard and areas directly
adjacent to the improved SR-2 terminus and Glendale Boulevard could be fully landscaped. The
proposed sidewalks and curb ramps would be ADA compliant.

A considerable additional amount of potential open space would be created in Alternative B. The
ballpark and other areas (approximately 1.7 acres existing plus 0.5 acres additional) west of
Glendale Boulevard are currently within the State’s right of way. Since Alternative 3 is removing
a portion of the existing overpass, additional park open space could potentially be added. The
part of the Glendale Boulevard overpass that would be retained could be used for community
reuse and greening. Alternative B could allow public access to the potential additional open
space (approximately 3 acres) east of Glendale Boulevard. These open space areas are currently
within the State’s right of way, but could potentially be considered excess State land that could
be transferred/conveyed to the City of Los Angeles at a later date.

The estimated cost to design and construct this alternative is $13.3 million.
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Alternative C: Realign Ramps East — Remove Overpass

This alternative would shift the entrance and exit ramps to the east. It would reduce the number
of freeway off-ramp lanes from four to three and maintain the two on-ramp lanes. It would
remove the southbound flyover ramp and overpass above Glendale Boulevard. This alternative
provides a landscaped median and a parkway treatment and offers the potential for new open
space (Figure 1-7).

The existing catch basin on the off-ramp would be relocated to the edge of the pavement of the
proposed off-ramp. The existing catch basin of the on-ramp would be relocated closer to the
proposed median.

The proposed alternative would have full standard design features.

A new signal would be constructed as part of this alternative at the intersection of Glendale
Boulevard and the realigned ramps. As a result of these improvements, signal interconnection
and timing coordination would be considered during design along Glendale Boulevard at the
intersections of Glendale Boulevard with Branden Street, the SR-2 ramps and Waterloo/Fargo
Streets.

Pedestrian circulation would be improved at the terminus in Alternative C. Currently, the direct
connector precludes pedestrians from crossing from the east side of Glendale Boulevard at
Allesandro Street to the west side of Glendale Boulevard at Duane Street. Alternative C would
eliminate the direct connector for southbound SR-2 motor vehicles and create the opportunity for
another pedestrian crossing of Glendale Boulevard at Allesandro Street. The existing sidewalk
on the east side of Glendale Boulevard between Allesandro Street and the proposed freeway
ramps intersection, plus the crosswalk crossing the northern leg of this intersection, would be
eliminated to reduce pedestrian conflicts with freeway traffic. The proposed median of Glendale
Boulevard, SR-2, and areas directly adjacent to the improved SR-2 terminus and Glendale
Boulevard could be fully landscaped.

A considerable additional amount of potential open space would be created under Alternative C.
The ballpark and other areas (approximately 1.7 acres existing plus 0.5 acres additional) west of
Glendale Boulevard are currently within the State’s right of way. Since Alternative C would
remove the existing overpass and level the ground to the west and east of Glendale Boulevard,
additional activities could potentially be added. Alternative 3 could allow public access to the
potential additional open space (approximately 3 acres) east of Glendale Boulevard. These open
space areas are currently within the State’s right of way, but could potentially be considered
excess State land that could be transferred/conveyed to the City of Los Angeles at a later date.

The estimated cost to design and construct this alternative is $12.6 million.
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Figure 1-7. Alternative C (Realign Ramps East — Remove Flyover and Overpass)
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Alternative D: Realign Ramps East — Maintain Overpass

This alternative would shift the exit ramps to the east and modify the existing flyover structure
and overpass, converting it to community open space. It would also reduce the number of
freeway off-ramp lanes from four to three and maintain the two on-ramp lanes. This alternative
provides a landscaped median and parkway treatment further north of the terminus area. The
existing retaining wall and associated landscaping along Allesandro Street would remain
unchanged.

This alternative offers the potential for new open space (Figure 1-8). A new signal would be
constructed as part of this alternative at the intersection of Glendale Boulevard and the realigned
ramps. As a result of these improvements, signal interconnection and timing coordination should
be considered during design along Glendale Boulevard at the intersections of Glendale
Boulevard with Branden Street, the SR-2 ramps and Waterloo/Fargo Streets.

The existing catch basin on the off-ramp would be relocated to the edge of the pavement of the
proposed off-ramp. The existing catch basin of the on-ramp would be relocated closer to the
proposed median. The proposed alternative would include a few non-standard mandatory or
advisory design features. The number two lane on the northbound SR-2 onramp would be 11
feet, while the right shoulder on the northbound SR-2 onramp would range from 2 to 4 feet. In
addition, the median would be non-standard with variable widths.

Pedestrian circulation would be improved at the terminus under Alternative D. Currently, the
direct connector precludes pedestrians from crossing from the east side of Glendale Boulevard at
Allesandro Street to the west side of Glendale Boulevard at Duane Street. Alternative D would
eliminate the direct connector for southbound SR-2 motor vehicles and create the opportunity for
another pedestrian crossing of Glendale Boulevard at Allesandro Street. The existing sidewalk
on the east side of Glendale Boulevard between Allesandro Street and the proposed freeway
ramps intersection, plus the crosswalk crossing the northern leg of this intersection, would be
eliminated to reduce pedestrian conflicts with freeway traffic. The proposed median of Glendale
Boulevard and areas directly adjacent to the improved SR-2 terminus and Glendale Boulevard
could be fully landscaped.

A considerable additional amount of potential open space would be created under Alternative D.
The ballpark and other areas (approximately 1.7 acres existing plus 0.5 acres additional) west of
Glendale Boulevard are currently within the State’s right of way. Since Alternative D would
remove the existing overpass and level the ground to the west and east of Glendale Boulevard,
additional open space could potentially be added. Alternative D could allow public access to the
potential additional open space (approximately 3 acres) east of Glendale Boulevard. These open
space areas are currently within the State’s right of way, but could potentially be considered
excess State land that could be transferred/conveyed to the City of Los Angeles at a later date.

The estimated cost to design and construct this alternative is $10.3 million.
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Figure 1-8. Alternative D (Realign Ramps East — Retain Flyover and Overpass)
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Alternative E: Realign Ramps East, Retain Overpass and Flyover, Relocate Retaining Wall

This alternative would shift the exit ramps to the east and modify the existing flyover structure
and overpass, converting it to community open space. It would also reduce the number of
freeway off-ramp lanes from four to three and maintain the two on-ramp lanes. Alternative E
would provide a landscaped median and a parkway treatment further north of the terminus area.
This alternative also offers the potential for new open space (Figure 1-9).

The existing retaining wall along Allesandro Street would be relocated to the east to maintain
Caltrans’ highway standards. A portion of the existing retaining wall along the east side of
Glendale Boulevard and the Glendale Boulevard on-ramp, and a portion of the existing slope,
would be demolished as part of Alternative E. A replacement wall with an approximate length of
547 feet would be constructed. The replacement wall would tie in at the ends into the existing
wall and at its widest point, the proposed wall would provide up to 165 additional feet of
roadway space on the Glendale Boulevard on-ramp.

The existing catch basin on the off-ramp would be relocated to the edge of pavement of the
proposed off ramp and the catch basin of the on-ramp would be relocated closer to the proposed
median.

The proposed alternative would include one non-standard mandatory or advisory design feature.
The proposed SR-2 median would be 27 feet while the advisory standard is 36 feet.

The estimated cost to design and construct this alternative is $16.3 million.

1.3.3 Alternatives and Design Options Eliminated from further Consideration
Widen Direct Connector/Remove Exit Ramp

This alternative proposed to widen the southbound direct connector and remove the southbound
exit ramp and movements to northbound Glendale Boulevard from southbound SR-2. This
alternative would likely receive little or no public support due to the expanded use of the direct
connector. Additionally, this alternative limits access to northbound Glendale Boulevard from
SR-2. On April 11, 2001, the PDT determined that this alternative did not adequately meet the
goals and objectives of the project.

Duane Street Extension

Variations of Alternatives B to E were considered in which Duane Street would be extended
eastward to Glendale Boulevard at its intersection with Allesandro Street. The extension of
Duane Street would cause added congestion along Glendale Boulevard. This is due to additional
conflicting traffic movements and an additional traffic signal phase at the intersection of
Glendale Boulevard and Allesandro Street. The added northbound left-turn lane would eliminate
one northbound through lane on Glendale Boulevard, further reducing corridor capacity and
increasing congestion. In addition, the extension of Duane Street would encourage “cut-through”
traffic on Duane Street. On July 18, 2001, the PDT determined that this alternative did not
adequately meet goals and objectives of the project.
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Figure 1-9. Alternative E (Realign Ramps East — Retain Flyover and Overpass —
Relocate Retaining Wall)
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Design Options

Through the project’s outreach efforts, members of the local community have expressed a desire
to explore other access and traffic control options at the SR-2 terminus. These suggestions
included adding a left turn onto the SR-2 freeway from southbound Glendale Boulevard and a
right-turn prohibition onto northbound Glendale Boulevard

The community suggested design options were considered and evaluated but are not
recommended for implementation for the reasons identified below.

With a left-turn, the average vehicular delay for southbound Glendale Boulevard movements and
northbound Glendale Boulevard right-turn movements to SR-2 would substantially increase.

A right-turn prohibition is not recommended by Metro, Caltrans, or LADOT, as the prohibition
of the right turn (1) conflicts with Caltrans' truck route designation, (2) conflicts with FHWA
policy not to restrict user access on a federally-funded facility, (3) would redirect traffic into
neighborhoods, which conflicts with LADOT's traffic operations policy, (4) poses traffic
enforcement issues for the Los Angeles Police Department, (5) restricts the demonstrated need
for neighborhood access by residents, and (6) could redirect traffic to exit at the southbound SR-
2 Fletcher Drive off-ramp. Prohibiting the SR-2 right-turn lane would merely shift the vehicles
wanting to make that movement to other street segments accessing Glendale Boulevard. The
traffic demand would remain and could result in unforeseen traffic impacts.

1.4 Other Local and Regional Improvements

The proposed project improvements focus on the area in the immediate vicinity of the SR-2
freeway terminus. Much of the congestion that occurs at the terminus and surrounding streets is a
result of regional commuter traffic, and thus the proposed project is limited in its ability to
resolve the larger transportation and mobility problems in the study area. To address regional
commuter traffic issues, other improvements beyond the scope of this study are recommended
and could include improvements at the 1-5/SR-2 interchange and the Alvarado Street/Glendale
Boulevard intersection as well as corridor wide transit improvements.

1.5 Areas of Controversy

No substantial areas of controversy were identified during the public scoping meetings and
design workshops. However, several issues of concern or interest were repeatedly raised by
individual members of the public during the alternatives development process. These included:

e opposition to any improvements that would increase roadway and freeway capacity
resulting in additional traffic
e reduction in commuter traffic at the SR-2 terminus

e preservation of the existing flyover and overpass in its entirety for use as open space
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e measures to alleviate neighborhood cut-through traffic

e excessive motorists speeds on Glendale Boulevard and surrounding streets

e improved bicycle and pedestrian access, and

e noise impacts.

1.6 Permits and Approvals Needed

Table 1-5. Permits and Approvals Needed

Permit/Approval Agency

Status

Air Quality Conformity FHWA
Determination

Freeway Agreement City of Los Angeles
NPDES Regional Water Quality Control Board

Applicable documentation will be
transmitted to FHWA after
circulation of the Draft
Environmental Document.

Following project approval

Applicable documentation to be
completed by contractor prior to
construction.
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Chapter 2. Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequence, and Avoidance, Minimization
and/or Mitigation Measures

As part of the scoping and environmental analysis conducted for the proposed project, the
following environmental issues were considered, but no adverse impacts were identified.
Consequently, there is no further discussion of these issues in this document:

e Coastal Zone
e Wild and Scenic Rivers
e Farmlands/timberlands

These issues are not discussed because the proposed project is not located within a coastal zone
and there are no wild or scenic rivers and farmlands/timberlands in the general vicinity of the
project area.

2.1 Human Environment

2.1.1 Existing and Future Land Use
Regulatory Setting

City of Los Angeles General Plan

The General Plan Framework Element for the City of Los Angeles is a strategy for long-term
growth that sets a citywide context to guide the subsequent amendments of the City's community
plans, zoning ordinances, and other pertinent programs. The Framework Element responds to
State and federal mandates to plan for the City of Los Angeles' future. The Framework Element
supersedes Concept Los Angeles and the citywide elements of the City of Los Angeles General
Plan. In many respects, the Framework Element is an evolution of the Centers Concept, adopted
in 1974, that provides fundamental guidance regarding the City's future.

The proposed project area falls within the Silver Lake-Echo Park-Elysian Valley Community
Plan. The Silver Lake-Echo Park-Elysian Valley Community Plan is one of the 35-community
plans that comprise the Land Use element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan. A detailed
discussion of the Silver Lake-Echo Park-Elysian Valley Community Plan is provided below.

Silver Lake-Echo Park-Elysian Valley Community Plan

The Silver Lake-Echo Park-Elysian Valley Community Plan Area (Community Plan Area) is
located north of downtown Los Angeles. The Community Plan Area encompasses 4,579 acres (7
square miles) and is surrounded by the Hollywood and Wilshire Community Plan Area to the
west, Westlake Community Plan Area to the southwest, Central City North Community Plan
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Area to the south, and the Northeast Community Plan Area to the north and east. The
Community Plan Area encompasses 2% of the City’s land area and approximately 42% of the
land located within the Community Plan Area is designated for residential use. One
distinguishing feature of this area is its fairly dense hillside neighborhoods, which are often
characterized by steep slopes and narrow streets. Glendale Boulevard runs north and south,
splitting the plan area in half.!

Affected Environment

The information presented in this section is based primarily on the Community Impact
Assessment (CIA) prepared for the proposed project (printed under separate cover). As shown in
Figure 2-1, the project area encompasses a 1-mile-long section of SR-2, including the SR-2
freeway terminus, and is bordered by the communities of Silver Lake and Echo Park, within the
City of Los Angeles.

The project area is highly developed with predominantly residential uses (see Figure 2-1,
Existing Land Use). Adjacent land uses on either side of the SR-2 right-of-way consist of
multiple-family and single-family residences. In addition, some commercial buildings, a park, a
church, and other public facilities are located in the immediate vicinity of the SR-2 freeway
terminus. Industrial uses are located north of the proposed project site, adjacent to I-5. SR-2 is a
designated state freeway that runs generally from north to south in the project area, terminating
on the south at Glendale Boulevard. Glendale Boulevard is designated by the City of Los
Angeles as a Major Highway Class 1.

As described in Section 2.1.4 (Growth), the population of the City of Los Angeles is expected to
increase to 4,309,625 by 2030, an increase of 17% over the year 2000 population level. The
number of households is projected to increase to 1,637,475 by 2030, an increase of about 28%
over the same 30-year period. The projected population in the project area in 2030 is 18,262, an
increase of about 16.2% from the year 2000 population, while 7,829 households are projected in
2030, an increase of about 25.2% from 2000. To accommodate the expected population growth,
the Silver Lake-Echo Park-Elysian Valley Community Plan proposes new development to be
concentrated along identified Mixed Use Boulevards, in Neighborhood Districts, and in
Community Centers. Adopted Mixed Use boulevards have been established along portions of
Temple Street, Sunset Boulevard Cesar E. Chavez Avenue, Fountain Avenue, and Hyperion
Avenue. Proposed Mixed Use Boulevards are located along other remaining portions of Sunset
Boulevard and Temple Street. Adopted Neighborhood Districts and Community Centers include
the Silver Lake Boulevard/Glendale Boulevard Neighborhood District; and the Sunset
Boulevard/Glendale Boulevard, Sunset Boulevard/Echo Park Avenue, and Alvarado Street
Community Centers. The former three community centers are proposed to be combined into one
community center.

! Chapter I, Silver Lake-Echo Park-Elysian Valley Community Plan (I-1).
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Figure 2-1. Existing Land Use
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Environmental Consequences

Construction Impacts

No-Build Alternative (Baseline Alternative)
Under the No-Build Alternative, no construction would occur and consequently no adverse
effects to land uses would occur.

Alternative A (Widen Existing Ramps — Maintain Overpass)

Alternative A would not displace residential, industrial, or commercial land uses, such as
businesses. Construction activities associated with implementation of Alternative A would be
contained largely within the existing public right-of-way and no relocations or changes in land
use would occur. Although construction activities would result in temporary noise and air quality
impacts that could affect nearby land uses, as well as traffic disruptions that could affect the local
community, regional commuters, and access for emergency services, construction of
Alternative A is not expected to result in substantial adverse land use impacts or substantially
affect the overall pattern and rate of land use and development in the project area during the
construction period.

Alternative B (Realign Ramp East — Remove Flyover and Part of Overpass)

Alternative B would not displace residential, industrial, or commercial land uses, such as
businesses. However, Alternative B would require more extensive construction than
Alternative A due to realignment of the SR-2 ramps and removal of the flyover and part of the
overpass. This alternative would be similar to Alternative A in that construction activities would
be largely contained within the existing public right-of-way, and temporary construction impacts
would not have a substantial adverse effect on nearby land uses. Although definitive information
on construction easements is not available at this time, it is likely that temporary construction
easements may be required along Waterloo Street (to access the overpass/space on the south side
of Glendale Boulevard next to the Tommy Lasorda Field of Dreams). These easements would be
necessary only for the duration of construction and would not interfere substantially with the use
of the affected parcels. Construction activities would be longer in duration than those under
Alternative A due to the need for partial demolition of the overpass and result in temporary
noise, air quality, and traffic effects, including lane closures and detours that would affect the
local community, regional commuters, and access for emergency services. However,
construction of Alternative B is not expected to result in substantial adverse land use impacts or
affect the overall pattern and rate of land use and development in the project area during the
construction period. No residential or business displacements would occur.

Alternative C (Realign Ramps East — Remove Overpass)

Alternative C would not displace residential, industrial or commercial land uses, such as
businesses. The construction impacts of Alternative C would be slightly greater, due to removal
of the overpass, but generally similar to those of Alternative B. Demolition of the entire overpass
would result in a longer construction period than that of Alternative B. In addition, demolition
would result in greater or more extensive temporary noise, air quality, and traffic disruption
impacts, including lane closures and traffic detours, that would affect the local community,
regional commuters, and access for emergency services during the construction period. However,
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as described in Sections 2.2.6, and 2.2.7, and 2.1.9, construction would not result in substantial
adverse impacts in these areas and consequently no substantial adverse land use impacts or
changes in the overall pattern and rate of land use and development in the project area are
expected to occur.

Alternative D (Realign Ramps East — Maintain Overpass)

Alternative D would not displace residential, industrial or commercial land uses, such as
businesses. The construction impacts of Alternative D would be similar but slightly less than
Alternative B since Alternative A would not result in removal of the overpass. Construction
activities would result in temporary noise and air quality effects, and traffic disruption affecting
the local community and regional commuters and emergency service access No substantial
adverse impacts would occur.

Alternative E (Realign Ramps East, Retain Overpass and Flyover, Relocate Retaining Wall)
Alternative E would not displace residential, industrial or commercial land uses, such as
businesses. The construction impacts of Alternative E would be slightly greater than those that
would occur under Alternative D due to the relocation of the retaining wall along the eastside of
SR-2, which may require construction easements. However, no substantial adverse impacts are
anticipated.

Operational Impacts

Operational impacts would occur if the proposed project would result in changes in land use or
the pattern of development that are inconsistent with local plans and policies, introduce new land
uses that are incompatible with surrounding uses or inconsistent with existing zoning and general
plan designations, or result in impacts that would adversely affect adjacent land uses.

No-Build Alternative (Baseline Alternative)

Under the No-Build Alternative, the existing SR-2 facility’s deficient conditions would continue
to exist and no changes would occur to the existing or surrounding land uses. Consequently, no
adverse affects to existing and future land uses would occur.

Alternative A (Widen Existing Ramps — Maintain Overpass)

Since the project involves transportation improvements to an existing transportation facility that
would occur largely within existing public right-of-way, no substantial change in land use or the
pattern of development in the area would occur. No substantial adverse operational impacts on
adjacent land uses are anticipated (see Sections 2.2.5 and 2.2.6 for discussions of operational air
quality and noise effects) and the proposed improvements would not be incompatible with land
uses in the immediate surrounding area.
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The need for reconfiguration of and improvements to the freeway terminus are a result of
existing traffic and land use patterns. The existing deficiencies are identified as a community
issue in the Community Plan. Alternative A would widen the existing freeway ramps to better
manage and improve traffic flow, which would be consistent with the transportation goals,
objectives, and policies of local community and mobility plans. This alternative would, however,
retain the flyover and its associated hazards due to vehicles traveling at high speeds on the
flyover then merging with slower traffic travelling southbound on Glendale Boulevard.

Alternative B (Realign Ramp East — Remove Flyover and Part of Overpass)

The operational land use impacts of Alternative B would be similar to those identified above for
Alternative A but this alternative would also eliminate the flyover and provide a new signal at
the terminus thereby improving pedestrian and vehicular safety. This alternative would also
provide the opportunity for additional open space, which would have a beneficial land use effect
by providing a buffer between the freeway and residential uses to the northwest and by
supporting the goal and policy of the local community plan to preserve and develop new open
space (Objective 5.1) and to “encourage the retention of passive and visual open space that
provides a balance to the urban development of the plan area” (Policy 5-1.1). Consequently, no
substantial adverse operational land use effects would occur.

