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ISSUE

In November 2014 , the Board received the Eastside Phase 2 Draft
Environmenta l Impact Statement/Report (EIS/EIR) and approved carryi ng
forward two build alternatives, the SR 60 North Side Design Variation (NSDV)
and the Washington Boulevard (Blvd.) Alternatives into further study. Staff was
directed to address comments received from Cooperating and Public Agencies,
identify an alternative to the Washington Blvd. via Garfield Alternative that
included an aerial alignment between Via Campo and Whittier Blvd. , and analyze
the feasibility of operating both alternatives.
At the July 23, 2015 meeting, the Board approved Contract Modification No. 12
for the Metro Eastside Phase 2 Project, Alternatives Ana lysis (AA) ,
Environmental Clearance and Conceptual Engineering Consultant Services to
undertake this work effort and Contract Modification No. 11 for Community
Outreach in support of the Technical Study. With the approval of the contract
modifications, the Board directed staff to provide bi-monthly updates on: (1) the
project's contractual scope of work and description of the task order for the
technical study; (2) the project's schedule and milestones for both the technical
analysis and environmental planning process for all alternatives under
consideration and study; and (3) the project's schedu le, progress reports and
community outreach schedule and meeting results , including comments and
concerns raised by stakeholders (Attachment A). This report provides the
requested bi-monthly update in response to the Board's direction.

DISCUSSION

Contractual Scope of Work
The major work elements described above will result in several key project
milestones summarized below.

Key Milestones
New Alternative Connection to Washinaton Blvd
Conceptual Enaineerina
Address Cooperatina and Participatina Aaencv Comments
Updated Cost Estimates
Completion of Technical Study
Metro Board Approval of the Technical Studv
Re-initiation of Environmental Clearance
Community Outreach

Target
Comoletion
Q4 FY16
Q1 FY17
Q4 FY16
Q2 FY17
Q3 FY17
Q4 FY17
Q1 FY18
Ongoing

The Technical Study will address comments received from the Cooperating and
Participating agencies and the November 2014 Board direction. It will also
identify any necessary updates to the Draft EIS/EIR. Therefore, environmental
clearance can be re-initiated upon Board approval of the Technical Study.
Depending upon the results of the Technical Study and the degree of project
scope change, the Draft EIS/EIR may require re-circulation. At that time, staff will
be able to determine the impact, if any, to the Final EIS/EIR schedule. During the
re-initiation, staff will consult with Federal Transit Administration on the
environmental path forward.
The target completion date for the Analysis of the New Alternatives Connection
to Washington Blvd. has been moved from Q3 FY16 to Q4 FY16. The milestone
completion date has shifted to incorporate feedback received at community
meetings held in March 2016 and to accommodate a request for follow-up
community outreach in East Los Angeles. Staff originally scoped carrying two
Washington Blvd. routing concepts into more technical analysis, per Contract
Modification 12. Stakeholder and community input received to date have resulted
in the need to carry three routing concepts into more technical analysis.
Therefore, more time is needed to perform conceptual engineering studies on
three north-south routing concepts, which requires a greater level of effort than
was assumed in the original schedule. This will impact the overall schedule for
the completion of the Technical Study, which shifts from Q2 FY17 to Q3 FY17.
The inclusion of a third routing concept in the conceptual design phase and
supplemental outreach in East Los Angeles affects the initiation of several critical
path tasks. The overall impact to the schedule is anticipated to be a delay of up
to three months. Staff will make every effort to minimize the delay to the overall
schedule, where possible.
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Progress Report
Since the last Board update, the project team has made significant progress in
advancing both the SR 60 and Washington Blvd. Alternatives. At four community
meetings held in late March, the Project Team provided an update on the SR 60
Alternative and presented three potential north-south routing concepts for the
Washington Blvd. Alternative. The feedback received at the community meetings
was instrumental in confirming the team's understanding of key issues for each
routing concept, and focusing the technical analysis in the next phase of work.
SR 60 Corridor Investigations
The Study Team has refined the NSDV segment adjacent to the Marketplace
development in Monterey Park to minimize the visual obstruction to the
development site. Based on plans provided by Caltrans, the alignment at
Paramount Blvd. has also been modified to address potential physical conflicts
with the Caltrans redesigned Paramount Blvd. on ramp. With the completion of
the Southern California Edison survey, the Project Team now has more accurate
information on how high transmission lines need to be raised to meet minimum
clearance requirements. The Army Corps of Engineers has provided tentative
concurrence on the biological survey in the Whittier Narrows basin, which will be
completed later this summer. The Project Team will complete the geophysical
soil sampling work adjacent to the Operating Industries, Inc. (OIi) Superfund site
in June.
Washington North-South Connection Study
The Project Team has identified three north-south routing concepts to
Washington Blvd. based on extensive feedback from project stakeholders and
the community. The process, which started with 27 alignment options, evaluated
potential routing concepts based on factors such as proximity to major activity
centers, economic development potential, and consistency with community
goals.
This information was shared with key project stakeholders at a Planning
Workshop held on September 15, 2015, which was instrumental in helping to
identify promising routing concepts. Based on the analysis and the feedback
provided, three concepts - Arizona, Atlantic and Garfield underground - stood
out as most promising and were the subject of more detailed technical analysis.
Note that the profiles for Arizona and Atlantic have not been determined. Below
is a summary of key issues for each routing concept:
•