Alternative C (Realign Ramps East — Remove Overpass)
The operational impacts of Alternative C would be similar to those identified above for
Alternative B.

Alternative D (Realign Ramps East — Maintain Overpass)

The operational impacts of Alternative D would be similar to those for Alternative B but slightly
more open space could be created by maintaining the existing overpass.

Alternative E (Realign Ramps East, Retain Overpass and Flyover, Relocate Retaining Wall)
The operational impacts of Alternative E would be the similar to those that would occur under
Alternative D.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Because none of the proposed build alternatives would result in substantial adverse land use
effects, no avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures are required.
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2.1.2 Consistency with State, Regional, and Local Plans and Programs
Regulatory Setting
Southern California Association of Governments Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide

The Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP) was developed by the Southern California Association
of Governments (SCAG) in partnership with 13 subregions and adopted in 2008. SCAG is the
metropolitan planning organization for six counties in Southern California: Los Angeles, Orange,
San Bernardino, Riverside, Ventura, and Imperial. According to the RCP, SCAG projects that
24 million people will reside in the six-county SCAG region by 2035. The RCP is intended to be
a problem-solving guidance document that directly responds to challenges facing Southern
California as identified the annual State of the Region report card. It responds to SCAG's
Regional Council directive in the 2002 Strategic Plan to develop a holistic, strategic plan for
defining and solving inter-related housing, traffic, water, air quality, and other regional
challenges. The RCP is a structured policy framework that links broad principles to an action
plan that moves the region towards balanced goals. It includes vision statements and guiding
principles based on the region’s adopted Compass Growth Vision Principles for Sustaining a
Livable Region. These statements further articulate how the RCP can promote and sustain the
region’s mobility, livability, and prosperity for future generations.

Southern California Association of Governments 2008 Regional Transportation Plan

The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is a long-term (minimum of 20 years) vision document
that outlines transportation goals, objectives, and policies for the SCAG region. Every three
years, SCAG revises the RTP with updated information and new environmental clearance. The
2008 RTP was adopted on May 8, 2008 and was given a conformity determination on June 5,
2008. The update reflects population, housing, employment, environmental, land use forecasts,
and technology changes. This regional planning document is required by a number of state and
federal mandates and requirements. The 2008 RTP is a $531.5 billion plan that emphasizes the
importance of system management, goods movement, and innovative transportation financing.
The proposed SR-2 Terminus Project is included in the SCAG 2008 RTP as Project #
LA990351.

SCAG 2008 Regional Transportation Improvement Program

SCAG’s 2008 Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) is a capital listing of
transportation projects proposed over a six-year period—fiscal years 2008/2009 to 2013/2014.
The RTIP must include all transportation projects that require federal funding as well as all
regionally significant transportation projects for which federal approval (by the Federal Highway
Administration [FHWA] or the Federal Transit Administration [FTA]) is required, regardless of
funding source. The proposed project is also included in the SCAG 2008 RTIP and listed on
page 37 of Los Angeles County Local Projects as Project ID LA990351. All projects
incorporated into the 2008 RTIP are consistent with current RTP policies, programs, and
projects.
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City of Los Angeles General Plan
Please see the discussion above under Section 2.1.1.
Silver Lake-Echo Park-Elysian Valley Community Plan

The role of the Silver Lake-Echo Park-Elysian Valley Community Plan is to help guide decisions
regarding land use, building design and character, open space, housing, conservation and
development, provision of supporting infrastructure and public and human services, protection of
environmental resources and protection of residents from natural and man-made hazards.” The
Community Plan helps ensure that sufficient land is designed to provide for the housing,
commercial, employment, education, recreational, cultural, social, and aesthetic needs of the
residents of the plan area.

Several planning goals, objectives, policies, and programs have been organized by land use
category in the Community Plan to assist in enhancing quality of life and preserving
neighborhood character.

Specific relevant transportation issues identified in the Silver Lake-Echo Park-Elysian Valley
Community Plan include the following:

e Major boulevards are used as thoroughfares by commuter traffic cutting through the Plan
area to avoid freeway traffic en route to downtown.

¢ Residential neighborhood streets are being used to avoid traffic on congested major
thoroughfares, disturbing quality of life and making neighborhood streets unsafe for
children and pedestrians.

e Traffic congestion and circulation issues in the Plan area should reflect regional
transportation problems and citywide deficiencies in multi-modal transit options.

e There is a need to find long-term, workable solutions to congestion on Glendale
Boulevard and the Glendale Freeway Terminus.

Specific goals, objectives, and policies of the Community Plan that are relevant to the proposed
project include:

e Goal 5: A community with sufficient open space in balance with new development to
serve the recreational, environmental, and health needs of the community.

e Objective 5-1: Preserve existing and develop new open space resources

e Policy 5-1.1: Encourage the retention of passive and visual open space which
provides a balance to the urban development of the Plan area.

2 Chapter 2 Silver Lake-Echo Park-Elysian Valley Community Plan (11-2)
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e Policy 5-1.4: Recognize the Plan area’s considerable urban forest, in both the
public and private realms, as a feature which greatly contributes to its character
and the quality of life enjoyed by residents by encouraging streetscape, greenways
and the incorporation of green space within the urban form, as feasible.

e Goal 12: A system of highways, freeways and streets that provides adequate
circulation to support existing, approved and planned land uses and maintains a
desired level of service at all intersections.

e Objective 13-1: To comply with citywide performance standards for acceptable
levels of service (LOS) and insure that necessary road access and street
improvements are provided to accommodate traffic generated by all new
development.

e Policy 13-1.1: Maintain a satisfactory LOS for streets and highways that
should not exceed LOS D for Major Highways, Secondary Highways, and
Collector Streets. If existing levels of service are LOS “E” or LOS “F” on a
portion of a highway or collector street, then the level of service for future
growth should be maintained at LOS “E.”

e Program: Implement a variety of regional capital improvements that will
alleviate the impacts of commuter traffic in the Plan area and improve internal
circulation.

e Glendale Freeway Terminus at Glendale Boulevard — reconfiguration of the
Glendale Freeway terminus to reduce speeds as the traffic enters Glendale
Boulevard. Alternatives are currently being studied by LACMTA and a
preferred alternative aligns the southbound off-ramp to the east to intersect
Glendale Boulevard in a single signalized intersection adjacent to the
northbound on-ramp. The right-of-way occupied by the existing off-ramp,
as envisioned in this alternative, would be used as open space.

e |-5/Glendale Freeway — improvement to the interchange to improve access
to Downtown Los Angeles from the southbound I-5. This project, which
would alleviate traffic on Glendale Boulevard and other arterial highways,
is listed in the 2001 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) as a
“Priority Freeway Improvement Project,” to be funded by 2010.

Environmental Consequences

Construction Impacts

No-Build Alternative (Baseline Alternative)

The No-Build Alternative would not alter the existing conditions at the proposed project site.
Thus, no construction activities would be conducted at the project site, and no adverse effects
would occur as a result of regional or local plan inconsistencies.
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Alternatives Ato E

Construction activities would be conducted in accordance with the City’s General Plan policies
and guidelines as well as in accordance with Caltrans guidelines. As such, no plan
inconsistencies are expected to occur during the construction periods of the proposed build
alternatives.

Operational Impacts

No-Build Alternative (Baseline Alternative)

Under the No-Build Alternative, no improvements would be made to the existing terminus. As a
consequence, no traffic management, safety, or open space improvements would occur and this
alternative would do nothing to further the relevant goals of the Community Plan, as noted above.

Alternative A (Widen Existing Ramps — Maintain Overpass)

This alternative would improve traffic operations at the on- and off-ramps (see Section 2.1.10 for
a detailed discussion of traffic impacts). It would retain the flyover and its associated safety
hazards due to vehicles traveling at high speeds on the flyover then merging with slower traffic
travelling southbound on Glendale Boulevard. Although this alternative would not result in
substantial adverse land use impacts due to inconsistencies with local plan objectives, policies,
and programs, it would not be as consistent as the other build alternatives below.

Alternative B (Realign Ramp East — Remove Flyover and Part of Overpass)

This alternative would eliminate the flyover and provide a new signal at the realigned ramp
terminus. Consequently, it would generally be consistent with the relevant goals, objectives,
policies, and programs of the Community Plan identified above.

Alternative C (Realign Ramps East — Remove Overpass)

Similar to Alternative B, this alternative would generally be consistent with the relevant
Community Plan goals, objectives, policies, and programs. This alternative would result in
slightly less open space than Alternative B due to removal of the overpass but, unlike Alternative
B, it would provide sufficient space for a landscaped median on SR-2 at the freeway terminus.

Alternative D (Realign Ramps East — Maintain Overpass)

This alternative, similar to the other build alternatives, would generally be consistent with and
supportive of the relevant goals, objectives, policies, and programs of the local Community Plan.
This alternative would provide more open space than Alternative C though it would also result in
substandard roadway design features, e.g., inadequate shoulder widths at the freeway terminus,
which would pose a potential safety hazard by limiting access for emergency vehicles.
Additionally, the proposed landscaped median on SR-2 would terminate farther north of the
terminus due to the constrained roadway width.
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Alternative E (Realign Ramps East, Retain Overpass and Flyover, Relocate Retaining Wall)
This alternative would be similar to Alternative D but would relocate the retaining wall located
on the eastside of SR-2 in order to provide sufficient shoulder width to meet Caltrans standards.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Because none of the proposed build alternatives would result in substantial adverse

inconsistencies with local land use plans, no avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation
measures are required.
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2.1.3 Parks and Recreation

Affected Environment

The proposed project is located in an urban residential setting. Several parks are located in the
general project area though only Tommy Lasorda Field of Dreams is located in close proximity
to the project site. Table 2-1 shows the park and recreational facilities located in the general
vicinity of the proposed project.

Table 2-1. Park and Recreational Facilities

Distance from Project

Name Address (miles)
Elysian Valley Recreational Center Park 1811 Ripple Street 0.96
Elysian Park 1880 Academy Drive 0.73
Silver Lake Reservoir 1850 West Silver Lake Drive 0.55
Silver Lake Recreation Center 1850 West Silver Lake Drive 0.44
Tommy Lasorda Field of Dreams Corner of Duane Street and SR-2 Adjacent

Source: ICF Jones & Stokes, 2008.

The Tommy Lasorda Field of Dreams (field) is a 1.8-acre field located adjacent to the SR-2
terminus (see Figure 2-2). The facility is owned by Caltrans but is currently leased to the City of
Los Angeles for a 10-year term, from 2006 to 2016. Access to the field is restricted and entry is
allowed by permits issued by the City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks at a
rate of $16 per hour. The field has a baseball diamond (two dugouts, backstop), one set of
concrete and wooden bleachers with shade canopies, a cargo storage bin, three picnic tables, a
wooden scoreboard, two Porta-Potties, a drinking fountain, and a water system box. The greatest
use of the facility occurs from April to July; the field is used Monday through Friday from 5 to 7
p.m. and Saturdays from 9 a.m. to 2 p.m. for Silver Lake Recreation Center baseball practice and
games. There is no nighttime lighting equipment installed at the field.

Environmental Consequences

Construction Impacts

No-Build Alternative (Baseline Alternative)

Under the No-Build Alternative, the intersection of the Glendale Freeway and Glendale
Boulevard would continue to operate as is. Nearby parks, including the Tommy Lasorda Field of
Dreams, would not be affected.

State Route 2 Freeway Terminus Improvement Project April 2009
Initial Study/Environmental Assessment 2-12



Figure 2-2. Location of Tommy Lasorda Field of Dreams (Section 4(f) Resource)

w Tommy Lasorda
Field of Dreams

o Tommy Lasorda

|~ Field of Dreams

SOURGE: TeleAtlas {2006); NAIP Imagery (2005) ;\
0 500 1,000
T ot

Source: ICF Jones & Stokes, 2008.

— Project Area
| 4(f) Resource

State Route 2 Freeway Terminus Improvement Project
Initial Study/Environmental Assessment

April 2009
2-13



Alternatives A to E

Construction activities would be limited to the existing roadway areas and public rights-of-way.
No construction activities would occur on the Tommy Lasorda Field of Dreams and construction
staging and the construction zone for the build alternatives would be located outside the field.
The field is currently fenced, and there would not be encroachment of the field by any
construction activities. Although construction activities would generate dust and create noise,
construction activities would generally be limited to daytime hours on weekdays thus avoiding
potential conflicts with recreational activities at the facility. The proposed build alternatives
would not result in any permanent or temporary disruptions of recreational activities at the field.
Additionally, pedestrian and vehicular access to the field and to the park would be maintained
during construction of the proposed build alternatives.

As such, no substantial adverse effects to parks and no use of Section 4(f) park resources would
occur (see Appendix B for Resources Evaluated Relative to the Requirements of Section 4(f)).

Operational Impacts

No-Build Alternative (Baseline Alternative)

Under the No-Build Alternative, the intersection of the Glendale Freeway and Glendale
Boulevard would continue to operate as is. Nearby parks, including the Tommy Lasorda Field of
Dreams, would not be affected.

Alternative A (Widen Existing Ramps — Maintain Overpass)

Alternative A would not result in “use” of a Section 4(f) resource and therefore, the provisions of
Section 4(f) are not triggered; please see Appendix B for Resources Evaluated Relative to the
Requirements of Section 4(f). Alternative A would not require any permanent use (acquisition)
of the Tommy Lasorda Field of Dreams. The Tommy Lasorda Field of Dreams would continue
to function as a recreational area under all of the build alternatives. The types of athletic
activities (baseball, softball games, etc.) that take place at the field do not require quiet
surroundings. No substantial adverse noise impacts on park users were identified, and no
soundwalls are proposed in the vicinity of the field. Further, this alternative would not have
aesthetic effects that would substantially impair the protected activities, features, and attributes
that qualify this resource for protection under Section 4(f). Finally, this alternative would not
affect access to the Tommy Lasorda Field of Dreams. As such, no adverse effects to parks and
no use of Section 4(f) park resources in the project area would occur as a result of Alternative A.
This alternative, however, would retain the flyover in close proximity to Tommy Lasorda Field
of Dreams for use by vehicles traveling southbound on SR-2.

Alternatives B to E

These proposed build alternatives would provide the potential for additional pedestrian
accessible open space and green recreation areas. Therefore, these alternatives would have a
potential beneficial effect on parks and recreational resources. Alternatives D and E would
provide the greatest potential for open space among the build alternatives by eliminating the
flyover and retaining the overpass.
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Similar to Alternative A, these four build alternatives would not result in adverse operational
effects on existing park and recreational areas including the Tommy Lasorda Field of Dreams
and no use of Section 4(f) park resources would occur.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

Because none of the build alternatives would result in adverse effects, no avoidance,
minimization, and/or mitigation measures are required.
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2.1.4 Growth
Regulatory Setting

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, which implement the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, require evaluation of the potential environmental
consequences of all proposed federal activities and programs. This provision includes a
requirement to examine indirect consequences, which may occur in areas beyond the immediate
influence of a proposed action and at some time in the future. The CEQ regulations, 40 CFR
1508.8, refer to these consequences as secondary impacts. Secondary impacts may include
changes in land use, economic vitality, and population density, which are all elements of growth.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) also requires the analysis of a project’s
potential to induce growth. CEQA guidelines, Section 15126.2(d), require that environmental
documents “...discuss the ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or
population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the
surrounding environment...”

Affected Environment

The project area is highly developed with predominantly residential uses. Adjacent land uses on
either side of the SR-2 and Glendale Boulevard right-of-way consist of multiple-family and low-
density residences, apartment complexes, commercial buildings, industrial buildings, a park, and
public facilities.

A Community Impact Assessment (CIA) was prepared for the project to evaluate the growth and
community impacts of the project in detail. According to SCAG’s 2004 Regional Transportation
Plan (adopted April 2004), the population of the County of Los Angeles in 2030 is projected to
be 12,221,799, an increase of about 28% over 2000. The number of households in the County of
Los Angeles is projected to be 4,120,270 in 2030, or about 31% greater than in 2000. The
population of City of Los Angeles is expected to increase by a 17% over the year 2000 level to
4,309,625 in 2030, while the number households are projected at 1,637,475, an increase of about
28% in the same 20-year period. The combined population of block groups in the census tracts in
the study area (Block groups 2 and 3 of Tract 1873, Block Groups 1 and 2 of Tract 1955, Block
Group 2 of Tract 1974.10, and Block Group 1 of Tract 1974.20) is projected to be 18,262 in
2030, an increase of about 16.2% from 2000. The number of households in 2030 for the study
area is projected to be 7,829, an increase of about 25.2%.
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Environmental Consequences

Construction Impacts

No-Build Alternative (Baseline Alternative)
Since the No-Build Alternative does not involve any construction, no construction related growth
impacts would occur.

Alternatives A to E

No displacements would occur as a result of the build alternatives. Temporary construction
easements may be required during the construction period but they would not interfere with
existing or future land uses in the project area or alter growth and development patterns.
Construction of the build alternatives is unlikely to induce any substantial growth in terms of
population or housing since most workers would be drawn from the existing large pool of
workers in the greater metropolitan Los Angeles area and it is expected few, if any workers,
would relocate their households as a result project related employment. Therefore, no adverse
growth related environmental impacts are expected as a result of construction activities.

Operational Impacts

No-Build Alternative (Baseline Alternative)
Since no construction is proposed at the SR-2 terminus under the No-Build Alternative, no
growth-inducing effects would occur.

Alternatives A to E

The build alternatives would reconfigure the SR-2 terminus to better manage traffic flow and
improve safety. These improvements would be made to existing freeway and roadway facilities
in the immediate vicinity of the SR-2 terminus, in a developed urban area, and would not
substantially increase the traffic capacity of the existing facilities. The proposed improvements
would not provide new roads in an area not previously served by roads or improve accessibility
to and from areas previously not accessible by roads. As such, the proposed build alternatives
would not induce or influence growth in terms of population or housing or alter the existing
pattern and rate of population and housing growth in the project area.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

No avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures are required.

State Route 2 Freeway Terminus Improvement Project April 2009
Initial Study/Environmental Assessment 2-17



2.1.5 Community Impacts
Regulatory Setting

NEPA established that the federal government 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)]. The Federal Highway Administration in its implementation of NEPA [23
U.S.C. 109(h)] 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 to be 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 changes to the environment, it is
appropriate to consider changes to community character and cohesion in assessing the
significance of the project’s effects.

Affected Environment

The information presented in this section is based primarily on the Community Impact
Assessment prepared for the proposed project (printed under separate cover). The predominant
land use within the project area is residential, with a mix of single- and multi-family residential
units. St. Teresa’s Church and School are located in the immediate vicinity of the SR-2 terminus.
Commercial uses are located along Glendale Boulevard south of the SR-2 terminus. Residential
neighborhoods in the immediate vicinity were established in the late 1800s and at the turn of the
last century and, at their inception, were associated with the film studios in the area. Due to its
proximity to downtown and good freeway access, the neighborhood is now popular with young
professionals.

The combined population of the block groups in the census tracts in the study area (Block groups
2 and 3 of Tract 1873, Block Groups 1 and 2 of Tract 1955, Block Group 2 of Tract 1974.10, and
Block Group 1 of Tract 1974.20) was 15,719 in 2000. The study area population is projected to
increase to 18,262 in 2030, an increase of approximately 16.2%; the number of households in the
proposed project area is projected to increase by approximately 25.2% over the same 30-year
period. Table 2-2 provides the existing regional and local population characteristics, and Figure
2-3 shows the study area.

According to the 2000 U.S. census, of the total housing units, 94.1% were occupied and 5.9%
were vacant, generally resembling the housing tenure characteristics for Los Angeles County and
the City of Los Angeles. Of the total number of occupied housing units, 38.5% were owner-
occupied units and 61.5% were rented. In the study area, the percentage of owner-occupied
housing units was similar to the City of Los Angeles, but less than the number in the county.
Table 2-3 and Table 2-4 present the regional and local housing characteristics.
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Table 2-2. Existing Regional and Local Population Characteristics — Age (2000)

Age
Total

Area Population Under 18 % 65 and over %

County of Los Angeles 9,519,338 2,667,976 28.03% 926,673 9.7%
City of Los Angeles 3,694,820 981,311 26.6% 357,129 9. 7%
Study Area 15,719 3,306 21.0% 1,419 9.0%
Census Tract 1873 3,390 535 15.8% 312 9.2%
Block Group 2 411 104 25.3% 16 3.9%
Block Group 3 1,775 245 13.8% 73 4.1%
Census Tract 1955 5,228 951 18.29% 529 10.1%
Block Group 1 776 117 15.1% 87 11.2%
Block Group 2 2,324 543 23.4% 97 4.2%
Census Tract 1974.10 2,936 644 21.9% 235 8.0%
Block Group 2 1,748 354 20.3% 145 8.3%
Census Tract 1974.20 4,165 1176 28.2% 343 8.2%
Block Group 1 1,898 513 27.0% 54 2.8%

Source: Table P12, Summary File 1, U.S. Census 2001.