The Arizona concept has two potential routing options south of Whittier
Boulevard: Option A - Telegraph, which transitions to Telegraph Road,
then continues southeast to Washington Blvd. via Smithway Street;
Option B - Olympic, which goes east on Olympic Blvd., south on Atlantic
Blvd., then continues southeast to Washington Blvd. via Smithway Street.
Arizona is a wide street (108" curb to curb), but is a low-density residential
district where on-street parking is a highly coveted community asset.

Eastside Transit Corridor Phase 2

3

There is strong economic development potential for a Metro station near
Arizona and Whittier, but removal of on-street parking to accommodate an
at-grade Light Rail Transit (LRT) profile would create significant hardship
to residents along Arizona. Also, there would be traffic and circulation
impacts at grade crossing locations, in addition to noise and vibration
impacts.
•

Atlantic is a dense commercial/retail corridor that is narrower than
Arizona, and has numerous sensitive uses (churches, schools). Like
Arizona, there is strong economic development potential with a Metro
station near Atlantic and Whittier and Transit-Oriented-Communities
(TOC) potential. The key issue with Atlantic is that it is a very busy
corridor with traffic congestion at several key intersections, and may not
be appropriate for at-grade LRT.

•

Garfield (underground) is different from the alternative studied in the Draft
EIS/EIR because it proposes a below-grade segment to replace the aerial
segment that was eliminated by the Board. This route would provide
strong transit access at Garfield and Whittier. However, the catchment
area lacks the intensity of activity typically associated with a subway
station. With underground, there would also be significant impacts during
construction, including property acquisition, business disruption and
traffic/circulation impacts. In addition, there is an extensive network of
storm drains and sewer lines that would have to be avoided or relocated.

The aforementioned routing concepts are being advanced into more detailed
technical analysis and conceptual design studies. The results of this analysis will
be shared with the community before returning to the Board to narrow routing
options for the Washington Blvd. alternative.
Community Outreach
th

st

The project team held four community meetings between March 28 and 31 in
Whittier, East Los Angeles, Montebello, and South El Monte. The purpose of the
meetings was to provide a project update and receive community feedback on
both the SR 60 NSDV Alternative and the three potential new Washington Blvd.
routing concepts. All four community meetings were very well attended, with a
total of 326 persons, and provided a valuable opportunity to receive critical
feedback on the Washington Blvd. routing concepts and other aspects of the
project.
Based on feedback received at these meetings, a request was made to have a
follow-up meeting in East Los Angeles in June 2016 to gather additional
community feedback on the routing concepts. Feedback received at this
community meeting will be shared with the Board.
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West Santa Ana Branch (WSAB) - Eastside Phase 2 Connection Study
The Eastside Phase 2 Project Team is coordinating closely with the WSABEastside Phase 2 Connection Study team to define potential concepts. Both
study efforts will continue to be closely coordinated going forward.
NEXT STEPS

Staff will continue with the Technical Study and the Community Outreach for all
three routing concepts - Arizona, Atlantic and Garfield underground. Staff will
continue coordinating with the WSAB-Eastside Phase 2 Connection Study team.
Attachment A- July 2015 Board Motion
Attachment B - Project Schedule
Attachment C - Eastside Phase 2 Washington Blvd Routing Concept and
Community Outreach Report Executive Summary
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Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation
Authority
One Gateway Plaza
3rd Floor Board Room
Los Angeles, CA

Agenda Number:27 .1

File #:2015-11051 File Type:Motion / Motion
Response

PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING COMMITTEE
JULY 15, 2015
Motion by:

MAYOR ERIC GARCETTI, SUPERVISOR DON KNABE,
SUPERVISOR HILDA SOLIS, DIRECTOR DIANE DuBOIS,
DIRECTOR JOHN FASANA AND DIRECTOR JACQUELYN DUPONT-WALKER
July 15, 2015
Relating to Item 27: FIie ID 2015-0706
Gold Line Eastside Extension Phase 2

At the November regular MTA Board meeting, the Board voted to proceed with and continue study on
twe all alternatives for the Gold Line Eastslde Extension Phase 2.
The communities and stakeholders for both alternatives under evaluation should understand and
receive updates on the technical studies on a regular basis.
PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDED (3-0) approving amending
Motion by Directors Garcettl, Knabe, Solis, DuBois, Fasana and Dupont-Walker that the Board

instruct the CEO to provide quarteFly updates every 60 days starting with the September 2015 Board
cycle as follows:
A. Report on the project contractual scope of work and provide a description of the task orders
for the technical study;
B. Provide the project schedule and related milestones for both the technical analysis and
environmental planning process for all the alternatives under consideration and study; and
C. In the regular quarterly updates, provide, at a minimum, the following:
1. Project schedule updates;
2. Progress reports with third-party agencies on the local, state, and federal level; and
3. Community outreach schedule and meeting results, including any concerns raised by
Metro
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File #:2015-1105, FIie Type:Motion / Motion
Response

Agenda Number:27.1
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New Alternative Connection to Washington
Blvd

Completed to date
New

EPA
ACE
Caltrans
SCE

Advanced Engineering
Operations Analysis
Alignment Refinements

Cost Containment Plan
Value Engineering
Implementation Strategies

Completion of Technical Study
Documentation

Community Outreach
Monthly SR 60 Coalition Meeting
Monthly Washington Boulevard Coalition Meeting
Regular Community Updates
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Address Agency Comments

Capital Cost
Operating Cost
Cost-effectiveness
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Review 2008 AA Alternatives Considered & Eliminated
Identify New Alternatives
Evaluate/Screen Alternatives

Updated Cost Estimates
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Eastside Transit Corridor Phase 2
Washington Boulevard Routing Concept And
Community Outreach Report
Executive Summary
May 2016

Prepared for
Los Angeles County Metropolita n Transportation Authority
One Gateway Plaza
Los Angeles, CA 90012

©Metro

Eastside T ra n s it Co rri dor Phase 2
Washington Boul e v ard Rout ing Concept Report
Executive Summary

TABLE OF CONTENTS
INTRODUCTION .................... ............................... ....................................... ..... ......... ... ....... ... ,.. ... ...... .. .... .. 1
WASHINGTON BOUELVARD routing concepts ... ....... ... .. .. .............. ........ .... .. ...... ........ .... .. ..................... .. 1
Routing Concepts Evaluation Process ............ ........... ...... .. ..... .. ... ... ... .... .................... ..... ..................... ... ... 1
Evaluation of Three Potential Routing Concepts ........... ..... ................................................... .................... 5
STAKEHOLDER AND COMMUNITY OUTREACH ............ ..... ........... .. .. ............ .. ...... .. .... .. ............ ............. 7
Stakeholder Briefings ...... ..... .... ......................... ... ............ ............................ ... ............ ... .... ... ...................... 7
Community Meetings .... .... ... ................ ... ....................... ......... .. ... .. ...... ... ....... ..... .. ..... .. .. ....... ... .................. 8
NEXT STEPS .................. ... ... ........ .. ...... .... .. ............. .. ... .. ... .... ............... ... ..... ... ..... ......... ... .................... ....... 10

5/ 19/2016

Page ES- i

©Metro

Eastside Transit Corridor Phase 2
Washington Boulevard Routing ConceptReport
Executive Summary

INTRODUCTION
The Metro Board in November 2014 directed staff to undertake a Technical Study to address
numerous issues on both the SR 60 North Side Design Variation (NSDV) and the Washington
Boulevard Alternatives included in the Eastside Phase 2 Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report
(EIS/EIR). This direction was based on the substantive comments received on the draft document.
Specifically, the November 2014 Board motion directed staff to:
•
•
•