Data from the 2000 U.S. census indicate that per capita income for the study area population was
slightly higher than Los Angeles County and City of Los Angeles per capita income levels.
Within the study area, the range of per capita incomes was quite large. Also, the percentage of
people below the poverty threshold was 16.5%, which is lower than the percentage in the City of
Los Angeles and Los Angeles County. Three of the four census tracts making up the study area
had lower percentages of persons below the poverty threshold (13.4% in Census Tract 1873,
14.6% in Census Tract 1955, and 17.7% in Census Tract 1974.10) than the percentage reported
for either the County of Los Angeles (17.9%) or the City of Los Angeles (22.1%). However,
Census tract 1974.20 had higher percentage of population below poverty level (20.6%) than the
County although Block Group 1 of census Tract 1974.20, which is adjacent to the project site,
has a lower percentage of population below poverty level at 15.9%. (Note: The 1999 poverty
threshold used for the 2000 U.S. census data, as defined by the U.S. Census Bureau, was $8,501
for an individual and $17,029 for a family of four). Table 2-5 shows the Existing Regional and
Local Population Characteristics — Income/Poverty (2000).
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Table 2-3. Existing Regional and Local Housing Characteristics—Occupancy (2000)

Occupied Vacant Persons Per
Area Total Units Units % Units % Household
County of Los Angeles 3,270,909 3,133,774 95.8% 137,135 4.2% 2.98
City of Los Angeles 1,337,706 1,275,412 95.3% 62,294 4.7% 2.83
Study Area 6,644 6,255 94.1% 389 5.9% 2.51
Census Tract 1873 1,611 1,515 94.0% 96 6.0% 2.20
Block Group 2 152 145 95.4% 7 4.6% 2.83
Block Group 3 920 851 92.5% 69 7.5% 2.09
Census Tract 1955 2,380 2,253 94.7% 127 5.3% 2.32
Block Group 1 388 367 94.6% 21 5.4% 2.1
Block Group 2 858 817 95.2% 41 4.8% 2.84
Census Tract 1974.10 1,281 1,191 92.97% 90 7.0% 2.47
Block Group 2 791 739 93.4% 52 6.6% 2.37
Census Tract 1974.20 1,372 1,296 94.5% 76 5.5% 3.1
Block Group 1 609 575 94.4% 34 5.6% 3.15
Source: Tables P17 and H3, Summary File 1, U.S. Census 2001.
Table 2-4. Existing Regional and Local Housing Characteristics—Tenure (2000)
Owner Renter
Occupied Occupied
Area Total Units  Occupied Units Units % Units %
County of Los Angeles 3,270,909 3,133,774 1,499,744 47.9% 1,634,030 52.1%
City of Los Angeles 1,337,706 1,275,412 491,882 38.6% 783,530 61.4%
Study Area 6,644 6,255 2,408 38.5% 3,847 61.5%
Census Tract 1873 1,611 1,515 615 40.6% 900 59.4%
Block Group 2 152 145 60 41.4% 85 58.6%
Block Group 3 920 851 424 49.8% 427 50.2%
Census Tract 1955 2,380 2,253 894 39.68% 1,359  60.32%
Block Group 1 388 367 126 34.33% 241 65.67%
Block Group 2 858 817 336 41.1% 481 58.9%
Census Tract 1974.10 1,281 1,191 562 47.19% 629 52.81%
Block Group 2 791 739 373 50.47% 366 49.53%
Census Tract 1974.20 1,372 1,296 337 26.0% 959 74.0%
Block Group 1 609 575 172 29.9% 403 70.1%
Source: Table H4, Summary File 1, U.S. Census 2001.
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Table 2-5. Existing Regional and Local Population Characteristics—Income/Poverty (2000)

Population for
Whom Poverty

Status Is Below Poverty Per Capita Income
Area Determined Threshold % ($)
County of Los Angeles 9,349,771 1,674,599 17.9% 20,683
City of Los Angeles 3,622,606 801,050 22.1% 20,671
Study Area 15,567 2,564 16.5% 22,672
Census Tract 1873 3,386 452 13.4% 32,598
Block Group 2 395 41 10.4% 19,175
Block Group 3 1823 259 14.2% 39,735
Census Tract 1955 5,215 762 14.6% 26,278
Block Group 1 681 40 5.9% 44,737
Block Group 2 2458 456 18.6% 19,886
Census Tract 1974.10 2,953 522 17.7% 22,004
Block Group 2 1,830 229 12.5% 22,570
?g;‘:;som"t 4,013 828 20.6% 10,537
Block Group 1 1,809 288 15.9% 11,461

Source: Tables P82 and P87, Summary File 3, U.S. Census 2001.

School services are provided by several entities within the area. Los Angeles Unified School
District (LAUSD) staff has reported that, under normal conditions, approximately 88 LAUSD
bus routes traverse the vicinity of the SR-2 terminus. The buses travel on these designated routes
throughout the day and serve approximately 74 schools within the City of Los Angeles and in the
San Fernando Valley.® A private school, Saint Teresa of Avila School (St. Teresa) located on the
on the northwest corner of Glendale Boulevard and Fargo Street, is located adjacent to the
proposed project site.

Community facilities that serve the project area are listed in Table 2-6 and depicted in
Figure 2-4.

Environmental Consequences

Construction Impacts

No-Build Alternative (Baseline Alternative)

Under the No-Build Alternative, no construction activities are proposed and, consequently, there
would be no effects on the community.

® Per Comm. with Natalie Blasco of Planning Department, LAUSD via telephone on April 12, 2007.
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Table 2-6. Study Area Community Facilities and Services

Distance
from
Project Map
Type Name Address (mi) ID
Fire/EMS Los Angeles Fire Department, Station 544 \yest Sunset Boulevard 0.95 1
#20 (Primary Responder)
Los Angeles Police Department,
Police/Sheriff ~ Northeast Division (Primary 3353 San Fernando Road 212 2
Responder)
Alessandro Elementary 2210 Riverside Drive 0.93 3
Logan Street School 1711 Montana Street 0.80 4
Schools Mayberry Street Elementary 2418 Mayberry Street 0.60 5
Elysian Heights School 1562 Baxter Street 0.55 6
Clifford Elementary 2150 Duane Street 0.10 7
Saint Teresa of Avila School (private) 2215 Fargo Street 0.08 8
Egﬁ(lan Valley Recreational Center 1811 Ripple Street 0.96 9
Parks ~ and Elysian Park 1880 Academy Drive 0.73 10
Recreation . . . .
Centers Silver Lake Reservoir 1850 West Silver Lake Drive 0.55 12
Silver Lake Recreation Center 1850 West Silver Lake Drive 0.44 11
Tommy Lasorda Field of Dreams Corner of Duane Street and SR-2  Adjacent 13
Community Echo Park-Silver Lake People’s Child 1953 Lake Shore Avenue 0.23 14
Centers Care Center
Library Echo Park Branch Library 1410 West Temple Street 1.63 15

Source: ICF Jones & Stokes, 2008.

Alternatives Ato E

Construction of the proposed build alternatives would result in short-term construction impacts
on the community that would vary slightly depending on the alternative. The temporary closure
of freeway ramps or roadway lanes in the vicinity of the terminus could potentially affect the
response times of the Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) and Los Angeles Fire Department
(LAFD). Access to school services could be temporarily affected due to reconfigured bus routes
and walk routes. Construction activities could result in temporary, localized, site-specific
disruptions to local businesses and residences in the proposed project area, due primarily to
construction-related traffic, partial and/or complete street and lane closures (some requiring
detours), increased noise and vibration, light and glare, and changes in air emissions. Since
project construction activities would be temporary in duration and access to community and
public facilities in the area would be maintained during the construction period, no substantial
adverse effects would occur.
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Figure 2-4. Location of Community Facilities and Services
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Operational Impacts

No-Build Alternative (Baseline Alternative)

No operational impacts would occur under the No-Build Alternative since no improvements or
changes to the existing SR-2 terminus are proposed.

Alternatives Ato E

The proposed build alternatives would result in no permanent barriers to neighborhood access,
and the proposed improvements would not physically divide an existing neighborhood. No
residences or businesses would be displaced as a result of the project. Existing access and
circulation routes to and from the residential neighborhoods in the project area would remain
essentially the same. To the extent that the build alternatives provide a safer terminus for
motorists and pedestrians and improve traffic flow (see Section 2.1.10 for a detailed discussion
of traffic impacts), ancillary beneficial effects on residential neighborhoods and local
commercial uses could occur. Potential operational noise impacts due to relocating freeway lanes
closer to noise-sensitive residential uses would be abated by constructing new soundwalls (see
Section 2.2.6 for a discussion of noise impacts and abatement measures). Thus, the proposed
build alternatives would not have a substantial adverse impact on the community.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

The following measure shall be implemented to minimize disruptions to traffic and community
access during the construction period.

C-1 A Traffic Management Plan (TMP) shall be prepared to prevent unreasonable traffic
delays and impacts. The TMP shall be developed in consultation with the City, Caltrans,
and the County and shall be provided, along with construction plans, to City police and
fire departments prior to commencement of construction activities. The information
provided should include access and traffic management plans detailing any projected
temporary street closures or expected traffic delays due to construction vehicles using the
roadways. The following elements will be a major component in the specific TMP:

e public awareness campaign particularly related to the scheduling of work;
e construction zone enforcement enhancement program (COZEEP);
e utilization of portable changeable message signs (PCMS);

e advance information signing pertaining to date, time and durations of lanes and road
closures;

e preparation of temporary detour plans, if needed, during the plans, specifications, and
estimates (PS&E) phase (note: no detours are anticipated at this time); and

e notification sent to LAUSD, St. Teresa of Avila School, and Metro Transit at least
two weeks in advance of any planned street closures (including partial and/or full
closures) or traffic diversions.
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2.1.6 Relocations
Regulatory Setting

The Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) is based on the federal Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Uniform Act), as amended, and
Title 49 CFR Part 24. 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.

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 USC 2000d, et seq.). Please
see Appendix C for a copy of the Title VI Policy Statement.

Affected Environment

Land uses in the vicinity of the SR-2 freeway terminus consist of multiple-family and single-
family residences, commercial buildings, industrial uses, a park, and public facilities. Tommy
Lasorda Field of Dreams is located on land owned by Caltrans and leased to the City.

Environmental Consequences

Construction and Operational Impacts

No-Build Alternative (Baseline Alternative)
Under the No-Build Alternative, no displacements or construction easements would be required.

Alternatives Ato E

The proposed build alternatives would be constructed within public rights-of-way and no
residential or business displacements or relocations would occur as a result of construction of the
proposed project. Temporary construction easements may be required to accommodate
construction activities. Although definitive information on the construction easements is not
available at this time, it is likely that temporary construction easements may be required along
Waterloo Street (to access the overpass/space on south side of Glendale Boulevard next to the
Tommy Lasorda Field of Dreams), and along Allesandro Street north of Glendale Boulevard if
the existing retaining wall requires relocation (Alternative E).

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

No relocations and displacements have been identified; therefore, mitigation is not required.
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2.1.7 Environmental Justice
Regulatory Setting

All projects involving a federal action (funding, permit, or land) must comply with Executive
Order (EO) 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations
and Low-Income Populations, signed by President Clinton on February 11, 1994. This EO
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.
Low income is defined based on the Department of Health and Human Services poverty
guidelines. For 2008, $21,200 in yearly income for a family of four is the threshold defining
low-income families.

All considerations under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and related statutes have also
been included in this project. The Department’s 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

Affected Environment

A CIA was prepared to analyze the impacts of the proposed project. As described in the CIA, the
population of the project study area is not characterized by proportions of minority or low-
income persons that are substantially higher than averages for the City or county as a whole (i.e.,
48.3% minority, 13.4% below federal poverty threshold, and per capita incomes 15% to 17%
higher than the City or county for three of the four census tracts).”> Other indicators of a
disadvantaged community also do not appear in the data (e.g., substantially more renter-occupied
housing and greater housing density as measured by persons per household compared to the City
and county). In addition, given the relatively smaller number of low-income persons reported in
the census block groups adjacent to the project area compared to the census tracts adjacent to the
project area, it is fair to state that the population that would be most affected by the project is not
disadvantaged.

* The 1999 poverty threshold used for 2000 U.S. census data, as defined by the U.S. Census Bureau, was $8,501 for
an individual and $17,029 for a family of four. As such, the number of families that were considered low-income
families in 2008 is higher than the Census 2000 data (see Table 2-5), since the threshold is $4,171 higher.

* Ibid.
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Environmental Consequences

Construction Impacts

No-Build Alternative (Baseline Alternative)

Under the No-Build Alternative, no construction activities would occur, so there would be no
impacts on the community. Minority or low-income populations would not be affected.
Therefore, no effects involving environmental justice would occur.

Alternatives A to E

The effects of the build alternatives would occur within an area having a relatively small
population that is both minority and low-income; these effects cannot reasonably be considered
disproportionately high and adverse under the circumstances. The community as a whole is
likely to be affected by the construction activities and not a particular minority group or
economic class. SR-2 is an important part of both the local and regional circulation system.
Consequently, local motorists and pedestrians from the immediate project area, as well as those
traveling to and from the project area from elsewhere, would all be inconvenienced by traffic
delays and other disruptions during the project construction period (a TMP would be prepared to
prevent unreasonable traffic delays and impacts). No relocations or acquisitions would be
required under the project alternative. Thus, the proposed build alternatives would not cause
disproportionately high and adverse effects on any minority or low-income populations as per
EO 12898 regarding environmental justice during construction period.

Operational Impacts

No-Build Alternative (Baseline Alternative)

Under the No-Build Alternative, no displacements or effects to the environment would occur,
and minority or low-income populations would not be affected. Therefore, no effects involving
environmental justice would occur.

Alternatives A to E

As stated above, the project area has a relatively small minority and low-income population. The
potential adverse effects resulting from the proposed project would not be appreciably more
severe or greater in magnitude on minority or low-income populations than they would be on the
population as a whole. All the potential adverse effects identified in this IS/EA could be
satisfactorily avoided or minimized through the implementation of avoidance and minimization
measures. Because there has been no evidence to suggest that the efficacy of these measures
would differ with respect to different population groups, the net result would be the same for all
population groups for these resource areas. No adverse effects have been identified as
unavoidable after implementation of mitigation. No acquisition or displacement would result due
to the project. Given all of the above, a disproportionately high and adverse effect on minority
and/or low-income population groups would not result from implementation of the build
alternatives.
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Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

The Department has instituted public involvement and community outreach efforts to ensure that
issues of concern or controversy to minority and low-income populations are identified and
addressed where practicable as part of the project planning and development process and the
environmental process. Efforts will continue to be made to ensure meaningful opportunities for
public participation during the project planning and development process. This may include, but
not necessarily be limited to, additional community meetings, informational mailings, a project
website, and news releases to local media. The community outreach and public involvement
programs for the project will seek to actively and effectively engage the affected community and
include mechanisms to reduce cultural, language, and economic barriers to participation.

The proposed project should also comply with applicable federal requirements promulgated in
accordance with EO 13166, Improving Access to Services for Persons with Limited English
Proficiency (August 11, 2000), which requires that federal programs and activities be accessible
to persons with limited English language proficiency.

The proposed project will be developed in accordance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of
1964, which provides that no person in the United States shall, on the grounds of race, color, or
national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to
discrimination under any program or activity receiving federal financial assistance.
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2.1.8 Utilities/Emergency Services
Affected Environment

The proposed project area is located within the City of Los Angeles. The City receives utility and
public services from several agencies as discussed below.

Utilities

The Department of Water and Power (LADWP) manages the water supply for Los Angeles,
which obtains its water from the Los Angeles Aqueduct, local wells, purchased water from the
Metropolitan Water District, and use of reclaimed wastewater. LADWP also provides electric
service to the project area. Seventeen (17) percent of required power is obtained by LADWP
from four municipally- owned power plants in the Los Angeles basin. Remaining power
requirements are obtained by LADWP from sources outside of the Los Angeles Basin, helping to
improve fuel diversity, while taking advantage of low-priced surplus electricity and minimizing
the air emissions in the South Coast Air Basin. Most wastewater is treated through the Hyperion
Treatment System, which consists of the Hyperion Treatment Plant and the upstream Tillman
Water Reclamation Plant (TWRP), the Los Angeles Glendale Water Reclamation Plant
(LAGWRP). This system partially treats upstream flows at the TWRP and LAGWRP, and the
remaining flows are routed to the HTP facility. The proposed project area contains water supply
pipes, storm drain and sewage pipelines, gas pipelines, and electricity transmission lines.

Emergency Services

Police Service

Police services are provided by the Central Bureau of the Los Angeles Police Department
(LAPD). Additional services are provided by the Los Angeles County Sheriff, the California
Highway Patrol, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, and the Drug Enforcement Administration.
The LAPD operates 18 stations within four bureaus with two new stations proposed. In 2007, the
Department was staffed by a total of 10,354 sworn officers and 3,648 non-sworn support
personnel citywide. LAPD operates two stations in or near the project area, including the
Rampart Station at 2710 West Temple Street in the adjacent Westlake Community Plan Area,
approximately 1.5 miles to the southwest of the proposed project site, and the Northeast Station
at 2252 San Fernando Road, in East Los Angeles, approximately 1.5 miles to the northeast of the
proposed project site. Additionally, there are three community outreach facilities, including one
in Elysian Valley, and two in Echo Park.

Fire Service

The Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) provides fire prevention, fire protection and Emergency
Medical Service (EMS) for the City of Los Angeles to the project area. Station 20, at 2144 West
Sunset Boulevard is the nearest LAFD facility, and is approximately 1 mile southwest of the
proposed project site. Emergency medical service is provided by the LAFD Bureau of Emergency
Medical Services. The City standard for EMS is one and one half miles, similar to that of the
desirable response distance for engine companies for neighborhood land uses. Most ambulances
are accompanied by trained paramedics to provide additional service other than only transport.
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The Emergency Operations Master Plan and Procedures (Master Plan) for the City of Los
Angeles is established in accordance with the Los Angeles Administrative Code (LAAC).° The
Master Plan is consistent and compatible with the State Emergency Plan, and identifies potential
hazards in the planning area, such as earthquakes and floods, and presents mitigation measures,
and an emergency response and action plan.

Environmental Consequences

Construction Impacts

No-Build Alternative (Baseline Alternative)

Under the No-Build Alternative, there would be no adverse effect on utilities, police, or fire and
emergency services.

Alternatives A to E

Utilities

Some minor relocations of utility lines may be required during construction; possibly resulting in
short-term temporary disruptions in service. However, no major relocations of utilities are
anticipated and consequently no substantial adverse effects are expected to utility infrastructure
during construction of the proposed build alternatives.

Police Service

The temporary closure of lanes or ramps at the SR-2 terminus could potentially affect the Los
Angeles Police Department (LAPD), Northeast Division, which is the primary responder to the
area. At present, the LAPD Northeast Division, which is located approximately 1.5 miles north
of the proposed project area, utilizes these streets to access its service area. The average response
time is currently 9.7 minutes.” According to Lt. Baeza of the LAPD, road closures to Glendale
Boulevard and/or SR-2 could affect the response time of the LAPD within the area. However,
alternative routes exist that would provide access to the project area for emergency service
providers. Alternative routes to gain access to north of the project area would potentially include
Silver Lake Boulevard to the west and Echo Park Boulevard to the east of the project area.?

Given that all project-related traffic disruptions would be temporary, lasting only for the period
of construction, and that alternate routes are available, the impacts to police services would not
be substantial.

® Emergency Management Department, City of Los Angeles, accessed March 2008, http://www.lacity.org/epd/

" ICF Jones & Stokes communication with Captain Eric T. Davis, Patrol Commanding Officer from the Los Angeles
Police Department, Northeast Division. via letter on April 23, 2007.

8 Per comm. with Captain Fluxa from the Los Angeles Fire Department, Station 20. via telephone on April 11, 2007.
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Fire Service

The temporary closure of some lanes in the vicinity of the terminus could potentially affect City
of Los Angeles Fire Department Station 20. At present, Station 20 fire engines and emergency
vehicles, which are located approximately 1.5 miles southwest of the project site, utilize the local
roads including Glendale Boulevard and the SR-2 freeway to serve the community. The average
response time is currently 1 to 4 minutes.® According to Captain Fluxa of the LAFD as long as
one lane of traffic is open during construction, minimal impacts to the response time in the area
are expected. If a total closure of Glendale Boulevard would occur, major delays could
potentially occur. A construction-period mitigation measure has been included as part of the
proposed project. Given that all project-related traffic disruptions would be temporary, lasting
only for the period of construction, the fact that Glendale Boulevard is expected to remain open
during construction, and that alternate routes are available, impacts to fire services would not be
substantial.

Operational Impacts

No-Build Alternative (Baseline Alternative)
Under the No-Build Alternative, there would be no adverse effect on utilities, police, fire or
emergency medical services. Existing conditions would prevail.