Conduct more technical investigation to address comments received by Cooperating Agencies
regarding the SR 60 NSDV Alternative
Eliminate a proposed aerial alignment along a portion of Garfield Avenue and identify a new
route for the Washington Boulevard Alternative
Explore the potential for operating both alternatives (SR 60 NSDV to City of South El Monte
and Washington Boulevard to City of Whittier)

Work on the Technical Study began in August 2015. For the SR 60 NSDV Alternative, the focus is
primarily on addressing comments received from Cooperating Agencies and further investigating
issues to be resolved in order to secure regulatory approval as part of the final environmental
clearance. For the Washington Boulevard Alternative, the objective is to identify a new north-south
connection to Washington Boulevard. This route planning study process, which started with 27
potential north/south routing concepts, culminated in the identification of three (3) potential
concepts. These concepts were developed and evaluated based on extensive technical analysis and
stakeholder feedback and comments provided at community meetings held in March 2016.
The purpose of this Executive Summary is to: 1) describe the process for evaluating and identifying
potential north/south routing concepts for the Washington Boulevard LRT Alternative; 2) provide an
update on stakeholders and community outreach activities; and 3) establish the basis for proceeding
with further technical analysis on two Washington Boulevard routing concepts.

WASHINGTON BOUELVARD ROUTING CONCEPTS
This section describes the process for identifying a new potential north-south connection to
Washington Boulevard and characterizes the three promising routing concepts that resulted from the
screening analysis.

Routing Concepts Evaluation Process
The study area characterized in the Draft EIS/EIR covers a 50 square mile area that includes the Cities
of Commerce, Montebello, Monterey Park, Pico Rivera, Rosemead, Santa Fe Springs, South El Monte,
Whittier and unincorporated portions of Los Angeles County. The Draft EIS/EIR studied two
alternatives, the SR 60 NSDV and the Washington Boulevard Alternatives that were developed as part
of the 2009 Alternatives Analysis (AA) study (Figure ES-1 ). The AA Study, which started with over 47
alignment concepts, served as the starting point for the identification of a new north-south connection
to Washington Boulevard.

5/19/2016
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From the 47 alignment concepts considered and eliminated from the AA Study, the study team
revisited 17 concepts, and developed 10 new ones (Figure ES-2), for a total of 27. The project team
reviewed the screening methodologies used in prior Eastside Phase 2 stud ies, and adapted it for the
purposes of this analysis to account for updated community priorities, changes in travel patterns, land
use plans, and environmental considerations. The 27 routing concepts were then evaluated based on
physical constraints such as street widths, utilities and existing structures. In addition, the assessment
considered factors such as rough order-of-magnitude ridership and cost as well as travel time, access
to major activity centers, economic development opportunities, Transit-Oriented Communities (TOC)
potential, and consistency with community goals.
This information was shared with key project
stakeholders at a Washington Boulevard Plann ing
Workshop on September 15, 2015, wh ich was
instrumental in helping to identify promising route
co ncepts. This Workshop, which was attended by
officials from the Cities of Commerce, Pico Rivera,
Santa Fe Springs and Whittier, yielded valuable
information and insights about community
priorities and preferences.
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Figure ES-2: Universe ofWashington Boulevard Routing Concepts Considered
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Based on the analysis and the feedback provided, three route concepts stood out as most promising
and were the subject of more detailed technical analysis (Figure ES-3}:
•

The Arizona Concept has two potential routing options
south of Whittier Boulevard: Option A · Telegraph, which
transitions to Telegraph Road, then continues southeast
to Washington Bou levard via Smithway Road; Option B Olympic, which goes east on Olympic Boulevard, south
on Atlantic Boulevard, then continues southeast to
Washington Boulevard via Smithway Road .
Arizona Ave. is a wide street (108" cu rb to curb), but it is

a low-dens ity residential district where on-street parki ng is in high demand. There is strong
economic development potential for a Metro station near Arizona and Whittier, but removal of
on-street parking to accommodate an at-grade LRT profile would create significant hardship to
residents along Arizona . Also, there would be traffic and circulation impacts at grade crossing
locations, in addition to noise and vibration impacts. Arizona is the lowest cost of the three
concepts, and is second to Atlantic in ridership .
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•

Atlantic Ave. is a dense commercial/retai l corridor
that is narrower than Arizona, and has numerous
sensitive uses (churches, schools). Like Arizona,
there is strong economic development potential
w ith a Metro station near Atlantic and Whittier and
TOC potentia l. The key issue is that Atlantic is a very
busy corridor with recurring traffic congestion at
severa l key intersections. Of the three concepts,
At lantic is the second costliest but has the highest
ridersh ip.

•

Garfield (underground) is different from the
Alt ernative studied in the Draft EIS/E IR because it
proposes a below-grade segment. While this route
would provide strong transit access at Garfield and
Whittier, the catchment area lacks the intens ity of
activity typica lly associated with a subway station.
With an underground alignment, there would also
be significant impacts during construction,
~ A,
including property acquisition , business disruption,
~lio.oi.i:o..ol~..;;;..;.;......,._ __.....:.:...
and traffic/circulation impacts . In add ition, there is an extensive network of storm drains and
sewer lines that would have to be avoided or relocated. Garfield is the costliest of the three
concepts and has the lowest ridership ..

At th i s stage of ana lysis , the profi le - at-, above- or below-grade - has not been determined for Ari zona
and Atlantic. All three routing concepts allow for a potential station near Whittier Bou levard . Whittier
Boulevard is a histo ric commercial/retail corridor with subst antial TOC and economic revitali zation
potential nea r Arizona and Atlantic. Arizona and Atlantic allow for a potential station at the
Commerce Citadel Outlet. Note that all three routing concepts assumed no change in the
configuration and conceptual design of the LRT guideway east of Greenwood Avenue on Was hington
Boulevard from the original Washington Boulevard LRT Alternative studied in the Draft EIS/EIR .
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Figure ES-3: Three (3) Washington Boulevard Routing Concepts (Arizona, Atlantic, Garfield)
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Evaluation of Three Potential Routing Concepts
This section presents the results of a high-level performance analysis of the three identified potential
Washington Boulevard routing concepts in comparison to the Washington Bou levard alternative from
the Draft EIS/EIR , which is used as a baseline for comparison . The performance criteria shown in
Table ES-1 were adapted from previous evaluation criteria used in the 2008 Initia l Conceptual
Alternatives Report and the 2009 AA Report to reflect more current considerations . For the purposes
of this Executive Summary, Arizona and Atlantic corridor concepts are characterized as the
"undetermined" alignment portions and ranges are shown for ridership and capital costs to reflect
different grade profile assumptions . Below are the key highl ights:
•

Ridership: The Atlantic and Arizona Co rri dor concepts are projected to generate higher
ridership of over 20,000 riders per day , which is more than Garfield underground (19,900) and
also higher than Draft EIS/EIR Washington Boulevard Alternative.

•

Preliminary Capital Costs: While the grade has yet to be determined, Ari zona and Atlantic are

estimated to cost less than Garfield (underground) , which does assume a subway segment. All
three concepts would cost more than the Draft EIS/EIR Washington Boulevard Alternative,
with the underground configuration for Arizona and Atlantic being most costly.
•

Supporting Adopted Community Plans/Goals: All three routing concepts demonstrate

med ium or high compatibility with existing land uses, jurisdictional plans and potential for
opportunities for multi-modal linkages .

5/19/2016
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•

TOC/ Economi c Develo pment Pote ntial: The Atlantic and Arizona Corridor concepts rank
higher in compatibi lity with surrounding land uses compared to Garfield underground concept
due to additional access to key residential and retai l centers (Whittier corrid or and Citadel) .

•

Key Transportation and Envi ronmental Iss ues: Th e Arizona and Atlantic Cor ridor concepts
may create impacts to on-street street parking and impact access to local traffic and
circu lation. With at-grade LRT, bot h have sensitive uses (reside nces, schoo ls and churches)
that may have noi se an d vi bration impacts. The Garfie ld and Atlantic corrid ors have extensive
networks of underground sewer lines and storm drain s. For underground options , all three
concepts have varying degrees of property impact during and after construction of subway
portals.

•

Operationa l Feasib il ity: Arizona has unique operational issues at the Th ird Street and Mednik
junction, wh ich may require further study for the feasib ility of a turn- back facility at the Atlantic
Station or for develop ing other alternative measures to provide transfers. The Atlantic concept
may require relocation of the existing Metro Gold Line Atlantic Term inus station to Beverly
Boulevard. The Garfield underground concept has no unique operations issues .

Table ES-1: Initial Assessment of North/South Routing Concepts to Washington Boulevard
Facto rs

Dra ft EIS/EIR W as hington
Blvd LRT (Garfie ld Aerial!