Alternatives Ato E

The proposed build alternatives are designed to correct existing deficiencies in the roadway
configuration, providing a safe and efficient configuration for the freeway terminus, and aiding
traffic flow by reducing or managing congestion. To the extent that the alternatives achieve these
objectives, the operational impacts of the build alternatives on police, fire and emergency service
access and response times in the local project area would be beneficial. However, it should be
noted that under Alternative D, substandard shoulder widths would be provided along SR-2 at
the terminus, which would restrict emergency vehicle access. This would be a potential safety
issue and an adverse effect.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

A TMP will be prepared, prior to construction, to identify detour routes and other measures to
manage traffic to avoid and minimize disruptions to public services during the construction
period (please see mitigation measure C-1 in Section 2.1.6 above and Section 2.1.10, Traffic and
Transportation). No further mitigation measures are required.

° |CF Jones & Stokes personal communication with Captain Fluxa from the Los Angeles Fire Department, Station
20. via telephone on April 11, 2007.
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2.1.9 Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities
Regulatory Setting

The Department, 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). It further directs that the special needs of the elderly and the disabled
must be considered in all federal-aid projects that include pedestrian facilities. When current or
anticipated 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.

The Department 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.

Affected Environment
A traffic study (June 2008) was prepared for the proposed project (printed under separate cover).

The traffic study evaluated existing traffic conditions at 21 intersections, which are listed below
and are shown in Figure 2-5.

1. Glendale Boulevard & SR-2 southbound off-ramp/Fargo Street/Waterloo Street
2. Glendale Boulevard & Allesandro Street
3. Glendale Boulevard & Aaron Street
4. Glendale Boulevard/Alvarado Street & Berkeley Avenue
5. Glendale Boulevard & Scott Avenue
6. Glendale Boulevard & Montana Street
7. Glendale Boulevard & Park Avenue
8. Glendale Boulevard & Santa Ynez Street
9. Glendale Boulevard & Bellevue Avenue
10.  Glendale Boulevard & Temple Street
11. Glendale Boulevard & Court Street/Laveta Terrace
12.  Glendale Boulevard/Lucas Avenue/2nd Avenue & 1st Street/Beverly Boulevard
13. Alvarado Street & Montana Street
14.  Alvarado Street & Reservoir Street
15.  Alvarado Street & Sunset Boulevard
16. Alvarado Street & Kent Street
17.  Alvarado Street & US 101 northbound ramps
18.  Alvarado Street & US 101 southbound ramps
19.  Alvarado Street & Temple Street
20.  Alvarado Street & Beverly Boulevard
21.  Glendale Boulevard & SR-2 ramps (signalized intersection exists only under build
alternatives B through E)
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Figure 2-5. Study Area and Analyzed Intersections
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A traffic mitigation and calming program was previously implemented by the City of Los
Angeles in the Silver Lake neighborhood sub-area bounded by Glendale Boulevard, Silver Lake
Boulevard and Duane Street. Cut-through traffic between Glendale Boulevard and Silver Lake
Boulevard was effectively eliminated in this sub-area as a result of the program. The measures
that were implemented included:

e A diagonal diverter at the intersection of Baxter Street and Apex Avenue
e Half-closure on Waterloo Street at Glendale Boulevard
e A median extension on Glendale Boulevard at Fargo Street

e Specified turn restriction signs on Glendale Boulevard at Baxter Street, Apex Avenue and
Earl Street

In February 2007, a residential survey was conducted to determine community support for the
traffic restrictions. Needing a two-thirds supermajority to keep the restrictions in place, the “yes”
responses tallied just 58.97% of the total vote and the measures were removed. Traffic counts
were collected at the affected study intersections in September 2007 to determine changes in
travel patterns resulting from the removal of the traffic calming devices.

Existing Street System

The study area for the traffic analysis contains the Glendale Boulevard corridor between the
SR-2 freeway terminus to the north and Beverly Boulevard to the south and the Alvarado Street
corridor between Glendale Boulevard/Berkeley Avenue to the north and Beverly Boulevard to
the south. Primary regional access to the study corridors are provided by I-5 to the north and US
101 to the south. The SR-2 freeway intersects 1-5 approximately one mile north of the freeway
terminus. The following is a brief description of the streets that compose the study corridors and
their cross streets:

e Glendale Boulevard — Glendale Boulevard is a north-south arterial and serves as SR-2
between the SR-2 freeway terminus and Alvarado Street. The street provides three travel
lanes in each direction between the SR-2 terminus and Montana Street. South of Montana
Street, two travel lanes in each direction are provided.

e Alvarado Street — Alvarado Street is a secondary arterial south of its intersection with
Glendale Boulevard. The north-south road provides access to US 101 and to the SR-2
freeway via Glendale Boulevard. Between US 101 and Glendale Boulevard Alvarado
Street is also SR-2. In the study area, two travel lanes in each direction are provided.

e Fargo Street — Fargo Street is a local street that intersects with the southbound off-ramps
of the SR-2 freeway terminus, Glendale Boulevard, and Waterloo Street. It provides one
travel lane in each direction.
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e \Waterloo Street — Waterloo Street is a local street that intersects with the southbound off-
ramps of the SR-2 freeway terminus, Glendale Boulevard, and Fargo Street. It provides
one travel lane in each direction.

e Allesandro Street — Allesandro Street is a north-south collector street that begins at its
intersection with Glendale Boulevard. It provides one travel lane in each direction except
at the intersection with Glendale Boulevard where two left-turn lanes and one right-turn
lane are provided.

e Duane Street — Duane Street is a local east-west street that terminates at Allesandro Street
east of Glendale Boulevard. It provides one travel lane in each direction.

e Aaron Street — Aaron Street is a local east-west street that intersects Glendale Boulevard.
It provides one travel lane in each direction.

e Berkeley Avenue — Berkeley Avenue is a local east-west street that intersects Glendale
Boulevard. It provides one travel lane in each direction.

e Scott Avenue — Scoft Avenue is a local east-west street that intersects Glendale
Boulevard and Alvarado Street. It provides one travel lane in each direction.

e Montana Street — Montana Street is a local east-west street that intersects Glendale
Boulevard and Alvarado Street. It provides two travel lanes in each direction east of
Alvarado Street and one travel lane in each direction west of Alvarado Street.

e Reservoir Street — Reservoir Street is a local east-west street that intersects Alvarado
Street and ends at Glendale Boulevard. It provides one travel lane in each direction.

e Sunset Boulevard — Sunset Boulevard is an east-west four-lane arterial classified as a
major highway. It connects to the San Diego Freeway (I-405) to the west and to the
Hollywood Freeway to the east. Sunset Boulevard intersects Alvarado Street and is
grade-separated from Glendale Boulevard.

e Park Avenue — Park Avenue begins at Sunset Boulevard and intersects Glendale
Boulevard a block to the southeast before ending three blocks later at Echo Park Avenue.
This collector street has one lane in each direction.

e Santa Ynez Street — Santa Ynez Street is a local east-west street that intersects Alvarado
Street and terminates at Glendale Boulevard. It provides one travel lane in each direction.

e Kent Street — Kent Street is a local east-west street that intersects Alvarado Street. It
provides one travel lane in each direction.
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e Bellevue Avenue — Bellevue Avenue is a collector street that travels eastward from
Glendale Boulevard. It provides one travel lane in each direction and a dedicated center
median for beginning and finishing left turns. At the intersection with Glendale
Boulevard two left-turn lanes and one right-turn lane are provided. The street also
provides access to and from northbound US 101.

e US 101 — US 101 (the Hollywood Freeway) runs in the southeast-northwest direction as
it crosses the study corridors and extends from downtown Los Angeles through
Hollywood and the San Fernando Valley. In the vicinity of the study area, US 101
provides four lanes in each direction plus auxiliary lanes. Ramps are provided at
Alvarado Street but no direct access is provided from Glendale Boulevard.

e Temple Street — Temple Street is a secondary arterial that runs east-west. The street
provides two lanes in each direction and intersects with Glendale Boulevard and
Alvarado Street.

e Court Street — Court Street is a local east-west street that intersects Glendale Boulevard
and Alvarado Street. It provides one travel lane in each direction.

e Beverly Boulevard — Beverly Boulevard is an east-west four-lane arterial classified as a
major highway. This arterial lies at the southern end of the study corridor and intersects
both Glendale Boulevard and Alvarado Street.

Level of Service

Level of service (LOS) is a qualitative measure used to describe the traffic flow conditions,
ranging from excellent (LOS A) to overloaded (LOS F) conditions. A variety of methodologies
is available to analyze LOS, including distinct methodologies employed by Caltrans and
LADOT. Because the signal controls at the study intersections are split between Caltrans and
LADOT, two LOS methodologies were required for the traffic study.

In accordance with Caltrans guidelines, the LOS analyses at Caltrans controlled signalized
intersections were conducted using Highway Capacity Manual 2000 (2000 HCM) methodology
to obtain the average delay per vehicle for the respective study intersections. The delay is then
used to find the corresponding LOS based on the definitions in Table 2-7.
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Table 2-7. Level of Service Definitions for Signalized Intersections — 2000 HCM Operational Methodology

Average Stopped Delay per
Level of Service Vehicle (seconds) Definition

EXCELLENT. No vehicle waits longer than one red
light and no approach phase is fully used.

VERY GOOD. An occasional approach phase is fully
B >10 and 20 utilized; many drivers begin to feel somewhat restricted
within groups of vehicles.

A <10

GOOD. Occasionally drivers may have to wait through
C >20 and <35 more than one red light; backups may develop behind
turning vehicles.

FAIR. Delays may be substantial during portions of the
rush hours, but enough lower volume periods occur to
permit clearing of developing lines, preventing
excessive backups.

D >35 and <55

POOR. Represents the most vehicles intersection
E >55 and <80 approaches can accommodate; may be long lines of
waiting vehicles through several signal cycles.

FAILURE. Backups from nearby locations or on cross
streets may restrict or prevent movement of vehicles
out of the intersection approaches. Tremendous delays
with continuously increasing queue lengths.

F >80

Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 2000.

Intersections analyzed according to 2000 HCM methodology include:
e #1. Glendale Boulevard & SR-2 southbound off-ramp/Fargo Street/Waterloo Street
e #2. Glendale Boulevard & Allesandro Street

e #21. Glendale Boulevard & SR-2 ramps (signalized intersection exists only under Build
Alternatives B through E)

In accordance with LADOT’s Traffic Study Policies and Procedures (March 2002), the traffic
study was required to use the “Critical Movement Analysis — Planning” (Transportation
Research Board, 1980) method of intersection capacity calculation to analyze LADOT
maintained signalized intersections. The Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) methodology
determines the intersection volume-to-capacity (\V/C) ratio. The ratio is then used to find the
corresponding LOS based on the definitions in Table 2-8.
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Table 2-8. Level of Service Definitions for Signalized Intersections

Level of Service Volume/Capacity Ratio Definition

EXCELLENT. No vehicle waits longer than one red light
and no approach phase is fully used.

A 0.000 -0.6000

VERY GOOD. An occasional approach phase is fully
B >0.600 - 0.700 utilized; many drivers begin to feel somewhat restricted
within groups of vehicles.

GOOD. Occasionally drivers may have to wait through
C >0.700 — 0.800 more than one red light; backups may develop behind
turning vehicles.

FAIR. Delays may be substantial during portions of the
rush hours, but enough lower volume periods occur to
permit clearing of developing lines, preventing
excessive backups.

D >0.800 - 0.900

POOR. Represents the most vehicles intersection
E >0.900 - 1.000 approaches can accommodate; may be long lines of
waiting vehicles through several signal cycles.

FAILURE. Backups from nearby locations or on cross
streets may restrict or prevent movement of vehicles
out of the intersection approaches. Tremendous delays
with continuously increasing queue lengths.

Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Special Report 209, Transportation Research Board, 2000.

F >1.000

Intersections analyzed according to CMA methodology include:

e #3. Glendale Boulevard & Aaron Street

e #4. Glendale Boulevard/Alvarado Street & Berkeley Avenue
e #5. Glendale Boulevard & Scott Avenue

e #6. Glendale Boulevard & Montana Street

e #7. Glendale Boulevard & Park Avenue

e #8. Glendale Boulevard & Santa Ynez Street

e #9. Glendale Boulevard & Bellevue Avenue

e #10. Glendale Boulevard & Temple Street

e #11. Glendale Boulevard & Court Street/Laveta Terrace

e #12. Glendale Boulevard/Lucas Avenue/2nd Avenue & 1st Street/Beverly Boulevard
e #13. Alvarado Street & Montana Street

e #14. Alvarado Street & Reservoir Street

e #15. Alvarado Street & Sunset Boulevard

e #16. Alvarado Street & Kent Street

e #17. Alvarado Street & US 101 northbound ramps

e #18. Alvarado Street & US 101 southbound ramps

e #19. Alvarado Street & Temple Street

e #20. Alvarado Street & Beverly Boulevard
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Existing Levels of Service

New weekday AM peak period (7:00 — 10:00 AM) and PM peak period (3:00 — 6:00) traffic
counts were conducted in May and June 2006, and in September 2007, for the study intersections
(see traffic study printed under separate cover). The existing traffic volumes were analyzed using
the intersection capacity analysis methodology described above to determine current operating
conditions at the study intersections.’® Table 2-9 summarizes the existing weekday morning and
evening peak hour V/C ratio and delay and the corresponding LOS for each of the study
intersections based on the CMA and HCM methodologies, respectively. Using the CMA
methodology required by LADOT, the results indicate that all but one of the analyzed
intersections are currently operating at LOS D or better during both the morning and afternoon
peak periods. The following study intersection operates worse than LOS D:

e #10. Glendale Boulevard & Temple Street - LOS E in PM peak hour
According to the HCM methodology, the following study intersections operate worse than LOS D:

e #1. Glendale Boulevard & SR-2 southbound off-ramp/Fargo Street/Waterloo Street -
LOS E in AM peak hour

e #4. Glendale Boulevard/Alvarado Street & Berkeley Avenue — LOS F in AM peak hour
e #5. Glendale Boulevard & Scott Avenue — LOS E in PM peak hour
e #10. Glendale Boulevard & Temple Street — LOS F in AM peak hour

e #12. Glendale Boulevard/2nd Street & 1st Street/Berkeley Avenue — LOS E during PM
peak hour

e #19. Alvarado Street & Temple Street — LOS E during PM peak hour

1 The Synchro/Simtraffic software program was used to estimate vehicle delay and LOS at study intersections
under existing conditions. The Synchro/Simtraffic software program employs the methodologies published in the
2000 HCM to analyze traffic operations at signalized and unsignalized intersections. The program simulates
projected traffic flows and considers the effects of upstream and downstream intersection queuing when calculating
traffic operations. The use of a simulation software program when analyzing traffic operations at closely spaced
intersections that experience congestion during peak hours is desirable to ensure that interaction between the
intersections is considered. Traffic operations were based on existing peak hour traffic volumes and traffic signal
timings. The Synchro/Simtraffic model was calibrated to existing traffic conditions in the study area with respect to
traffic volumes, vehicle queues, and travel times.
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Table 2-9. Intersection Level of Service Analysis - Existing Conditions (Year 2006)

. Peak VIC
No. Intersection Hour [d] LOS Delay [e] LOS
1. [a] Glendale Boulevard & A.M. - - 56.5 E
SR 2 SB Off-Ramp/Fargo P.M. 16.3 B
Street/Waterloo Street
2. [a] Glendale Boulevard & AM. - - 17.3 B
Allesandro Street P.M. 16.6 B
3. [b] Glendale Boulevard & A.M. 0.723 C 18.1 B
Aaron Street P.M. 0.714 C 1.4 B
4. [a] Glendale Boulevard/Alvarado A.M. 0.888 D >80.0 F
Street & Berkeley Avenue P.M. 0.876 D 34.3 C
5. [a] Glendale Boulevard & Scott A.M. 0.555 A 10.8 B
Avenue P.M. 0.554 A 61.6 E
6. [a] Glendale Boulevard & Montana A.M. 0.742 C 16.9 B
Street P.M. 0.515 A 451 D
7. [a] Glendale Boulevard & Park Avenue AM. 0.666 B 13.0 B
P.M. 0.654 B 14.2 B
8. [a] Glendale Boulevard & Santa Ynez A.M. 0.616 B 3.3 A
Street P.M. 0.607 B 10.1 B
9. [a] Glendale Boulevard & Bellevue A.M. 0.748 C 21.8 C
Avenue P.M. 0.687 B 20.1 C
10. [a] Glendale Boulevard & Temple AM. 0.877 D >80.0 F
Street P.M. 0.958 E 43.2 D
11. [b] Glendale Boulevard & Court A.M. 0.601 B 8.4 A
Street/Laveta Terrace P.M. 0.527 A 7.3 A
12. [a] Glendale Boulevard/Lucas A.M. 0.643 B 42.5 D
Avenue/2™ Avenue & 1% P.M. 0.610 B 63.2 E
Street/Beverly Boulevard
13. [a] Alvarado Street & Montana Street A.M. 0.331 A 55 A
P.M. 0.391 A 46.2 D
14. [a] Alvarado Street & Reservoir Street A.M. 0.317 A 7.4 A
P.M. 0.416 A 10.2 B
15. [a] Alvarado Street & Sunset AM. 0.619 B 27.8 C
Boulevard P.M. 0.649 B 26.7 C
16. [a] Alvarado Street & Kent Boulevard AM. 0.350 A 3.0 A
P.M. 0.337 A 3.9 A
17. [a] Alvarado Street & US 101 A.M. 0.671 B 19.8 B
Northbound Ramps P.M. 0.655 B 18.4 B
18. [a] Alvarado Street & US 101 AM. 0.511 A 14.1 B
Southbound Ramps P.M. 0.576 A 201 C
19. [a] Alvarado Street & Temple Street A.M. 0.661 B 22.9 C
P.M. 0.789 C 74.7 E
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Peak VIC

No. Intersection Hour [d] LOS Delay [e] LOS
20. [a] Alvarado Street & Beverly A.M. 0.547 A 20.0 B
Boulevard P.M. 0.649 B 23.2 C
21. [c] Glendale Boulevard & SR 2 Ramps A.M. - - - -
P.M. - - - -
Notes:

[a]
[b]
[c]

[d]
[e]

Intersection is currently operating under the LADOT Adaptive Traffic Control System (ATCS). A credit
of 0.10 in V/C ratio was included in the above analysis.

Intersection is currently operating under the LADOT Automated Traffic Surveillance and Control
(ATSAC) system. A credit of 0.07 in V/C ratio was included in the above analysis.

Intersection is uncontrolled under existing conditions.
V/C ratio calculated based on LADOT CMA methodology.
Delay calculated based on HCM methodology using Synchro/Simtraffic.

Source: Fehr & Peers/Kaku Associates, 2008.

Exist

ing Transit Service

Metro provides public transit service near the SR-2 freeway terminus and Glendale
Boulevard/Alvarado Street Corridor. The following transit lines serve the study area:

Metro Line 92 — Line 92 is a north-south route that travels from downtown Burbank to
downtown Los Angeles. Limited service (approximately every other bus trip) originates
and terminates at the Sylmar/San Fernando Metrolink Station. This line has stops in
Burbank, Glendale, Atwater Village, Silver Lake, Echo Park, and downtown Los
Angeles. The limited service has stops in San Fernando, Pacoima, and Sun Valley. In the
study area, the route travels along Glendale Boulevard. This line has average headways
of 10-12 minutes during the weekday peak periods.

Metro Line 200 — Line 200 provides service between the study area and MacArthur Park,
USC, and Exposition Park to the south. In the study area, Line 200 runs along Montana
Street. This line has average headways of six minutes during the weekday peak periods.

Metro Line 2/302 — Lines 2/302 are east-west lines that travel from Castellammare to
downtown Los Angeles, with limited stops for Line 302 on Sunset Boulevard, from
Beverly Drive to Cesar E. Chavez Avenue/Figueroa Street. These lines have stops in
Brentwood, Bel Air, West Hollywood, Silver Lake, and Echo Park. In the study area
these lines travel along Sunset Boulevard. These lines have average headways of six
minutes during weekday peak periods.

Metro Line 4/304 — Lines 4/304 are east-west lines that travel from Santa Monica to
downtown Los Angeles, with limited stops for Line 304 along Santa Monica Boulevard
and Sunset Boulevard. These lines have stops in West Los Angeles, West Hollywood,
Silver Lake, and Echo Park. In the study area these lines travel along Sunset Boulevard.
This line has average headways of 12 minutes during the weekday AM peak period and
eight minutes during the weekday PM peak period.
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e Metro Line 603 — Line 603 is a north-south route that travels between the Glendale
Galleria and downtown Los Angeles. In the study area, Line 603 runs along Glendale
Boulevard and Allesandro Street. This line has average headways of 10 minutes during
the weekday peak periods.

Safety

As reported in the Draft Project Report for the State Route 2 Terminus (2008), accident data was
obtained from Caltrans’ Traffic Accident Surveillance and Analysis System (TASAS) for the
segment bounded by Branden Street (south of the freeway terminus) and Oak Glen Place (north
of the terminus) along SR-2 for a 36-month period between January 1, 2004 and December 31,
2006. The actual accident rates are compared with average accident rates for similar highway
facilities throughout the State, and are presented in Table 2-10.

Data for this period indicates that the overall accident rate within this segment of SR-2 is lower
than what would be expected based on a statewide average. There were no reported fatalities,
and 11 reported injuries. There were 38 total reported accidents.

Table 2-10. Accident Rates 1/1/04 through 12/31/06

Actual Accident Rates Average Accident Rates
Statistical Data (ACCS/MVM*) (ACCS/MVM¥)
No. of Fatal + Fatal + Fatal +
KP (PM) Accidents  Fatal Injury Total Fatal Injury Total Fatal Injury
13.51t0 14.5 32 0 11 0.460 0.000 0.160 1.88 0.012 0.770

Note:
* ACCS/MVM = Accidents per million vehicle miles

Source: Caltrans TASAS, DMJM Harris, 2007.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities

Currently, the City of Los Angeles Bicycle Master Plan indicates that this portion of Glendale
Boulevard is designated as a “Bicycle Commuter Route”. A number of vehicular, pedestrian
and bicyclist problems have arisen from the current freeway terminus layout. In particular,
pedestrians and bicycles are not well accommodated by existing facilities in the vicinity of the
freeway terminus. During off-peak periods, SR-2 traffic using the direct connector to southbound
Glendale Boulevard often merges at excessive speeds, posing safety hazards to motorists,
pedestrians, and bicyclists.

1 City of Los Angeles. City of Los Angeles Bicycle Master Plan. Adopted by City Council August 6, 1996.
Available at : http://www.lacity.org/pIn/cwd/gnlpln/transelt/bikeplan/Blintro.htm Accessed October 29, 2008.
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Environmental Consequences

Construction Impacts

No-Build Alternative (Baseline Alternative)
Under the No-Build Alternative, there would be no construction impacts on traffic and
transportation.

Alternatives Ato E

Construction of the proposed build alternatives could require temporary and intermittent lane or
ramp closures, which could increase congestion and diminish access in the area. Given that the
alternatives are only in the conceptual stage, the extent and duration of any lane or ramp closures
are not known at this time. However, because no road closures are anticipated during peak
periods and because the impacts would be temporary and limited to the construction period, the
effects would not be substantial. Additionally, a Traffic Management Plan will be developed to
minimize the impact of construction activities on traffic flow (see below).

Operational Impacts

Fehr & Peers/Kaku Associates estimated future traffic volumes under the no-build and the five
build alternatives to evaluate the service levels of the local street system resulting from the
proposed improvement project. The future no-build traffic scenario represents future traffic
conditions with the existing freeway on- and off-ramp configuration. In contrast, the future Build
Alternatives A, B, C, D, and E traffic scenarios represent future traffic conditions with modified
freeway on- and off-ramp configurations (note: Alternatives C, D, and E would have the same
basic roadway configuration and thus were considered to be equivalent for the purposes of the
operational traffic analysis in the discussions that follow). The analysis of future year traffic
forecasts is based on projected conditions in 2033.%

The years 2033 traffic projections for all scenarios reflect an average annual growth of 1.04% for
the AM peak and 0.97% for the PM peak weekday periods. These rates were obtained from the
Metro travel demand model. They reflect the ambient or background growth in traffic on an
annual basis and the traffic resulting from the completion of specific projects in or in the vicinity
of the study area. These growth rates were applied to the existing traffic volumes to obtain future
traffic volumes at the analyzed intersections.

12 The traffic consultant originally developed traffic projections for the year 2030. Subsequently, it was determined
that to meet Caltrans traffic study requirements, traffic forecasts for the year 2033 would be required. As discussed
in the traffic study (printed under separate cover), since the 2030 traffic projections would exceed the capacity of the
roadway network, the traffic forecasts originally developed for 2030 conditions were not modified to account for
additional growth between 2030 and 2033. Traffic forecasts under 2030 conditions are already higher than could
reasonably occur in the study area because of limited roadway capacity. Therefore, the traffic forecasts applied to
the future traffic analysis reflect traffic volumes beyond year 2030 or 2033 conditions.
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Per discussions with Caltrans and LADOT, the SR-2 terminus improvement alternatives are not
expected to result in an increase in traffic above the average annual growth rate. The project
itself is not considered a trip generator. The discussions also determined that traffic volumes on
Alvarado Street and Glendale Boulevard south of their intersection with Aaron Street would not
be affected by the terminus improvement project. The proposed project would not provide
additional capacity on SR-2 or Glendale Boulevard that would attract drivers to adjust their
travel patterns to use these roadways instead of their current route. Total upstream and
downstream volumes would be the same for the no-build and five build alternatives. Thus, future
traffic projections for the five build alternatives were only developed at the intersections that
would be affected by the terminus reconfiguration. The affected intersections include:

e #1. Glendale Boulevard & SR-2 southbound off-ramp/Fargo Street/Waterloo Street
e #2. Glendale Boulevard & Allesandro Street

e #3. Glendale Boulevard & Aaron Street
e #21. Glendale Boulevard & SR-2 ramps

Because Alternative A does not change the ramp configuration, traffic volumes are projected to
be the same as the no-build alternative. Because of similar ramp layouts, traffic volumes are
identical for build alternatives B through E.

To determine the delay and resulting LOS for the study intersections under each project
alternative, the Synchro/Simtraffic'® software program was used. Since the traffic volumes and
lane configurations for the majority of the 21 study intersections do not change with the
implementation of the proposed project, applying the CMA methodology would produce LOS
results identical to existing conditions. The Synchro/Simtraffic results capture changes in traffic
operations due to upstream/downstream queuing and traffic signal timings. Traffic signal timings
were reoptimized in the northern portion of the study area (primarily north of Berkeley Avenue),
including signal coordination along Glendale Boulevard, to accommodate the proposed project
alternatives.

No-Build Alternative (Baseline Alternative)

The no-build alternative peak hour traffic volumes were analyzed to determine the delay or V/C
ratio and corresponding LOS for each of the analyzed intersections under year 2033 conditions,
taking into account average annual traffic growth. Table 2-11 summarizes these results.

B Ibid.
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Table 2-11. Intersection Level of Service Analysis Future Conditions (Year 2033) —

No-Build Alternative

No. Intersection E'eak Delay or VIC LOS
our
1 [a] SR 2 SB Off-Ramp/Fargo Street/Waterloo Street P.M. 24.6 C
2. [a] Glendale Boulevard & AM. 13.7 B [d]
Allesandro Street P.M. 100.9 F
3. [b] Glendale Boulevard & A.M. 0.920 E [d]
Aaron Street P.M. 0.897 D
4 [a] Glendale Boulevard/Alvarado Street & AM. 1.135 F
Berkeley Avenue P.M. 1.103 F
5 [a] Glendale Boulevard & A.M. 0.718 C
Scott Avenue P.M. 0.706 C[d]
6 [a] Glendale Boulevard & A.M. 0.951 E
Montana Street P.M. 0.658 B [d]
7 [a] Glendale Boulevard & A.M. 0.857 D
Park Avenue P.M. 0.830 D
8 [a] Glendale Boulevard & A.M. 0.794 C
Santa Ynez Street P.M. 0.771 C
9 [a] Glendale Boulevard & A.M. 0.960 E
Bellevue Avenue P.M. 0.870 D
10. [a] Glendale Boulevard & A.M. 1.120 F
Temple Street P.M. 1.205 F
11. [b] Glendale Boulevard & A.M. 0.768 C
Court Street/Laveta Terrace P.M. 0.666 B
12. [a] Glendale Boulevard/Lucas Avenue/2nd Avenue & A.M. 0.829 D
1st Street/Beverly Boulevard P.M. 0.776 C
13. [a] Alvarado Street & A.M. 0.455 A
Montana Street P.M. 0.505 A
14. [a] Alvarado Street & A.M. 0.423 A
Reservoir Street P.M. 0.537 A
15. [a] Alvarado Street & AM. 0.798 C
Sunset Boulevard P.M. 0.823 D
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Peak

No. Intersection H Delay or VIC LOS
our
16. [a] Alvarado Street & AM. 0.462 A
Kent Street P.M. 0.438 A
17. [a] Alvarado Street & A.M. 0.864 D
US 101 Northbound Ramps P.M. 0.831 D
18. [a] Alvarado Street & A.M. 0.663 B
US 101 Southbound Ramps P.M. 0.733 C
19. [a] Alvarado Street & A.M. 0.851 D
Temple Street P.M. 0.996 E
20. [a] Alvarado Street & A.M. 0.709 C
Beverly Boulevard P.M. 0.871 D
21. [c] Glendale Boulevard & A.M. - -
SR 2 Ramps P.M. - -
Notes:

Growth rates of 1.04% and 0.97% per year applied to existing (year 2006) A.M. and P.M. volumes
respectively to forecast year 2030 No-Build Alternative volumes based on average growth predicted
by the MTA Model in the study area.

[a]

[b]
[c]

Intersection is currently operating under the LADOT Adaptive Traffic Control System (ATCS).
A credit of 0.10 in V/C ratio was included in the above analysis.

Intersection is currently operating under the LADOT Automated Traffic Surveillance and Control
(ATSAC) system. A credit of 0.07 in V/C ratio was included in the above analysis.

Intersection is uncontrolled under existing conditions.

Source: Fehr & Peers/Kaku Associates, Inc., 2008.

Under Year 2030 No-build Alternative conditions, Table 2-11 shows that 14 of the 20 analyzed
intersections are projected to operate at LOS D or better during the AM peak period, and 16 of
the 20 analyzed intersections are projected to operate at LOS D or better during the PM peak
period. Because of bottlenecks in the transportation system, such as the Glendale
Boulevard/Alvarado Street & Berkeley Avenue intersection, additional intersections would
operate worse than reported, as noted in the table. The intersections projected to operate at LOS
E or F during at least one of the analyzed peak hours are:

#1. Glendale Boulevard & SR-2 southbound off-ramp/Fargo Street/Waterloo Street (AM)
#2. Glendale Boulevard & Allesandro Street (PM)

#3. Glendale Boulevard & Aaron Street (AM)

#4. Glendale Boulevard/Alvarado Street & Berkeley Avenue (AM and PM)

#6. Glendale Boulevard & Montana Street (AM)

#9. Glendale Boulevard & Bellevue Avenue (AM)

#10. Glendale Boulevard & Temple Street (AM and PM)

#19. Alvarado Street & Temple Street (PM)
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Alternatives A to E

The projected future year 2033 peak hour traffic volumes for the build alternatives A to E were
analyzed to determine the future operating conditions with the completion of each of the freeway
terminus improvement alternatives. These results are presented in Table 2-12.

As explained previously, because the project is not expected to add trips, traffic volumes at
intersections not affected by the reconfiguration will be the same across the no-build and five
build alternatives. Thus, the LOS at all study intersections south of Berkeley Avenue for the five
build alternatives is expected to be the same as in the No-build Alternative. The intersections
south of Berkeley Avenue projected to operate at LOS E or F during at least one of the analyzed
peak hours for build alternatives A, B, C, D and E include:

e #3. Glendale Boulevard & Aaron Street (AM)

e #4. Glendale Boulevard/Alvarado Street & Berkeley Avenue (AM and PM)
e #6. Glendale Boulevard & Montana Street (PM)

e #9. Glendale Boulevard & Bellevue Avenue (AM)

e #10. Glendale Boulevard & Temple Street (AM and PM)

e #19. Alvarado Street & Temple Street (PM)

The VISSIM software program™* was used to estimate vehicle delay and travel times through the
northern portion of the study area under future no-build and project alternative conditions. The
VISSIM model contained SR-2 between I-5 and Glendale Boulevard and Glendale Boulevard
between the SR-2 off-ramp/Fargo Street and Aaron Street. Traffic forecasts reflecting Year 2033
conditions were reflected in the VISSIM model ™

Tables 8A and 8B in the traffic study summarize the AM and PM peak hour delay and LOS
results for the intersections serving the SR-2 and Glendale Boulevard interchange and nearby
intersections. The number of vehicles traveling through each intersection (i.e., volume served) is
also reported.

Y VISSIM models the interactions between individual vehicles as they travel through the roadway network and
replicates actual signal timings and signal coordination. The VISSIM microsimulation software program was used to
analyze the Glendale Boulevard/SR-2 interchange including the adjacent signalized intersections under existing
conditions and with the implementation of the proposed project alternatives under future conditions. The delay and
LOS for the study intersections, vehicle queues, and travel times through the interchange were estimated using
VISSIM.

5 The traffic growth rates (approximately 1 percent per year) were applied to the 2030 traffic volumes originally
developed by the traffic consultant to develop year 2033 traffic forecasts.
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Table 2-12. Intersection Level of Service Analysis Future Conditions (Year 2033) — Project Alternatives

NO'BU'!d Alternative A Alternative B Alternatives
_ Peak Alternative C,D,E
No. Intersection Hour  pel Del Del Del
elay or elay or elay or elay or
V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS
1. [a], [b] Glendale Boulevard & AM. 92.5 F 63.7 E 5.9 A 5.9 A
SR 2 SB Off-Ramp/Fargo
Street/Waterloo Street P.M. 24.6 C 244 C 7.9 A 7.9 A
2. [a] Glendale Boulevard & AM. 13.7 B [f] 14.7 B [f] 49.2 D [f] 52.3 D [f]
Allesandro Street P.M. 100.9 F 100.9 F 91.4 F 914 F
21. [a],[d],[e] Glendale Boulevard & A.M. - - - - 51.0 D [f] 34.3 CIf]
SR 2 Ramps P.M. - - - - 101.8 F 101.5 F
3. [c] Glendale Boulevard & AM. 0.920 E [f] 0.920 E [f] 0.920 E [f] 0.920 E [f]
Aaron Street P.M. 0.897 D 0.897 D 0.897 D 0.897 D
4 [a] Glendale Boulevard/Alvarado AM. 1135 F 1135 F 1135 F 1135 F
Street &
Berkeley Avenue P.M. 1.103 F 1.103 F 1.103 F 1.103 F
5. [a] Glendale Boulevard & AM. 0.718 C 0.718 C 0.718 C 0.718 C
Scott Avenue P.M. 0.706 C[f] 0.706 C[f] 0.706 C[f] 0.706 C[f]
6. [a] Glendale Boulevard & A.M. 0.951 E 0.951 E 0.951 E 0.951 E
Montana Street P.M. 0.658 B [f] 0.658 B [f] 0.658 B [f] 0.658 B [f]
7. [a] Glendale Boulevard & AM. 0.857 D 0.857 D 0.857 D 0.857 D
Park Avenue P.M. 0.830 D 0.830 D 0.830 D 0.830 D
8. [a] Glendale Boulevard & AM. 0.794 C 0.794 C 0.794 C 0.794 C
Santa Ynez Street P.M. 0.771 C 0.771 C 0.771 C 0.771 C
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No-Build

Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternatives

. Peak Alternative C,D,E
No. Intersection Hour pel Del Del Del
elay or elay or elay or elay or
V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS
9. [a] Glendale Boulevard & A.M. 0.960 E 0.960 E 0.960 E 0.960 E
Bellevue Avenue P.M. 0.870 D 0.870 D 0.870 D 0.870 D
10. [a] Glendale Boulevard & A.M. 1.120 F 1.120 F 1.120 F 1.120 F
Temple Street P.M. 1.205 F 1.205 F 1.205 F 1.205 F
11. [c] Glendale Boulevard & A.M. 0.768 C 0.768 C 0.768 C 0.768 C
Court Street P.M. 0.666 B 0.666 B 0.666 B 0.666 B
Glendale Boulevard/Lucas
12. [a] Avenue/2nd Avenue & A.M. 0.829 D 0.829 D 0.829 D 0.829 D
1st Street/Berkeley Avenue P.M. 0.776 0.776 0.776 0.776 C
13. [a] Alvarado Street & A.M. 0.455 A 0.455 A 0.455 A 0.455 A
Montana Street P.M. 0.505 A 0.505 A 0.505 A 0.505 A
14. [a] Alvarado Street & A.M. 0.423 A 0.423 A 0.423 A 0.423 A
Reservoir Street P.M. 0.537 A 0.537 A 0.537 A 0.537 A
15. [a] Alvarado Street & A.M. 0.798 C 0.798 C 0.798 C 0.798 C
Sunset Boulevard P.M. 0.823 D 0.823 D 0.823 D 0.823 D
16. [a] Alvarado Street & A.M. 0.462 A 0.462 A 0.462 A 0.462 A
Kent Street P.M. 0.438 A 0.438 A 0.438 A 0.438 A
17. [a] Alvarado Street & A.M. 0.864 D 0.864 D 0.864 D 0.864 D
US 101 Northbound Ramps P.M. 0.831 D 0.831 D 0.831 D 0.831 D
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NO'BU'!d Alternative A Alternative B Alternatives
. Peak Alternative C,D,E
No. Intersection Hour pel Del Del Del
elay or elay or elay or elay or
V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS
18. [a] Alvarado Street & AM. 0.663 B 0.663 B 0.663 B 0.663 B
US 101 Southbound Ramps P.M. 0.733 C 0.733 C 0.733 C 0.733 C
19. [a] Alvarado Street & A.M. 0.851 D 0.851 D 0.851 D 0.851 D
Temple Street P.M. 0.996 E 0.996 E 0.996 E 0.996 E
20. [a] Alvarado Street & AM. 0.709 C 0.709 C 0.709 C 0.709 C
Beverly Boulevard P.M. 0.871 D 0.871 D 0.871 D 0.871 D
Notes:

Growth rates of 1.04% and 0.97% per year applied to existing (year 2006) A.M. and P.M. volumes respectively to forecast year 2030 volumes based on average

growth predicted by the MTA Model in the study area.

[a] Intersection is currently operating under the LADOT Adaptive Traffic Control System (ATCS). A credit of 0.10 in V/C ratio was included in the above analysis.

[b] Intersection does not include the SR 2 SB Off-Ramp for Alternatives B & C.

[c] Intersection is currently operating under the LADOT Automated Traffic Surveillance and Control (ATSAC) system. A credit of 0.07 in V/C ratio was included in

the above analysis.

[d] Intersection is uncontrolled for No-Build Alternative & Alternative A.

[e] It is assumed that the intersection would operate under the LADOT Adaptive Traffic Control System (ATCS). A credit of 0.10 in V/C ratio was included in the

above analysis.

Source: Fehr & Peers/Kaku Associates, 2008.
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Although each alternative has the same demand volume, the number of vehicles being served
varies based on the capacity of the intersection and roadway network.

As shown in Table 8A of the traffic study, the intersections serving the SR-2 and Glendale
Boulevard interchange would operate as follows during the AM peak hour:

Glendale Boulevard & SR-2 Off-Ramp/Fargo Street — This intersection is projected to
operate at LOS F under future no-build conditions and under Alternative A. Due to the
relocation of the SR-2 off-ramp under Alternatives B, C, D, and E, the intersection would
improve to LOS B during the AM peak hour under future conditions.

Glendale Boulevard & SR-2 On-/Off-Ramp — This intersection would be constructed
under Alternatives B, C, D, and E and is projected to operate at LOS F during the AM
peak hour under future conditions.

Glendale Boulevard & Allesandro Street — This intersection is projected to operate at
LOS F under future no-build conditions and improve to LOS D under Alternative A and
LOS B under Alternatives B, C, D, and E. The delay experienced by vehicles traveling on
the SR-2 flyover off-ramp is included in the average delay at this intersection although
the merge area actually occurs just south of Allesandro Street. Therefore, removing the
flyover off-ramp under Alternatives B, C, D, and E reduces the average delay and
improves the LOS during the AM peak hour.

Glendale Boulevard & Aaron Street — This intersection would operate at LOS C under
no-build and Alternative A conditions (without the bottleneck at the Glendale
Boulevard/Alvarado Street & Berkeley Avenue intersection). The delay is reduced by
approximately 5 seconds resulting in LOS B conditions under Alternatives B, C, D, and
E. This is due to the decrease in vehicles served (approximately 100 vehicles) on
southbound Glendale Boulevard due to delays at the SR-2 off-ramp intersection during
the AM peak hour.

As shown in Table 8B of the traffic study, the intersections serving the SR-2 and Glendale
Boulevard interchange would operate as follows during the PM peak hour:

Glendale Boulevard & SR-2 Off-Ramp/Fargo Street — This intersection is projected to operate
at LOS F under future no-build conditions and under Alternatives A and B. Under Alternatives
C, D, and E, the intersection would operate at LOS D during the PM peak hour.

Glendale Boulevard & SR-2 On-/Off-Ramp — This intersection would be constructed
under Alternatives B, C, D, and E and is projected to operate at LOS F during the PM
peak hour under future conditions.
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e Glendale Boulevard & Allesandro Street — This intersection is projected to operate at
LOS F under future no-build and Alternative A conditions. Traffic operations would
improve to LOS E under Alternatives B, C, D, and E. The delay experienced by vehicles
traveling on the SR-2 flyover off-ramp is included in the average delay at this intersection
although the merge area actually occurs just south of Allesandro Street. Therefore,
removing the flyover off-ramp under Alternatives B, C, D, and E reduces the overall
average delay and improves the LOS for the intersection as a whole during the PM peak
hour. The northbound approach to this intersection would experience additional delay
because of the proposed traffic signal at the SR-2 on/off-ramp under Alternatives B, C,
D, and E.

e Glendale Boulevard & Aaron Street — This intersection would operate at LOS F under
no-build and Alternative A, B, C, D, and E conditions. With the proposed design changes
under Alternatives B, C, D, and E, the number of vehicles served on northbound Glendale
Boulevard decreases (by approximately 300 to 400 vehicles) because of capacity
constraints at the proposed SR-2 on-ramp intersection during the PM peak hour.