Arizona
(grade undetermined)

Atlantic
(grade undetermined)

Garfield
(underground)

19,900

19,400 to 20,800

20,100 to 21,800

19,900

$1.4 to $1.7 billion

+30% to SO%

+30% to70%

+50% to 85%

18 minutes

18 to 20 minutes

17 to 20 minutes

RIDERSHIP, CAPTITA L COST, TRAVEL TIME
Preli minary Ridership
(Dallv Boardi ngs) '
Preliminary Capital Costs
(in 2015 $)'
Prelim inary Trave l Time

18 minutes

SUPPORTING ADOPTED COMMUNITY PLANS/GOALS

Supporting Adopted
Community Plans/Goals

• Potential visual effects
along aerial alignment
• Compat ible w ith
Garfield VIiiage Specific
Plan

• Compatible with
commercial and
industria I uses

• Compatible with East Los
Angeles Third Street Plan
and neighboring
jurisdictional plans

• Compatible w ith
Garfield Village Specific
Plan

• Historical Wh ittier Blvd
corrido r
• Citadel and Commerce
Casino

• Atlantic Commercial
Corridor
• Historical Whit tier Blvd
corridor Citadel and
Commerce Casino

• Montebello Plaza
Shopping Center
• Montebello Golf Course

• Developmen t opportunity
at Citadel
• TOC Potentia l Ari zona/
Wh ittler
• Street Enhancements to
Arizona

• Development opportunity
at Citadel
• TOC Potentia l Atlantic/
Whittier

• Larger scale
development
opportunity near
stations
• TOC Potential Garfi eld/
Whittier

TDC/ ECONOM IC DEVELOPM ENT POTENTIAL

.

Access to Commu nities and
Key Activity Centers

TOC/Economlc De velopment
Oppo rtunities and Urba n Fit

Historical Whittier Blvd
corridor
Montebello Shopping
Center
Montebello Golf Course
• La rger scale
development
oppo rtunity near
stations
• TOC Potential Garfield/
Whittler

.
.

OPERATIONAL FEASIBILITY

Operational Feasibility

5/19/2016

No un ique operations
issues

Junction at 3rd Street and
Mednik Ave, further
engineering study requires

Complex operation at
Atlantic/Pomona Junction,
requiring further
engineering

No unique operations
Issues
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TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION ISSUES
Potenti al Impacted
Inte rs ections

Potenti al t raff ic, circu latio n,
and right-of-wa y impacts to

11-15

17

.

Minimu m im pact for
aerial opt ion

t he tra nsporta tion system

.

Poten tia l co nfli cts on atgrade segme nts

, Preserving on-st re et
parking (between 3rd and
Whittier)

10
• Traffic/circu lation
impacts w ith at-grade
option;

.

3
No impact for
underground segments.
M inimal/Moderate
ROW impacts at atgra de segment on
Garfi eld Avenue

EF FECTS ON ENVIRO NMENT
• Limited effects to natural
resources (river
crossings)
• Potential visual effects
• limited noise/ vibration
effect s along com mercial
uses/industria l area
• Sensitive uses identified
(schools and ch urch )
• Displacement potentials
along Arizona Aven ue
and Telegraph Boulevard
as w ell as a station at
Wh ittier Boulevard

• Confl icts with storm
drains and sewer lines
• Displacement potential
for station at Whittier
Boulevard Potentia l
impacts t o open space
and rec rea tion facil ities
{during and after
Potential
construction of subway
Environmental
porta ls)
Effects
• Potential visual effects
along ae rial alignment
• limited noise/vibration
effects wi th
underground segments
• Sen sit ive uses identifi ed
{schools)
Note: ' Cost and ridership data 1s subiect to change as design refinement and more detailed technical w or k. This preliminary rough-o rder-of.
magni tude pla nn ing-level capital costs was based on configu ra tion types and physical characteristics of each alternative . The capita l cos t
data is indexed to 2015$ in order to enab le a cost comparison with the Draft EIS/ EI R basel ine alternative . All un it co sts, profe ssion al service
mar k-up percen tages, cont ingenci es , and escalation fac tors remained cons tant in order to present comparable tot als to estimates prepared
in the Dra ft EIS/E IR. The ca pital costs are presented in cu rrent year dollars (20 15$). The an nual escalation foreca sted durin g the previous
2010 estim ates i s approximately 2.8%.
• Potentia l visual im pacts
to Garfield residentia l
communities

• Lim ited effects to natura l
resources (river
crossings)
• Potentia l vi sual effect s
Potentia l no ise/ vibration
effec ts due to curvature
in the alignment
• Sensitive uses identified
(schools, church, and
comm unity cen ter)
Displa cement potentials
for relocated At lant ic
Station and statio n at
Whit tier Bouleva rd

.
.