The travel time through the SR-2 and Glendale Boulevard interchange was also estimated using
the VISSIM model. Table 9 of the traffic study shows the northbound and southbound travel
times during the AM and PM peak hours for vehicles traveling on Glendale Boulevard to and
from SR-2.

During the AM peak hour, the southbound travel times from SR-2 onto Glendale Boulevard
(through the Aaron Street intersection) are as follows:

e The travel time under existing conditions ranges from 4.5 to 7.5 minutes depending on
whether vehicles are traveling through the SR-2 off-ramp signalized intersection or using
the flyover ramp.

e Under future no-build conditions, the travel time would increase to between 9 and 12
minutes depending on whether vehicles are traveling through the SR-2 off-ramp
signalized intersection or using the flyover ramp and would remain relatively constant
under Alternative A (compared to no-build conditions).

e Under Alternatives B, C, D, and E, the travel time would increase to 13 minutes due to
capacity constraints at the proposed SR-2 off-ramp signalized intersection.

During the PM peak hour, the northbound travel times from Glendale Boulevard (just south of
the Aaron Street intersection) to SR-2 are as follows:

e The travel time under existing conditions is approximately 1.5 minutes.
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e Under future no-build conditions, the travel time would increase to approximately 2.5
minutes.

e Under Alternative A, the travel time would decrease by approximately 40 seconds
compared to the 2.5 minutes under future no-build conditions.

e Under Alternatives B, C, D and E, the travel time would increase by approximately 15 to
20 seconds compared to no-build conditions because of capacity constraints at the
proposed SR-2 on-ramp signalized intersection.

Safety

No-Build Alternative (Baseline Alternative)

No improvements to the SR-2 terminus would occur under this alternative. It is expected that
safety conditions would remain the same, or deteriorate as traffic volumes continue to increase.

Alternative A (Widen Existing Ramps — Maintain Overpass)

The continued use of the southbound SR 2 off-ramp overpass and flyover would not serve to
reduce the risk of collision between high speed exiting vehicular traffic and pedestrians and
vehicular traffic along southbound Glendale Boulevard. Due to increasing traffic volumes over
time, this risk would continue to increase, posing an adverse effect upon safety and accident
rates. However, widening the existing ramps would help to alleviate congestion at the
intersection of Fargo Street and Glendale Boulevard / SR-2 southbound exit, and may serve to
improve traffic flow and safety. However, due to the continued use of the off-ramp overpass and
flyover, this alternative is expected to have an adverse effect upon pedestrian safety and accident
rates.

Alternatives B to E

Under these alternatives, the removal of the flyover from southbound SR-2 would reduce the risk
of collision between high speed exiting vehicular traffic and pedestrians and vehicular traffic
along southbound Glendale Boulevard. Furthermore, the addition of a signalized intersection at
the terminus of SR-2 and Glendale Boulevard would create a more controlled interaction of
vehicles, with dedicated turn lanes that would discourage ‘weaving’ when merging onto the
freeway. Overall, these alternatives are expected to have beneficial effects upon safety and
accident rates. No adverse effects are expected.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities

No-Build Alternative (Baseline Alternative)

No improvements to the SR-2 terminus or pedestrian facilities would occur under this
alternative, and there would be no improvement of current conditions for pedestrians and
bicyclists.
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Alternative A (Widen Existing Ramps — Maintain Overpass)

As discussed above, the continued use of the off-ramp overpass and flyover southbound from
SR-2 would not serve to reduce the risk of collision between high speed exiting vehicular traffic
and pedestrians and vehicular traffic along southbound Glendale Boulevard. However,
modification of the existing signal at the intersection of Fargo Street and Glendale Boulevard /
SR-2 southbound exit may improve the control of traffic, which would improve safety conditions
for pedestrians and bicyclists. No adverse effects are expected.

Alternatives B to E

Under these alternatives, the elimination of the off-ramp overpass for vehicles traveling
southbound from SR-2 would reduce the risk of collision between high speed exiting vehicular
traffic and pedestrians and vehicular traffic along southbound Glendale Boulevard. The addition
of pedestrian sidewalks and walkways through reclaimed open space areas would further
increase safety levels, facilitating the separation of pedestrians and vehicle traffic. These
alternatives also include provisions for new or additional bicycle facilities. The addition of
crosswalks and enhanced intersection paving would help to increase visibility and driver
awareness of pedestrians and bicyclists at these improved intersections. Furthermore, the
addition of a regular signalized intersection at the terminus of SR-2 and Glendale Boulevard
would create a more controlled interaction of vehicles, with dedicated turn lanes that would
discourage ‘weaving’ when merging onto the freeway. Alternatives B, D and E would retain the
overpass for use as open space and therefore would provide an additional level of pedestrian and
bicycle safety by providing a grade separated crossing of Glendale Boulevard. Overall, these
alternatives are expected to have beneficial effects upon pedestrian and bicycle facilities. No
adverse effects are expected.

For all project alternatives, all proposed sidewalks and curb ramps would be ADA compliant.
Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures
Construction

The potential for disruptions to vehicular and pedestrian movement in the project area as a result
of construction activities would be minimized with preparation and implementation of a Traffic
Management Plan, including construction staging and detour plans, if needed. The Traffic
Management Plan would include signage, detours, flagmen, etc., in order to maintain access and
safety in the local area.

T-1 A Traffic Management Plan (TMP) shall be prepared by the project proponent to prevent
unreasonable traffic delays and impacts. The TMP shall be developed in consultation
with the City, Caltrans, and the County and shall be provided, along with construction
plans, to City police and fire departments prior to commencement of construction
activities. The information provided should include access and traffic management plans
detailing any projected temporary street closures or expected traffic delays due to
construction vehicles using the roadways. The following elements will be a major
component in the specific TMP:
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e public awareness campaign particularly related to the scheduling of work;
e construction zone enforcement enhancement program (COZEEP);
e utilization of portable changeable message signs (PCMS);

e advance information signing pertaining to date, time and durations of lanes and road
closures;

e preparation of temporary detour plans, if needed, during the plans, specifications, and
estimates (PS&E) phase (note: no detours are anticipated at this time); and

e notification sent to LAUSD, St. Teresa of Avila School, and Metro Transit at least
two weeks in advance of any planned street closures (including partial and/or full
closures) or traffic diversions.
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2.1.10 Visual/Aesthetics
Regulatory Setting

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 as amended (NEPA) establishes that the federal
government use all practicable means to ensure all Americans safe, healthful, productive, and
aesthetically (emphasis added) and culturally pleasing surroundings [42 U.S.C. 4331(b)(2)]. To
further emphasize this point, the Federal Highway administration in its implementation of NEPA
[23 U.S.C. 109(h)] directs that final decisions regarding projects are to be made in the best
overall public interest taking into account adverse environmental impacts, including among
others, the destruction or disruption of aesthetic values.

Likewise, the California Environmental Quality Act (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.” [CA Public Resources Code
Section 21001(b)]

California Scenic Highway Program

The California Scenic Highway Program (1963) was created to preserve and protect scenic
highway corridors from changes that would diminish the aesthetic value of lands adjacent to the
highways. The state laws governing the Scenic Highway Program are found in the Streets and
Highways Code, Section 260 et seq. The Scenic Highway Program includes a list of highways
that are either eligible for designation as scenic highways or have been so designated. A review
of official county and state scenic highway maps indicates that neither this segment of SR-2 nor
the streets adjoining the project site have been designated scenic highways or scenic corridors.

City of Los Angeles General Plan

The City of Los Angeles Silver Lake-Echo Park-Elysian Valley Community Plan contains
relevant policies related to aesthetics. These are:

Policy 1-3. 2: Preserve existing views in hillside areas.

Policy 1-6.4: Ensure that any proposed development be designed to enhance and be
compatible with adjacent development.

Affected Environment

A Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) was prepared for the proposed project (printed under
separate cover). According to the VIA, the topography in the project area is generally hilly, and
the residential neighborhoods are set in the hills overlooking the project area. The neighborhoods
are moderately densely developed and characterized by steep slopes and narrow, winding streets,
and many mature trees that often serve to obscure views mid-range and distant views of SR-2
from the southwest and southeast. Both neighborhoods, Silver Lake and Echo Park, contain a
mix of building types constructed in phases in the early twentieth, mid-century, and during the
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recent past, including a number of historic buildings in scattered locations throughout the
neighborhood. Glendale Boulevard also contains a mix of commercial, commercial-with-
residential-above, light manufacturing uses, and storage facilities. However, the predominant
uses in the vicinity of the project site are residential and vacant land. St. Teresa of Avila Church
(at the southwest corner of Fargo Street and Glendale Boulevard) is a Mission Revival style
church constructed in 1929 and is potentially eligible for the California Register of Historical
Resources.

The VIA identified two key views in the vicinity of the project site: 1) views of the mountains to
the north and northwest and 2) views of the downtown skyline to the south and southeast. In the
vicinity of the project site, the far-off views of the mountains are available to northbound
travelers along SR-2 and motorists along east—west overpasses on SR-2 (see Figure 2-6 and 2-7).
The views of the downtown skyline are available along the southern extent of the project site
near the Tommy Lasorda Field of Dreams to residents west of the park and park users (see
Figure 2-8 and 2-9). Motorists along local streets would have the same views, as would motorists
exiting SR-2 onto Glendale Boulevard southbound (see Figures 2-9 and 2-10). Residents east of
Glendale Boulevard generally would not be able to acquire views of the project when looking in
southerly and northerly directions due to topography and vegetation (e.g., the mature eucalyptus
and Brazilian pepper tree rows along the SR-2 corridor between the I-5 interchange and Glendale
Boulevard)(see Figures 2.11 through 2.13). Due to the hilly terrain and traffic at the juncture of
SR-2, the area has little pedestrian activity. Pedestrians, therefore, are not considered a
significant viewer group.

Figure 2-6. Key View of the Mountains to the North

Source: ICF Jones & Stokes, 2007.
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Figure 2-7. Key View of the Downtown Skyline
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Source: ICF Jones & Stokes, 2007.

Figure 2-8. View of the Valley and Mountains from
Residential Areas to the West

L

Source: ICF Jones & Stokes, 2007.
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Figure 2-9. View to the North from Intersection of Glendale Boulevard

Source: ICF Jones & Stokes, 2007.

Figure 2-10. View Southwest of the SR-2 Terminus from
Residential Areas to the East
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Source: ICF Jones& Stokes,
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2007.
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Figure 2-11. View Southeast Toward SR-2 Adjoining 2290 Lakeview Avenue

>

Source: ICF Jones & Stokes, 2008.

Figure 2-12. View Northeast along SR-2, from Oak Glen Place Overpass

Source: ICF Jones & Stokes, 2008.
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Figure 2-13. View North Toward SR-2, From Oak Glen Place

Source: ICF Jones & Stokes, 2008.
Environmental Consequences

Construction Impacts

No-Build Alternative (Baseline Alternative)
Under the No-Build Alternative, no construction work is proposed. Therefore, no adverse effects
on the existing visual setting and aesthetic conditions would occur.

Alternatives A to E

Minor, temporary potential visual impacts may result from the removal of vegetation in the
construction zone and other construction activities (viz., staging/stockpiling road-building
materials, operating construction equipment, erecting temporary traffic barricades, and the
construction of soundwalls). It should be noted that relocation of the existing retaining wall
under Alternative E would require removal of the existing vegetation (consisting of trees and
shrubs) that exists along the eastside of the northbound SR-2 ramps—resulting in a greater
degree of landscape removal than under the other alternatives. Construction hours are not
expected to extend into the night; therefore, use of lights would be minimal. If use of lights
occurs, an adequate buffer would be provided to avoid spill. Visible activities would include
routine construction activities and truck deliveries. These activities would be visible from
residential areas along both sides of SR-2, the Tommy Lasorda Field of Dreams, and along SR-2,
Glendale Boulevard, and local streets. Nonetheless, these visual impacts would be limited to the
period of construction. The Tommy Lasorda Field of Dreams field has a baseball diamond and
other amenities associated with little league baseball. The greatest use of the facility occurs from
April to July; the field is used Monday through Friday from 5 p.m. to 7 p.m. and Saturdays from
9 a.m. to 2 p.m. for Silver Lake Recreation Center baseball practice and games. There is no
nighttime lighting equipment installed at the field. In the future, restrooms would be located
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adjacent to the field. Since the field is used after 5:00 p.m. on weekdays and on weekends, there
would be limited impacts due to construction activities. Also, since this user group is limited to
little league baseball players and fans, the viewer group is only moderately sensitive.

The presence of construction personnel and equipment would be short term and, therefore, would
not result in any substantial adverse impacts. Due to the temporary nature of the impacts, the loss
of visual quality during construction is not considered to be a substantial adverse effect under
NEPA.

Operational Impacts

Adverse changes to the visual setting would be of a temporary nature rather than long-term
impacts. These are associated with the removal of some of the existing right-of-way landscaping
to construct soundwalls and the visibility of the new concrete masonry soundwalls before new
replacement landscaping matures to screen the soundwalls from view. In addition, under
Alternatives B, C, D and E, the realignment of the north and southbound lanes so that they are
side-by-side would require the removal of the existing median, which separates southbound and
northbound traffic visually with a dense stand of mature eucalyptus and other evergreen trees. In
the short-term, the loss of the median planting would be a significant adverse change in visual
character of the project corridor for motorists rather than residents with ongoing fixed views
across the visual setting. However, motorists are considered only low to moderately sensitive to
such changes because most are commuters with only limited interest in the visual setting. Due to
the dense landscaping outside of /and along the perimeter of the right-of-way, only a small
number of nearby residents will notice the loss of the median landscaping, and thus, are unlikely
to experience that loss as a significant adverse change to visual quality.

The key view of the mountains to the north would remain unchanged due to changes proposed
under the build alternatives. Given the moderate level of motorist sensitivity (most being
commuters rather than sightseers), were soundwalls to be constructed, the motorist experience on
SR-2 would not be significantly affected as a result of the project due both to the retention of a
significant portion of the existing landscaping and the eventual maturation of the new infill
screening landscaping that would be installed. The shifting of on- and off-ramps to the west or
east and/or widening of ramps would not result in changes that would obstruct views of the far-
off mountains. The views of the far-off mountains are available from both east and west of the
project area. The shifting of on- and off-ramps would not exclude a group of motorists from
these views. Views of the project site could be acquired by only a small percentage of the
residents due to topographic factors, varying street alignments, and mature trees. Given the less-
than-pristine character of the current project setting, including the presence of the existing
overpass, vacant unimproved land, asphalt road paving, and the high volume of traffic now seen
at the juncture of SR-2 and Glendale Boulevard, such close-in and mid-range views would not be
expected to change substantially.

Similarly, views of the downtown skyline from the Tommy Lasorda Field of Dreams would
remain unchanged. The project would not encroach upon the park or build structures that would
obstruct views to and from the park. The park lies outside the construction limits for the project.
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None of the improvements proposed under the build alternatives would change views of the
downtown skyline for the motorists, park users, residents, or pedestrians. Moreover, because the
park is used primarily for team sports activities on weekends and weeknights, park users would
have only a moderate level of sensitivity to the presence of the project and would be minimally
affected by construction activities because park use and construction hours would generally not
coincide.

No adverse direct or indirect impacts to potential historic resources would occur as a result of the
project. Only one potential historic resource was identified—St. Teresa of Avila Church.
However, the building lies outside the construction limits of the project, and improvements
proposed under the build alternatives would not result in significant visual changes to the less-
than-pristine physical/historic setting of the church.

No-Build Alternative (Baseline Alternative)

Under the No-Build Alternative, no adverse impacts on the existing visual setting and aesthetic
conditions would occur.

Alternative A (Widen Existing Ramps — Maintain Overpass)

Construction of Alternative A would not have a significant adverse effect on the visual
environment. Alternative A would not result in the construction of new structures; it would retain
the existing overpass and widen the on-ramp of SR-2 northbound from Glendale Boulevard. A
majority of the existing vegetation would remain. However, improvements to the existing
vegetation would include new street trees along the Tommy Lasorda Field of Dreams and new
street trees along the northwest side of Glendale Boulevard, with a possible park expansion with
grading in the northwest corner of the Tommy Lasorda Field of Dreams. The intersection of
Glendale/Allesandro Street would be improved with a visual gateway with vertical accent trees
and plaza, along with regrading and landscaping for the existing dirt area to the east of the SR-2
southbound exit ramp. Under Alternative A, there would be no change in the views from the
residences other than the addition of the new trees along Glendale Boulevard. The views of the
downtown skyline to the south and southeast and the mountains to the north and northwest
would also remain unaltered. Construction of lighting and retaining walls would be similar to the
original interchange.

Alternative B (Realign Ramp East — Remove Flyover and Part of Overpass)

Construction of Alternative B would not have a significant adverse effect on the visual
environment. However, although temporary, a less than significant adverse effect/less than
significant impact would occur as a result of the removal of some of the existing right-of-way
landscaping until the replacement median and embankment landscaping matures. Alternative B
would result in the realignment of the southbound and northbound entrance and exit ramps of
SR-2 to and from Glendale Boulevard. Alternative B has the potential to create new community
open space or a new landscaped area on that portion of the overpass to be retained. Alternative B
would also enhance the pedestrian connectivity by adding crosswalks and paving at the
intersections of Glendale/Fargo Street and Glendale/Allesandro Street. The green-space
improvements to the overpass and flyover are considered benefits to the visual environment. The
views of the downtown skyline to the south and southeast and the mountains to the north and
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northwest would remain unchanged due to no structures being developed with the viewshed.
Similar lighting would be installed along the new alignments of SR-2 and Glendale Boulevard;
neither impacts to views of the mountains or downtown nor light and glare impacts are
anticipated.

Alternative C (Realign Ramps East — Remove Overpass)

Construction of Alternative C would not have a significant adverse effect on the visual
environment. However, although temporary, a less than significant adverse effect/less than
significant impact would occur as a result of the removal of some of the existing right-of-way
landscaping until the replacement median and embankment landscaping matures. Alternative C
would result in the removal of the overpass and flyover and the realignment of the southbound
exit lanes onto Glendale Boulevard. Alternative C has the potential to create new open space or a
new landscaped area. A landscaped median/parkway treatment would be provided north and
south of the terminus. An additional leg of crosswalk would be added at the
Glendale/Waterloo/Fargo intersection and at the Glendale/Allesandro intersection to improve
pedestrian access. The removal of the Glendale Boulevard overpass and flyover would positively
contribute to the visual environment. The views of the downtown skyline to the south and
southeast and the mountains to the north and northeast would remain unchanged or improve with
the removal of the overpass. Also, similar lighting would be installed within the interchange;
therefore, no new light and glare adverse effects would occur.

Alternative D (Realign Ramps East — Maintain Overpass)

Construction of Alternative D would not have a significant adverse effect on the visual
environment. However, although temporary, a less than significant adverse effect/less than
significant impact would occur as a result of the removal of some of the existing right-of-way
landscaping until the replacement median and embankment landscaping matures. Alternative D
would result in the Glendale Boulevard overpass being retained. The flyover structure from
southbound SR-2 would be modified and reused as an ADA accessible ramp adjacent to the
existing flyover. The “greening” and conversion of the Glendale Boulevard overpass and flyover
for community open space would occur northeast of the intersection. The existing retaining wall
and associated landscaping along Allesandro Street would remain unchanged. An additional leg
of crosswalk would be added at the Glendale/Waterloo/Fargo intersection and at the
Glendale/Allesandro intersection to improve pedestrian access. The addition of greening and the
community open space from the Glendale Boulevard overpass and flyover reuse would
contribute to the visual environment. The views of the downtown skyline to the south and
southeast and the mountains to the north and northeast would remain unchanged with the
improvements. Also, similar lighting would be installed within the interchange; therefore, no
light and glare adverse effects would occur.

Alternative E (Realign Ramps East, Retain Overpass and Flyover, Relocate Retaining Wall)

Construction of Alternative E would not have a significant adverse effect on the visual
environment and is very similar to Alternative D. Alternative E would result in the Glendale
Boulevard overpass being retained. The flyover structure from southbound SR-2 would be
modified and reused as an ADA accessible ramp adjacent to the existing flyover. The greening
and conversion of the Glendale Boulevard overpass and flyover for community open space
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would occur northeast of the intersection. The only difference between the Alternative D and E is
that the retaining wall along the northbound entrance ramp to SR-2 from Glendale would be
relocated farther east, toward Allesandro Street, thereby removing some existing landscaping and
creating limited landscaping opportunities along Allesandro Street. An additional leg of
crosswalk would be added at the Glendale/Waterloo/Fargo intersection and at the
Glendale/Allesandro intersection to improve pedestrian access. As in Alternative D, the addition
of greening and the community open space from the Glendale Boulevard overpass and flyover
reuse would contribute to the visual environment. The views of the downtown skyline to the
south and southeast and the mountains to the north and northeast would remain unchanged with
the improvements. Also, similar lighting would be installed within the interchange; therefore, no
light and glare adverse effects would occur.

Soundwall Construction

Noise studies were recently completed documenting the potential for significant traffic noise
impacts adjoining the project area. On the basis of that analysis, the construction of soundwalls is
anticipated as part of the project to reduce noise impacts. The proposed soundwalls would be of
concrete masonry unit construction and range in height from 6 to 16 feet tall from adjoining road
grade. It is anticipated that the soundwalls would be planted with vines and further screened with
trees to reduce their potential visual impact. Because of this planting and the additional
landscape enhancements being proposed under the five alternatives, the current landscaped
appearance of the SR-2 right-of-way would be enhanced once replacement and new landscape
features mature. Adverse changes to visual quality as a result of the removal of some of the
existing landscaping would be temporary—experienced primarily by motorists—and hence
would not be substantial. In addition, no substantial adverse impacts on mid-range views would
result from the soundwalls, and all far-off views of neighboring hills and ridgelines—views
considered significant—would be preserved.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

The project would have negative visual impacts that would be temporary and minimized through
mitigation measures involving planting and aesthetic treatments. These improvements would
include aesthetic treatments to retaining walls, gore paving, and overpass structures (i.e., vines;
colored, textured paving; etc.). Additionally, the build alternatives would include extensive
landscape screening of proposed soundwalls utilizing a combination of vines, replacement trees,
and shrubbery. Additionally, it should be noted that the project would be designed in accordance
with Caltrans’ Highway Design Manual and the 2007 Project Development Manual and specific
proposed SR-2 improvements would be designed to be in keeping with the local design context
in which the work is proposed, with input from local governmental agencies.
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2.1.11 Cultural Resources
Regulatory Setting

“Cultural Resources,” as used in this document, refers to all historic and archaeological
resources regardless of significance. The term “historic property” refers to any cultural resources,
regardless of significance. Laws and Regulations dealing with cultural resources include:

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended,(NHPA) sets forth national policy
and procedures regarding historic properties, defined as districts, sites, buildings, structures,
and objects included in or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. Section 106 of
NHPA requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on such
properties and to allow the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation the opportunity to
comment on those undertakings, following regulations issued by the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation (36 CFR 800). On January 1, 2004, a Section 106 Programmatic
Agreement (PA) between the Advisory Council, FHWA, State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO), and the Department went into effect for Department projects, both state and local,
with FHWA involvement. The PA implements the Advisory Council’s regulations, 36 CFR
800, streamlining the Section 106 process and delegating certain responsibilities to the
Department. The FHWA'’s responsibilities under the PA have been assigned to the Department
as part of the Surface Transportation Project Delivery Pilot Program (23 CFR 773) (July 1,
2007).

The Archaeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) applies when a project may involve
archaeological resources located on federal or tribal land. ARPA requires that a permit be
obtained before excavation of an archaeological resource on such land can take place.

Historic properties may also be covered under Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of
Transportation Act, which regulates the “use” of land from historic properties.

Historical resources are considered under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as
well as California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5024.1 which established the
California Register of Historical Resources. PRC Section 5024 requires state agencies to
identify and protect state-owned resources that meet National Register of Historic Places
listing criteria. It further specifically requires the Department to inventory state-owned
structures in its right-of-way. 5024(f) and 5024.5 require state agencies to provide notice to
and consult with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) before altering, transferring,
relocating, or demolishing state-owned historical resources that are listed on or are eligible for
inclusion in the National Register or are registered or eligible for registration as California
Historical Landmarks.

Affected Environment
A Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR) was prepared for the proposed SR-2 project (printed

under separate cover). The HPSR identified an Area of Potential Effects (APE) for the proposed
project which was established in consultation with Claudia Harbert, Caltrans PQS, Principal
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Architectural Historian and Javad Rahimzadeh, Caltrans Project Manager in District 7. The APE
Maps can be found in Exhibit 3 in the Maps section attached to the Historic Property Survey
Report. The APE Map was signed April 17, 2008.

The APE established as the direct Area of Potential Effects for the proposed project includes the
maximum existing or proposed right-of-way for all alternatives currently under consideration,
easements (temporary and permanent), and any area where ground may be disturbed by
construction activities. The indirect APE includes all built environment properties subject to
acquisition (partial and full), changes in access, or where visual or audible changes could affect
their use.. As part of the HPSR, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) and 15
architectural, historical and preservation and governmental organizations, as well as individuals
in these fields, were consulted.

According to the findings in the HPSR, within an approximately 0.5-mile radius of the project
site, there are ten properties determined not eligible for the National Register as a result of the
current study. There is one property, St. Theresa Catholic Church, located within the indirect
APE, eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources and is therefore
considered a historical resource for the purposes of CEQA. On January 27, 2009, the California
Office of Historic Preservation, Department of Parks and Recreation, concurred with these
findings (see Appendix F for letter of concurrence).

In addition, a Phase | cultural resources reconnaissance conducted on the October 11, 2006 by
ICF Jones & Stokes archaeologists located no archaeological sites in the project APE and no
prehistoric or historical archaeological resources were observed within the project APE. Given
that grading has already occurred in the proposed project area, the project area has a very low
potential to encompass buried archaeological resources.

Environmental Consequences

Construction Impacts

No-Build Alternative (Baseline Alternative)

Since the No-Build Alternative does not involve any construction, no modifications to existing
structures or the land would occur; therefore, no construction-related impacts on historical or
archaeological cultural resources would occur.

Alternatives Ato E

The build alternative would include improvements to existing roadways and intersections at the
SR-2 terminus, which could require temporary construction easements. These easements would
be necessary only for the duration of construction and would not substantially interfere with the
use of the affected parcels.
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According to the HPSR, St. Theresa Catholic Church is eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources and historically significant for the purposes of CEQA, and is
located within the indirect APE. However, there would be no substantial adverse effects to this
property due to project construction, which would be confined to the existing right-of-way.
Additionally, any indirect impacts due to noise or dust generated by construction activities and
diminished access due to temporary lane or ramp closures would be minor.

In addition, no known archaeological resources would be affected by the proposed project. Due
to extensive historic period development and the disturbed nature of the project area, the
potential for undiscovered buried cultural resources is considered low. No further archaeological
survey work is necessary unless project plans change to include areas not surveyed, or if buried
archaeological resources are found. Avoidance and minimization measures have been proposed
to minimize impacts to cultural resources found during construction of the proposed alternative.
No substantial adverse effects would occur.

Operational Impacts

No-Build Alternative (Baseline Alternative)
Since no changes would occur in the configuration of the SR-2 terminus under the No-Build
Alternative, there would be no change to its current operation.

Alternatives A to E

No displacements or acquisitions of private property would occur as a result of the build
alternatives. As such, there would be no adverse direct impacts to the St. Theresa Catholic
Church property. Additionally, no substantial increases in noise levels would occur at the church
property due to operation of the proposed build alternatives. In addition, archaeological resources
would not be disturbed or adversely affected due to the operation of the proposed build
alternatives. As such, the proposed build alternatives would not result in adverse effects to
cultural resources in the project area.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

While the potential to uncover buried cultural resources is considered low, buried archaeological
resources could be encountered during construction of the proposed project. The following are
proposed measures to minimize adverse effects to potential archaeological resources:

A-1  If buried cultural resources are encountered during construction, work in that area must halt
and all earth-moving activity within and around the immediate discovery area shall be
diverted until a qualified archaeologist can evaluate the nature and significance of the find.

If human remains are discovered, State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that
further disturbances and activities shall cease in any area or nearby area suspected to
overlie remains, and the county coroner shall be contacted. Pursuant to Public Resources
Code Section 5097.98, if the remains are thought to be Native American, the coroner will
notify NAHC, which will then notify the Most Likely Descendent (MLD). The person

State Route 2 Freeway Terminus Improvement Project April 2009
Initial Study/Environmental Assessment 2-69



who discovered the remains shall contact the Department, District 7, Environmental
Division, Cultural Studies Branch, and work with the MLD to determine the most

respectful treatment of the remains. Further provisions of Public Resources Code 5097.98
are to be followed as applicable.
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2.2 Physical Environment
2.2.1 Hydrology and Floodplains
Regulatory Setting

EO 11988 (Floodplain Management) directs all federal agencies to refrain from conducting,
supporting, or allowing actions in floodplains unless it is the only practicable alternative. The Federal
Highway Administration requirements for compliance are outlined in 23 CFR 650 Subpart A.

In order to comply, the following must be analyzed:

e The practicability of alternatives to any longitudinal encroachments
e Risks of the action

e Impacts on natural and beneficial floodplain values

e Support of incompatible floodplain development

e Measures to minimize floodplain impacts and to preserve/restore any beneficial
floodplain values impacted by the project.

The base floodplain is defined as “the area subject to flooding by the flood or tide having a one
percent chance of being exceeded in any given year.” An encroachment is defined as “an action
within the limits of the base floodplain.”

Affected Environment

A Water Quality Technical Report (printed under separate cover) was prepared for the proposed
project. According to the Water Quality Report, the proposed project site is located in the Los
Angeles River watershed, which is one of the largest watersheds within the region and encompasses
approximately 824 square miles. The Los Angeles River is approximately 55 miles long and begins
in the Santa Monica, Santa Susana, and San Gabriel Mountains. The river passes through heavily
developed industrial, commercial, and residential zones and is surrounded by freeways, railways, and
major commercial and government buildings. The proposed project site is located approximately less
than 1 mile south of the Los Angeles River, approximately 2 miles north of MacArthur Park Lake,
and less than 0.5 mile east of the Ivanhoe and Silver Lake Reservoirs.

The City of Los Angeles’ stormwater drainage system is an extensive network of open channels
and underground pipes designed to prevent flooding. The storm drain system is separate from the
Los Angeles’ sewer system and receives no treatment or filtering prior to discharging to the
ocean. Stormwater runoff from the project site is captured by the City’s stormwater drainage
system and discharges into the Los Angeles River. A more detailed discussion of the City’s
stormwater drainage system and impacts to stormwater runoff is provided in Section 2.2.2
(Water Quality and Stormwater Runoff).
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According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance rate Map
(FIRM) and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) reservoir inundation maps, the project
area is not within the 100-year floodplain or within the inundation zone of the Silver Lake
Reservoir or the Echo Park Lake.

Environmental Consequences

Construction and Operational Impacts

No-Build Alternative (Baseline Alternative)
Since no construction activities are proposed under the No-Build Alternative, no adverse effects
would occur.

Alternatives A to E

The proposed build alternatives would not result in any modification to or encroachments into a
floodplain during the construction period and would not be located within or near a 100-year
flood hazard area. In addition, the proposed build alternatives would not redirect floodwater
flows or expose people or structures to flood hazards or increased risks involving seiche,
tsunami, or mudflow. Silver Lake Reservoir is located less than 0.5 mile west of the project. If
the dam at the Silver Lake Reservoir were to fail, excess water would flow south, away from the
proposed project location, and be directed to the City’s storm drainage system (City of Los
Angeles 2005). As a result, there would not be a considerable risk of loss, injury, or death
involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a dam during construction or
operation of the proposed build alternative.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

No avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures are required.
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2.2.2 Water Quality and Stormwater Runoff
Regulatory Setting

Section 401 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) requires water quality certification from the State
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) or from a Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB) when the project requires a CWA Section 404 permit. Section 404 of the CWA
requires a permit from the Corps to discharge dredged or fill material into waters of the United
States.

Along with CWA Section 401, CWA Section 402 establishes the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit for the discharge of any pollutant into waters of the United
States. The federal Environmental Protection Agency has delegated administration of the
NPDES program to the SWRCB and nine RWQCBs. The SWRCB and RWQCB also regulate
other waste discharges to land within California through the issuance of waste discharge
requirements under authority of the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act.

The SWRCB has developed and issued a statewide NPDES permit to regulate storm water
discharges from all Department activities on its highways and facilities. Department construction
projects are regulated under the Statewide permit, and projects performed by other entities on
Department right-of-way (encroachments) are regulated by the SWRCB’s Statewide General
Construction Permit. All construction projects over 1 acre require a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to be prepared and implemented during construction. Department
activities less than 1 acre require a Water Pollution Control Program.

Affected Environment

The proposed project site is located in a very urbanized region within the City of Los Angeles.
The Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) has jurisdiction over the
proposed project site. There are no hydrological resources identified within the vicinity of the
proposed project limits. The proposed project site is currently developed as a transportation
facility with some residential, industrial, and commercial buildings located adjacent to the site.
The nearest water body is the Los Angeles River located approximately less than a mile north of
the proposed project site. At Reach 3 of the Los Angeles River, near the proposed project site,
the Los Angeles River is listed as impaired by trash. A plan, or Total Maximum Daily Load
(TMDL) to reverse this trash impairment was approved by the SWRCB on April 15, 2008. Two
other water bodies are located within a 2-mile radius of the project site, which include the Silver
Lake Reservoir and MacArthur Park Lake. However, these would not be affected by the
proposed project.

The project site is located in the central subbasin of the Coastal Plain of the Los Angeles
Groundwater Basin (Central Basin). Groundwater quality within the Los Angeles River
watershed has been affected by hundreds of known leaking underground storage tanks, which
have contaminated the soil and/or groundwater with petroleum hydrocarbons and volatile
organic compounds. Several wells within the Central Basin have been closed due to high nitrate
contamination; however, none of these sites are located near the proposed project location.
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The City of Los Angeles’ stormwater drainage system is an extensive network of open channels
and underground pipes designed to prevent flooding. The storm drain system is separate from the
Los Angeles’ sewer system and receives no treatment or filtering prior to discharging to the
ocean. Stormwater runoff from the project site is captured by the City’s stormwater drainage
system and discharges into the Los Angeles River. Preliminary research of the area’s existing
structures did not identify any existing treatment best management practices (BMPs).

Environmental Consequences

Construction Impacts

No-Build Alternative (Baseline Alternative)
Since no construction activities would occur, there would be no adverse effects on water quality.

Alternative A (Widen Existing Ramps — Maintain Overpass)

According to current estimates, Alternative A would result in a disturbed Soil Area (DSA) of 16,
880 sf (0.39 acres) due to construction activities related to lane widening that would involve
earth-disturbing activities. These activities, including grading and excavation, often expose
disturbed and loosened soils to erosion from rainfall, runoff, and wind due to removal of
protective vegetation and reduction of natural soil resistance. This results in the release of
sediments into the local stormwater system. Sediments are considered a pollutant by the
LARWQCB due to their potential to transport absorbed pollutants such as nutrients,
hydrocarbons, metals, and typical hydrophobic contaminants (e.g., organo-chlorine pesticides).
Although impacts from sedimentation are usually short-term and greatly diminish after
revegetation of exposed areas, under certain hydrologic conditions, sediment and sediment-borne
pollutants may remobilize. In addition, discharges of sediments and construction-related
contaminants to the City’s storm drain system could eventually enter surface waters with little or
no treatment. As a result, construction activities could result in adverse effects to stormwater
runoff and water quality in the project area. Mitigation measures have been proposed to
minimize adverse effects.

Alternative B (Realign Ramp East — Remove Flyover and Part of Overpass)

Alternative B would result in a disturbed Soil Area (DSA) of 38,400 sf (0.88 acres).
Construction related impacts from Alternative B would be similar to those of Alternative A, with
the exception that a somewhat greater amount of sediments would potentially be discharged as a
result of the demolition of part of the overpass. Discharges of sediments and construction-related
contaminants to the City’s storm drain system could eventually enter surface waters with little or
no treatment. Thus, construction-related adverse effects could result from the proposed
alternative. However, implementation of the mitigation measures listed below would minimize
adverse effects.
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Alternative C (Realign Ramps East — Remove Overpass)

Alternative C would disturb 201,392 sf (4.62 acres) of soil area. Construction-related impacts
from this alternative would be similar to Alternative B, except the overpass would be completely
removed. Thus, a greater amount of sediments would potentially be discharged as a result of
demolition of the overpass. Implementation of the mitigation measures listed below would
minimize adverse effects.

Alternative D (Realign Ramps East — Maintain Overpass)
Alternative D would disturb 72,200 sf (1.66 acres) of soil area. Construction related impacts
from this alternative would be slightly less than those of Alternative C.

Alternative E (Realign Ramps East, Retain Overpass and Flyover, Relocate Retaining Wall)
Alternative E would disturb 76,200 sf (1.75 acres) of soil area. Construction related impacts from
this alternative would be slightly greater than those due of Alternative D due to the additional
construction required to relocate the retaining wall along the northbound SR-2 ramps.

Operational Impacts

No-Build Alternative (Baseline Alternative)
Since no operational changes would be made, the No-Build Alternative would not result in
adverse effects on water quality.

Alternative A (Widen Existing Ramps — Maintain Overpass)

Adverse effects to water quality due to an increase in stormwater runoff may occur as a result of
the operation of the proposed alternative. This alternative would result in an increase in
impervious surfaces of 15,202 square feet (0.35 acres) due to widening of the existing exit ramps
from two to three lanes. Thus, compared to existing conditions, an increase in surface water
runoff from the project could result from this alternative. Increased runoff could potentially
contribute to increased contaminant loading, trash, in particular, for the storm drain system and,
thus, the Los Angeles River, which has been identified as being impaired by trash. Increased
runoff would also increase oil deposits and emitted engine combustion byproducts from
motorized vehicles that collect on paved surfaces.

According to the municipal stormwater discharge NPDES permit issued to the City of Los
Angeles, redevelopment projects that would create more than 5,000 square feet of new
impervious surfaces are considerable to a degree that mitigation of potential stormwater impacts
is required. Thus, the proposed Alternative A could substantially increase stormwater runoff and
degrade water quality in the vicinity of the project area. Implementation of the mitigation
measures below, which address stormwater management through the life of the project, would
minimize adverse effects due to the operation of the project.
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Alternative B (Realign Ramp East — Remove Flyover and Part of Overpass)

Alternative B would result in little change to the existing area of impervious surfaces at the
project site. While the realignment of the entrance and exit ramps, enhanced pedestrian
crosswalks, and new paving would create new impervious areas, the addition of permeable
landscaping as part of this alternative would offset those areas. Thus, there would be only a slight
change in total impervious area at the project site compared to existing conditions. In terms of
contaminant loading in surface waters, the existing levels of contaminant loading from vehicle
emissions would continue, but no additional contributions to downstream surface waters are
expected. As a result, operational impacts from this alternative would be less than considerable.

Alternative C (Realign Ramps East — Remove Overpass)

Similar to Alternative B, the proposed Alternative C would result in little change to the existing
area of impervious surfaces at the project site. In addition, it is likely that the proposed project
would increase permeable surfaces (i.e. landscaped medians) compared to the No Build
Alternative. Thus, a reduction in the quantity of surface runoff could potentially result from
operation of this alternative. Likewise, a minor reduction in contaminant loading in downstream
surface waters could occur. As a result, operational impacts from this alternative would be
minor.

Alternative D (Realign Ramps East — Maintain Overpass)

Alternative D would result in an overall decrease in impervious surfaces due to an increased
amount of landscaping as part of the alternative design. Realignment of the entrance and exit
ramps would allow for increased vegetated areas, and landscaped medians between the traffic
lanes would be included as well. These vegetated and permeable areas would reduce the amount
of surface runoff generated by the project compared to the existing conditions. A minor
reduction in contaminant loading in downstream surface waters may also result from operation
of this alternative. As a result, no adverse operational impacts are expected to occur under this
alternative.

Alternative E (Realign Ramps East, Retain Overpass and Flyover, Relocate Retaining Wall)
Impacts from Alternative E would be similar to those of Alternative D.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

The following measures shall be implemented to minimize potential water quality impacts from
construction and operation of the proposed project.

WQ-1 As part of compliance with conditions of the NPDES General Construction Permit, the
City and/or its contractors shall implement a SWPPP to ensure no considerable impacts
on water quality will occur during construction. The SWPPP will identify best BMPs to
maintain water quality. BMPs may consist of a wide variety of measures taken to reduce
pollutants in stormwater and other nonpoint-source runoff. Measures range from source
control, such as reduced surface disturbance, to treatment of polluted runoff, such as
detention or retention basins. BMPs to be implemented as part of compliance with
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conditions of the NPDES General Construction Permit may include but are not limited to
the following measures:

e temporary erosion control measures (such as silt fences, staked straw bales/wattles,
silt/sediment basins and traps, check dams, geofabric, sandbag dikes, and temporary
revegetation or other ground cover) will be employed to control erosion from
disturbed areas;

e drainage facilities in downstream off-site areas will be protected from sediment using
BMPs acceptable to the RWQCB; and

e grass or other vegetative cover will be established on the construction site as soon as
possible after disturbance.

WQ-2 The implementation of a Hazardous Spill Prevention and Control Program is required as
part of compliance with the NPDES General Construction Permit. The City and/or its
contractors shall develop and implement a spill prevention and control program to
minimize the potential for, and effects from, spills of hazardous, toxic, or petroleum
substances during construction activities. The plan shall be completed before any
construction activities begin and include provisions for preventing, containing, and
reporting spills of hazardous materials.