STAKEHOLDER AND COMMUNITY OUTREACH
Stakeholder Briefings
The project team undertook a coordinated outreach effort with numerous project stakeho lders
throughout the study area to provide project updates, receive feedback on the route concept
development process and seek guidance on the overall community engagement strategy. Key
stakeho lders in the study area that staff met with included the SR 60 Coal iti on , Washington Boulevard
Coalition both on a monthly basis, as well as cham bers of commerce, me rchants assoc iations, citizens
groups , loca l city staff or city counci l mem bers, Los Ange les County Departments (P ublic Works
(LACD PW) , Regiona l Plann ing (LACDRP) , Commun ity Deve lopment Comm ission (LACCDC) .
The project team also updated the project website and sent email blasts of Metro Boa rd actions to the
Project's database, whic h includes over 4,710 records. The email blasts included project background ,
Metro Boa rd Comm ittee agendas an d Boa rd reports. The ema il blasts also descri bed the Metro Board
act ion to further study the two proposed buil d alternati ves from the Draft EIS/E IR and t he need to
further coll abo rate with Cooperating an d Pub lic agenc ies based on comments rece ived during the
environmental review process .
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Community Meetings
Metro hosted four (4) community meetings in Whittier, Eas t Los Angeles, Montebello and South El
Monte between March 28 and 31 , 2016 to update residents and businesses and rece ive public input
on the latest developments of the Eastside Transit Corridor Phase 2 project. Notification for the
community meetings was accompl ished through various communication s tools including: printed
materia ls , direct mailers to resid ences, the issuance of a press release to appropriate media ou tlets ,
publ ic sign age, street banners, distributing Ayers door-to -door on Arizona and Atlantic, social media
and various briefings . Noticing materials were published in English and Spanish .

Attendees
Over 325 attendees pa rt icipated in the
community meetings. Metro staff
provided an update on refinements to the
SR 60 NSDV Altern ative being
undertaken to address com ments from
the Cooperatin g Agen ci es and the three
potential route concepts for the
Washington Boulevard connection Ari zona Ave (grade to be determined),
Atlantic Boulevard (grade to be
determ ined), and an underground
segment alon g Garfi eld Ave. Each
community meeting had interactive
group discussions, wh ic h provided a
useful forum for ex pressing perspectives
and raising iss ues pertain ing to the
materia l presented .
Elected officials who attended the meetings included Whittier Mayor, and Washington Coal ition lead,
Fernando Dutra, and Whittier Council Members Owen Newcomer and Cathy Warner; Montebello
Mayor Pro Tern Vivian Romero and Council Member Vanessa Delgado; Monterey Park Counci l
Member Teresa Real-Sebastia n; South El Monte Mayor Luis A. Aguinaga and Counci l Member Joseph
Gonzales, wh o leads the SR 60 Coalition . Also in attendance were representatives for County
Supervisor and Met ro Director Hilda Solis , US Congresswoman Grace Napo litano, US
Congresswoman Lucil e Roybal-All ard, US Congresswoman Linda Sanchez, State Senator Tony
Men doza , State Sen ator Ed Hernandez, State Assembl y Membe r Cristina Garcia, as well as the cities
of Commerce and Pico Rivera.
The meetings were covered by several media outlets, including from the Whittier Daily News, Eastern
Publication Group, San Gabriel Valley Tribune, Pasadena Star News and KP CC. More meetings will be
held to receive additional public input as the Study progresses.

What We Heard
A wide range of comments were rece ived, including support for each or both of the potential
alternatives and suggestions about how to bette r serve the communities . Extensive feedback was
rece ived at these meetings, which generally fel I into three categories: l) sentiment in favor of a
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particu lar concept or alternative, 2) environmental issues/concerns, and 3) objections to specific
routing and at-grade configurations.
Overa ll, there was strong support expressed for both the SR 60 NSDV and Washington Bouleva rd
Alternatives. The following section summarizes more specific comments made about the SR 60 NSDV
Alternative and the route concepts for the Washington Boulevard alternative.