WQ-3 The implementation of measures to minimize water quality impacts on impaired water
bodies, such as the Los Angeles River, are required as part of compliance with the Los
Angeles County NPDES municipal stormwater permit. Because the project may be
considered a redevelopment project, the City shall develop a Site-Specific Mitigation Plan.
This mitigation plan shall follow Development Planning Program guidelines established in
the Manual for the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan. The Site-Specific
Mitigation Plan shall be submitted to the City of Los Angeles Watershed Protection
Division for approval. Incorporation of stormwater source control measures, site design
principals, and treatment control measures shall be included in the design of the project.
BMPs incorporated into the project design may include but are not limited to the following:

e storm drain system stenciling and signage at storm drain inlets;
¢ installation of devices to reduce the velocity or energy of water at storm drain outlets;

e reducing the width of sidewalks and incorporating landscaped buffer areas between
sidewalks and streets;

e installation of a dry detention basin(s) to decrease runoff during storm events, prevent
flooding, and allow for off-peak discharge;

e installation of an infiltration trench to decrease runoff during storm events, prevent
flooding, and allow for off-peak discharge; and

e installation of vegetated strips, high infiltration substrates, and vegetated swales
where feasible throughout the project site to reduce runoff and provide initial
stormwater treatment.
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WQ-4 Because the proposed project would encroach into State right-of-way, the project
proponent shall conduct the following:

e Construction-related water quality impacts shall be minimized according to the Storm
Water Quality Handbook: Project Planning and Design Guide (PPDG). The Project
Engineer shall complete Appendix C (Selection of Construction Site BMPs) and
Appendix F (Cost Estimate of the Construction Site BMPs). The Caltrans District 7
Construction Storm Water Coordinator would approve completion of the PPDG
requirements.

e As described in the PPDG, the Project Engineer shall develop the Project Study
Report (PSF), Project Report (PR), Project Scope Summary Report (PSSR), and other
scoping documents during project planning. The primary objectives of these
documents are to:

e ldentify potential storm water quality requirements and pollutants of concern for
specific water bodies;

e Ensure that the planned project includes sufficient right-of-way and budget for
required storm water controls according to Appendix F, Section F.6 of the PPDG;

e ldentify project-specific permanent and temporary BMPs that may be required to
mitigate impacts. Permanent BMPs (including design pollution prevention and
treatment BMPs) must be implemented to the maximum extent practicable and to
the extent that implementation is consistent with existing Caltrans policies;

e The Project Engineer shall comply with District 7 Directive No. DD31 And DD81
(Caltrans 2005a and 2005b, respectively); and

e The Project Engineer shall prepare a Storm Water Data Report (Caltrans 2007b) and
provide a copy to the Caltrans District 7 Storm Water NPDES Coordinator for review
and comment.

Alternative A is the most favorable for treatment BMPs because it does not widen
Glendale Boulevard and thus does not require additional grading or walls to construct a
treatment BMP in the area available on the western side of Glendale Boulevard north of
Duane Street. The other two treatment areas require the same amount of grading and
preparation for all five alternatives and thus no advantage exists for any specific
alternative. Alternative C has an advantage over the other four since the proposed SR 2
center median could be utilized as a fourth treatment BMP with minimal cost and ensure
that all of the water quality volume/flow is treated. The proposed locations of the
treatment BMPs include three specific areas. The first treatment BMP area is located in
the available space located on the western side of Glendale Boulevard north of Duane
Street to the SR 2 on-ramp. The second treatment BMP area is located on the western
side of SR 2 just south of Oak Glen Place. The third treatment BMP area is located on
the eastern side of SR 2 just south of Oak Glen Place.
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2.2.3 Geology/Soils/Seismicity/Topography
Regulatory Setting

This section discusses geology, soils, and seismic concerns as they relate to public safety and
project design. The key federal law pertaining to geologic and topographic features is the
Historic Sites Act of 1935, which established a national registry of natural landmarks and
protected “outstanding examples of major geological features.” Topographic and geologic
features are also protected under CEQA.

Earthquakes are prime considerations in the design and retrofit of structures. The Department’s
Office of Earthquake Engineering is responsible for assessing seismic hazards for Department
projects. The current policy is to use the Maximum Credible Earthquake (MCE) anticipated from
young faults in and near California when assessing seismic hazards. The MCE is defined as the
largest earthquake that can be expected to occur on a fault over a particular period of time.

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act

California’s Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (Alquist-Priolo Act) (Public Resources
Code Section 2621 et seq.), originally enacted in 1972 as the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies
Zones Act and renamed in 1994, is intended to reduce risks to life and property from surface
fault rupture during earthquakes. The Alquist-Priolo Act prohibits most types of structures
intended for human occupancy from being located across the traces of active faults and strictly
regulates construction in corridors along active faults (referred to as “earthquake fault zones”). It
defines criteria for identifying active faults, giving legal weight to terms such as *“active,” and
establishes a process for reviewing building proposals in and adjacent to earthquake fault zones.
It also encourages and regulates seismic retrofits for some types of structures.

Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990

The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act of 1990 (Public Resources Code Sections 2690-2699.6) is
intended to avoid or reduce damage resulting from earthquakes. While the Alquist-Priolo Act
addresses surface fault rupture, the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act addresses other earthquake-
related hazards, including strong ground shaking, liquefaction, and seismically induced
landslides. Its provisions are similar in concept to those of the Alquist-Priolo Act (i.e., the State
is charged with identifying and mapping areas at risk of strong ground shaking, liquefaction,
landslides, and other corollary hazards, and cities and counties are required to regulate
development within mapped seismic hazard zones).

Under the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act, permit review is the primary mechanism for local
regulation of development. Specifically, cities and counties are prohibited from issuing
development permits for sites within seismic hazard zones until appropriate site-specific
geologic and/or geotechnical investigations have been carried out and measures to reduce
potential damage have been incorporated into the development plans.
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Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975

The principal piece of legislation concerning mineral resources in California is the Surface
Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (Public Resources Code Sections 2710-2719), which was
enacted in response to land use conflicts involving urban growth and essential mineral
production. The stated purpose of this act is to provide a comprehensive surface mining and
reclamation policy that encourages production and conservation of mineral resources while
ensuring that adverse environmental effects of mining are prevented or minimized. It
recommends that mined lands be reclaimed and residual hazards to public health and safety
eliminated. It suggests that consideration be given to recreation, watershed, wildlife, aesthetic,
and other related values. The Surface Mining and Reclamation Act provides guidelines for the
evaluation of an area’s mineral resources, using a system of mineral resource zone classifications
that reflect the known or inferred presence and significance of a given mineral resource.

Affected Environment

A preliminary geologic report and assessment of the local geologic conditions and their potential
to affect the proposed SR-2 project site was prepared for the proposed project and is printed
under separate cover. The preliminary geologic report and assessment focuses on the
identification of specific geologic hazards (unstable slopes and landslide deposits, faulting and
seismicity, expansive soil, and collapsible/compressible or corrosive soil) that may affect the
construction planned for the proposed project site.

The proposed project site is located in the Echo Park District of Los Angeles, along the edge of a
valley within the Elysian Park Hills. The existing topography at the proposed project site consists
of gentle to moderate slopes that descend toward SR-2. Elevations range from approximately 460
feet to 515 feet. The proposed project site is underlain primarily by deep-marine sedimentary
rocks of the upper Miocene Puente Formation, with interbedded/interfingered siltstone, siliceous
shale, and sandstone, the latter of which underlies most of the area, with young alluvial fan
deposits underlying the southeastern portion of the proposed project site. The Puente Formation
sandstone (Tpna) consists of medium to light brown and light grey well-bedded sandstone,
ranging from very fine to very coarse grained and, mostly, well cemented. The young alluvial fan
deposits (Qyf) generally consist of unconsolidated gravel, sand, and silt deposited from flooding
streams and debris flows. Artificial fill (Qaf) is also expected to underlie roads and buildings at
the proposed project site. Due to the age of roads and buildings in the area, generally more than
50 years old, undocumented fill may be encountered during project construction.

Slope Stability

A large portion of the proposed project site is below the surrounding grade. The eastern side of
SR-2 is bracketed by vertical retaining walls, and the western side has slopes with a combination
of retaining walls and natural vegetation, all underlain by the Puente Formation. No landslides or
obvious slope stability issues were observed at the proposed project site.
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Faulting and Seismicity

The seismicity of southern California is dominated by the intersection of the north-northwest
trending San Andreas fault system and the east-west trending Transverse Ranges fault system.
Active reverse or thrust faults' in the Transverse Ranges include blind thrust faults,'” which
were responsible for the 1987 Whittier Narrows earthquake and 1994 Northridge earthquake, and
range-front faults,”® responsible for uplift of the Santa Monica and San Gabriel Mountains.
Range-front faults include the Malibu Coast, Santa Monica-Hollywood, Raymond, Verdugo, and
San Fernando-Sierra Madre faults. Active right-lateral strike-slip faults*® in the northern Los
Angeles area include the San Andreas, Palos Verdes, Newport-Inglewood, and San Gabriel
faults, all of which are associated with the San Andreas fault system. In addition, both the
Transverse Ranges and northern Los Angeles area are characterized by numerous geologically
young faults. These faults can be classified as historically active, active, potentially active, or
inactive, and while it is difficult to quantify the probability of an earthquake occurring on a
specific fault, this classification is based on the assumption that a fault that has moved during the
Holocene epoch is likely to produce earthquakes in the future. Blind thrust faults do not intersect
the ground surface, and thus they are not classified as active or potentially active in the same
manner as faults that are present at the earth’s surface. Blind thrust faults are seismogenic,? and
thus the activity classification of these faults is based predominantly on historic earthquakes and
microseismic activity along the faults.

The proposed project site does not cross any known active or potentially active faults, and it is
not likely to experience surface fault rupture. However, the proposed project site is subject to
ground shaking associated with earthquakes on the San Andreas and Transverse Ranges fault
systems. The Modified Mercalli Scale for Earthquake Intensity is presented in Table 2-13, along
with a range of approximate average peak accelerations associated with each intensity value.
Faults in the project area are shown in Figure 2-14 — Regional Fault Map.

Liquefaction

Liquefaction is the phenomenon in which saturated granular sediments temporarily lose their
shear strength during periods of strong earthquake-induced ground shaking. The young alluvial
fan deposits and artificial fill underlying portions of the proposed project site may meet the
criteria for liquefaction if unconsolidated sandy deposits are present in areas of perched
groundwater. In addition, shallow perched groundwater may occur in the young alluvial fan

1% A fault with predominantly vertical movement in which the upper block moves upward in relation to the lower
block; a thrust fault is a low-angle reverse fault.

"7 Blind thrust faults are low-angled subterranean faults that have no surface expression.
'8 Faults in front of mountain ranges, which are responsible for the uplift of the mountains.

19 Fault block movements in which the blocks have no rotational component, and parallel features remain so after
movement.

20 geologic structure that has generated or is capable of generating an earthquake.
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Table 2-13: Active Faults in the Project Region

Closest
Distance to Estimated Max.
Project Earthquake Slip Rate
Name (miles)* Magnitude®® Fault Type and Dip Direction® (mm/yr)>*
Upper Elysian Park 1.9 6.4 Blind thrust, 50° NE 1.3
Hollywood 3.0 6.4 Left-lateral reverse oblique, 70° N 1.0
Raymond 3.8 6.5 Left-lateral reverse oblique, 75° N 1.5
Puente Hills Blind Thrust 4.2 71 Blind thrust, 25° N 0.7
Verdugo 6.9 6.9 Reverse, 45° NE 0.5
Newport-Inglewood 8.4 7.1 Right-lateral strike slip, 90° 1.0
Santa Monica 9.8 6.6 Left-lateral reverse oblique, 75° N 1.0
Sierra Madre 11.2 6.7 Reverse, 45° S 2.0
San Fernando 15.0 6.7 No information available n/a
Northridge 15.4 7.0 Blind thrust, 42° S 1.5
Whittier 15.7 6.8 Right-lateral strike slip, 90° 2.5
San Gabriel 15.8 7.2 Right-lateral strike slip, 90° 1.0
Clamshell-Sawpit 15.8 6.5 Reverse, 45° NW 0.5
Malibu Coast 16.2 6.7 Left-lateral reverse oblique, 75° N 0.3
Palos Verdes 19.1 7.3 Right-lateral strike slip, 90° 3.0
San Jose 21.7 6.4 Left-lateral reverse oblique, 75° NW 0.5
Santa Susana 22.0 6.7 Reverse, 55° N 5.0
Anacapa-Dume 26.3 7.5 Reverse left-lateral oblique, 45° N 3.0
Simi-Santa Rosa 29.2 7.0 Left-lateral reverse oblique, 60° N 1.0
Cucamonga 29.6 6.9 Reverse, 45° N 5.0
San Andreas 32.2 8.0 Right-lateral strike slip, 90° 34.0

Notes:

1) Fault distances obtained using the EQFault computer program (Blake 2000), based on digitized data adapted
and modified from the 2002 CGS fault database.

2) Maximum Earthquake Magnitude = The maximum earthquake that appears capable of occurring under the

presently known tectonic framework, using the Richter scale.

3) Fault parameters from the CGS Revised 2002 California Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Maps report, Appendix A —
2002 California Fault Parameters.

4) References to fault slip rates are traditionally presented in millimeters per year.

Source: Geotechnical Consultants, Inc., March 2008.

deposits and sandstone layers of the Puente Formation. Seismic hazard mapping, delineating
areas of potential liquefaction and seismically induced landslides, has been conducted by the
State of California for the Hollywood 7.5-minute quadrangle (California Geological Survey
[CGS] 2002). A CGS mapped liquefaction hazard zone, generally correlating with the limits of
the young alluvial fan deposits, is present within the southeastern portion of the project site, as
shown in Figure 2-15 — Project Area Seismic Hazard Map.
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Figure 2-14. Regional Fault Map
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Figure 2-15. Project Area Seismic Hazard Map
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Seismic Slope Instability

Other forms of seismically induced ground failures, which may affect the proposed project site,
include ground cracking and landslides. Landslides triggered by earthquakes have been a
significant cause of damage. In southern California, large earthquakes, such as
the1971 San Fernando earthquake and the 1994 Northridge earthquake, triggered landslides that
were responsible for destroying or damaging numerous structures, blocking major transportation
corridors, and damaging life-line infrastructure. Areas that are most susceptible to earthquake-
induced landslides have steep slopes with poorly cemented or highly fractured rocks; are
underlain by loose, weak soils; and lie on or adjacent to existing landslide deposits.

CGS seismic hazard mapping delineated areas where seismically induced landslides could occur
near the proposed project site but not within the boundaries of the site (CGS 2002).

Environmental Consequences

Construction and Operational Impacts

No-Build Alternative (Baseline Alternative)
Under the No-Build Alternative, no adverse effects due to geologic hazards would occur.

Alternatives A to E

The proposed project site is not located within a State of California Earthquake Fault Zone, and
the probability of damage from surface fault rupture is low due to the lack of known active faults
underlying the proposed project site or vicinity. Surface ground cracking related to shaking from
distant events is not considered a major hazard. The improvements proposed under the build
alternatives would not require construction methods with the potential to result in or trigger
geologic hazards, such as subsidence, lateral spreading, or landslides. To minimize and control
the erosion of soils disturbed and exposed by clearing, grubbing, and grading activities, BMPs
would be implemented in compliance with NPDES permit requirements and the SWPPP.

The potential exists that proposed project structures could be adversely affected by liquefaction
and ground shaking hazards from seismic events on earthquake faults in the region. To reduce
the potential for adverse effects related to liquefaction or landslides in the vicinity of the
proposed project site, BMPs and sound engineering would be employed in compliance with all
applicable provisions and guidance from the Department. In addition, mitigation measures
proposed as part of this project would minimize adverse effects related to geologic hazards
including seismic ground shaking.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

The mitigation measures listed below shall be implemented as part of proposed project to avoid
and/or minimize potential adverse effects of the build alternatives.
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GEO-1 Geologic and seismic hazards shall be avoided or minimized by employing sound
engineering practice in the design and construction of the proposed project.

GEO-2 Because of the potential for distant seismic ground shaking and soil liquefaction,
design and construction of the proposed project shall conform to all applicable
provisions and guidelines set forth by the Department regarding earthquake safety
design. With implementation of standard grading controls and structure design
measures to address seismic and geologic conditions, project geologic and soil-related
impacts will be mitigated. Appropriate geotechnical soil tests from project site
assessment borings shall be performed and reviewed to evaluate whether potentially
expansive and/or liquefaction soil conditions are present, in accordance with Table
18-1-B of the 2001 California Building Code (CBC). The applicant shall comply with
all requirements of the CBC and the Department’s building/design codes governing
the proposed terminus improvements. A site grading plan shall be submitted for
review and acceptance by the City before grading permits are issued. The grading
plan shall be accompanied by a soils report prepared in accordance with the
Guidelines for Geotechnical and Geological Reports in the City of Los Angeles and
Department guidelines and signed by a California Registered Civil Engineer and/or a
California Registered Geologist.

GEO-3 Project alternatives that require relocation of retaining walls and/or regrading of
slopes shall require a slope stability evaluation, which will include site-specific
recommendations for mitigating potential slope stability issues.

Additionally, measures identified in Section 2.2.2, Water Quality and Stormwater Runoff, to
comply with NPDES permit requirements will ensure that erosion impacts will be minimized.
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2.2.4 Paleontology
Regulatory Setting

Paleontology is the study of life in past geologic time based on fossilized plants and animals.
Although there is no federal law that specifically protects natural or paleontological resources,
there are a number of laws that have been interpreted to do so—the primary law being the
Antiquities Act of 1906, which protects historic or prehistoric ruins or monuments and objects of
antiquity. This act has been amended to specifically allow funding for paleontological mitigation.
Under California law, paleontological resources are protected by CEQA; the California
Administrative Code, Title 14, Section 4306 et seq.; and Public Resources Code Section 5097.5.
The City of Los Angeles guidelines for the protection of paleontological resources are specified
in Section 3 of the City of Los Angeles General Plan Conservation Element. The policy requires
that the City’s paleontological resources be protected for research and/or educational purposes. It
mandates the identification and protection of significant paleontological sites and/or resources
known to exist or that are identified during land development, demolition, or property
modification activities.

Affected Environment

The project area is located along the southwestern edge of the Elysian Park Hills and is primarily
underlain by deep-marine sedimentary rocks of the upper Miocene Puente Formation, which
consists of units of interbedded and interfingering siltstone, sandstone, and siliceous shale. The
Puente Formation is folded and faulted and contains anticlines and synclines and the beds are cut
by numerous old bedrock faults. Overlying the Puente Formation are Quaternary alluvial fan
deposits of varying ages and pockets of artificial fill. Most of the project area is underlain by
Puente Formation sandstone, with young alluvial fan deposits underlying the south-eastern
portion of the project site (Geotechnical Consultants Inc., 2008). Units expected to be
encountered during construction activities for the project are described below.

Puente Formation, sandstone (Tpna). Most of the project site is underlain by this unit, which
consists of medium to light brown and light grey well-bedded sandstone. It ranges from very fine
to very coarse grained and is mostly well cemented.

Young Alluvial Fan Deposits (Qyf). Young alluvial fan deposits will be encountered in the
southeastern portions of the project site. The young alluvial fan deposits generally consist of
unconsolidated gravel, sand, and silt that have been deposited primarily by flooding streams and
debris flows. The surface may show sight soil development.

Avrtificial Fill (Qaf). Deposits of sand, silt, and gravel resulting from human construction activities;
includes compacted engineered and noncompacted nonengineered fill. Although not mapped in the
project area, local layers of artificial fill of varying thicknesses are expected to underlie roads and
buildings in the project area. Due to the age of roads and structures in the area, generally greater than
50 years old, undocumented fill may be encountered during project construction.
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Environmental Consequences

Construction and Operational Impacts

No-Build Alternative
Under the No-Build Alternative, paleontological resources would not be affected.

Alternatives A to E

The proposed project area has been disturbed by grading in the past. Given that grading has
already occurred in the proposed project area, the potential for discovery of paleontological
resources during construction of the proposed project is low. Paleontologic resources are not
known to occur on the proposed site. If paleontological resources are discovered during
construction, mitigation as specified will occur.

No operational impacts to paleontological resources would occur.

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures

The following measures are proposed to minimize impacts to any paleontological resources that
may be encountered during construction.

P-1  If project plans change to include unsurveyed areas or if buried paleontological resources
are encountered during construction, work must halt until a qualified paleontologist can
evaluate the nature and significance of the find. If required, recovery of significant
paleontological deposits shall occur using standard paleontological techniques, including,
but not limited to, manual or mechanical excavations, monitoring, soil testing,
photography, mapping, or drawing to adequately recover the scientifically consequential
information from and about the paleontological resource.
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2.2.5 Hazardous Waste/Materials
Regulatory Setting

Hazardous materials and hazardous wastes are regulated by many state and federal laws. These
include not only specific statutes governing hazardous waste, but also a variety of laws
regulating air and water quality, human health and land use.

The primary federal laws regulating hazardous wastes/materials are the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) and the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA). The purpose of CERCLA, often referred to
as Superfund, is to clean up contaminated sites so that public health and welfare are not
compromised. RCRA provides for “cradle to grave” regulation of hazardous wastes. Other
federal laws include:

e Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act (CERFA) of 1992
e Clean Water Act

o Clean Air Act

e Safe Drinking Water Act

e Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA)

e Atomic Energy Act

e Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA)

e 