SR 60 NSDV Alternative
The SR 60 NSDV Alternative supporters pointed to its perceived higher state of project readiness and
the lesser impacts to residential and businesses during and after construction. Supporters also
highlighted the demand for commuter-oriented Park-and-Ride transit service along the SR 60 corridor,
and the potential for Transit-Oriented Community (TOC) development around proposed stations .
Other key points raised include:
•

Economic opportunities for the San
Gabriel Valley and more space
available for development around
proposed stations

•

Oppo rtunities for enhancing statio n
connectivity with other active
transportation projects

•

Potent ial relocation of some
proposed stations, such as
relocatin g the Santa Anita Avenue
Station to Rosemead Bou levard ,
adding a station in proxim ity to th e
Monterey Park Market Place
development (private project), or
relocating the SR 60 Via Campo
station farther away from the res idential community

•

Potential design refinements for the LRT crossing the SR 60 Paramount Interchange (e.g., light
rail to go under the Paramount Interchange to avoid conflict with SCE transm ission lines)

•

Possibility of extending the SR 60 route east (e.g., Puente Hills, Riverside County)

Washington Boulevard Alternative Routing Concepts
The feedback on the Washington Boulevard concepts was extensive and covered several key areas .
While there was openness to an East LA stati on in proximity to Whittier Boulevard for both the Ari zona
and Atlantic corridors, there was strong objection to at-grade LRT, due primarily to concerns related to
traffic/circulation, vehicular access, nois e and vibration impacts to residents and other sensitive uses .
There were also num erou s co ncerns ra ised about the Ga rfie ld (undergrou nd) concept, primarily as it
relates to prope rty displacement, business loss, and traffic/circulation disruptions during
construction.
•

Arizona - Several attendees from East LA felt th at the Arizona concept is in a low-density

community that is not suitable for LRT. While there was agreement that th e re wou ld be
econom ic development potential around an Ari zona/ Whittie r station , there were a number of
co ncerns raised about th e impact an LRT line runni ng at-grade would have on traffi c
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circulation, noise, pedestrian safety and on-street parking. Sentiment was almost
unanimously in favor of a below-grade profile on Arizona.
•

Atlantic - Between Arizona and Atlantic, there was a clea r majority that viewed Atlantic to be a

more suitable corridor for an LRT line. Atlantic is a medium density commercial business
district, but there were numerous comments about the severity of traffic. Like Arizona, there
was a general feeling that any LRT on Atlanti c would have to be grade separated, preferably
underground .
•

Garfield (underground) - There were numerous concerns ra ised about the construction of two
tunnel portals, and the excavation of an underground station south of Whittier Boulevard. The
concern prima ri ly related to potential property displacement resulting from subway
construction, and the fisca l impacts to the City of Montebello . The tunnel construction may
traverse under a number of residential and commercial build ings. There are also extensive
storm drains and sewer lines paral leling Garfield between Via Campo and Whittier Boulevard,
which was a concern raised by the City of Montebello.

Further technical analysis related to the Wash ington Boulevard routing concepts wi ll include grade
crossing analysis, more detailed engineering studies, property displacement analysis, utility conflicts
and high-level environmental impacts. Upon completion of the study, staff anticipates recommending
an alternative for Metro Board consideration .

NEXT STEPS
The Washington Boulevard routing concepts screening process started with 27 alignment options,
which were screened down to three routing concepts based o n factors such as ride rship, physica l
feasibility, proximity to major activity centers, TOC potential and consistency with community goals.
Corridors like Rosemead, Beverly, Montebello and Olympic Boulevards were el iminated from
consideration primarily because of narrow street geometries, incompatibility with community priorities
and cumulative impacts to sensitive receptors .
Based on extensive feedback from the four community meetings in March 2016 and numerous key
stakeholder meetings held, and the technical work conducted, more detailed engineering study wi ll be
performed fo r all three north/south routing concepts: Arizona (grade to be determ ined), Atlantic
(grade to be determ ined) and Garfield (underground). The add itional study may include fol lowing key
items: Grade Crossing Analysis, Siting and Des ign ofTunnel Portals (if applicab le) , Station Plann ing,
Right-of-Way Impacts, Utility investigations, and Engineeri ng studies in support of new cost esti mates .
Additional outreach will continue to be conducted to ensure the community is engaged and listened
to.
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