CITY OF SOUTH PASADENA

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
1414 MISSION STREET, SOUTH PASADENA, CA 91030
TEL: 626.403.7230 FAX: 626.403.7211

April 21,2008

Mr. Roger Snoble

Chief Executive Officer

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
One Gateway Plaza

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952

Re: Comment on 2008 Long Range Transportation Plan
Dear Mr. Snoble:

The City of South Pasadena appreciates this opportunity to comment on the draft 2008 Long
Range Transportation Plan (“LRTP”).

Overview and Interests of South Pasadena

South Pasadena desires to contribute to improvement of Southern California’s transportation
mobility and efficiency, while preserving the values and qualities that have defined our city’s
character for more than a century. As a first priority, South Pasadena needs to secure the complete
elimination of the long-enjoined and now rescinded State Route 710 surface freeway, and
concomitant release from State ownership of the properties acquired for that surface route. South
Pasadena does not oppose sound research of a bored tunnel alternative for State Route 710, provided
that the study remains “route-neutral” in fulfilling a proper purpose and need. The city also supports
further emphasis on rail to move both goods and people in the Southern California region, and
thereby reduce the present heavy reliance on motor vehicles, particularly diesel trucks.

The city is therefore grateful to support the 2008 LRTP in properly categorizing the “SR 710
Extension™ as “strategic unfunded.”  This project, if reference is restricted to the proposed tunnel
option, literally meets the “strategic unfunded” definition set forth in the draft plan: a project that
“require(s) new revenue sources to be implemented,” and that “could be funded if new revenue
becomes available.” (LRTP p. 32 (emphasis added) ecause of the many unresolved: questions

Caltrans’ useage.
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surrounding a tunnel option, it cannot be advanced to the “recommended” draft plan. Indeed, 710
should be placed in the second, not first, tier of unfunded projects. Moreover, because the surface
freeway project has after more than 40 years of official consideration now been rescinded with
recognition that it will never be constructed, the LRTP’s listing of the SR 710 project should be
identified, as the Southern California Association of Governments draft Regional Transportation
Plan (“SCAG RTP”) confirms, as a tunnel project.

State Route 710, not Interstate

In every reference but one to route 710 in the LRTP Technical Document, the proposed
project is described as “I-710.” In fact, as stated in the 1992 Final EIR/EIS on the proposed State
Route 710 Extension, the proposed highway is a state highway, not an interstate. Moreover, the
project is properly an “extension” rather than “gap closure,” because functionally the existing 710
freeway exists only to the south; the proposal is to extend it to the 210. The project cannot be
deemed part of, or as frequently asserted, the “last remaining link” of, the Eisenhower system. With
its removal as a surface route, the 710 will join other proposed freeways such as route 2 through
Hollywood and Santa Monica, route 1 through Hatton Canyon, and others that have not stood the
test of time since their initial proposal in the 1950s and 1960s.

A Surface 710 Freeway Cannot Be Included in the LRTP

In specific references in the Technical Document, the LRTP identifies route 710 as the tunnel
option that forms the subject of METRO’s Route 710 Tunnel Technical Feasibility Assessment
Report (June 7, 2006) (“METRO Technical Study” or “Tech. Study”). (E.g., Tech. Doc., pp. 7, 33,
34.) South Pasadena requests that the LRTP in its remaining references (e.g., LRTP, pp. 31, 33;
Tech. Doc., pp. 3, 7, 97) clarifies its reference to the 710 as the “SR 710 Tunnel,” and thereby
conform the project’s identity to that consistently stated in the SCAG RTP. The LRTP cannot refer
to or infer that it refers to a surface project, because in December 2003 the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) formally withdrew its approval and support of the route 710 surface
freeway, and in April 2004 the California Transportation Commission (CTC) formally withdrew its
approval of the surface freeway route adoption. The city attaches to and incorporates as attachment
A into these comments the FHWA and CTC rescissions of approval.

These withdrawals of approval have been validated by statements of former directors of the
California Department of Transportation and the immediate former executive director of SCAG,
representing that because of its environmental cost and unacceptability to local communities, the
State Route 710 surface freeway will never be built. It would not be proper to retain the option of a
710 surface route merely because it has “been around for 40 years”; failure of the surface freeway to
merit final approval in that time bespeaks the need to remove, and not retain it, lest it continue to
divert time and attention away from real needs and solutions.
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A State Route 710 Tunnel Can Be Included in the LRTP,
But Not as a Recommended Project

As stated in the introduction, South Pasadena is not opposed to sound research of a bored-
tunnel route 710 option. Toward that end, South Pasadena supports the propriety of including the
tunnel in the LRTP as a strategic unfunded project, to permit such long-range examination and
planning. South Pasadena emphasizes that existing city policy opposes any form of freeway
construction through or under the city, so that this comment should not be construed as supporting
the tunnel concept.

By way of overview, the initial inquiry into the tunnel concept did not establish either
engineering or financial feasibility. That inquiry, referred to in the SCAG RTP workshop wrap up of
November 1, 2007 (page 4) as a "technical study," and so identified in the fourth paragraph above,
did not determine feasibility. Indeed, that is why earlier in 2007 the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) and METRO proposed to initiate new geo-technical studies in order to
"determine if a tunnel option is feasible." This analysis will, pursuant to the METRO board's
direction in March 2007, not include environmental analysis that would otherwise be provided by an
environmental impact report (EIR) or environmental impact statement (EIS). Not surprisingly,
therefore, the LRTP does not include the SR 710 project in its recommended plan.”

The METRO Technical Study provides ample evidence for the draft LRTP’s conclusion that
to consider the SR 710 project for recommended status, it will “require new revenue sources to be
implemented.” (Draft LRTP, p. 32.)  The Technical Study’s assessment of financial feasibility
posits that a tunnel will be feasible only with an ample combination of federal, state, and local
resources, and toll revenue. The federal sources cited in the Technical Study” are premised on
contributing to the interstate highway system or projects of national significance. (Op. cit., pp. 10-
124 to 10-127.) The 710 has consistently been advanced as a project of only regional significance,
and the Federal Highway Administration has expressly maintained that the project can only be
considered a state, not interstate route. (See 1992 Final EIR/EIS on the State Route 710 Extension.)
Thus, as the Technical Study concludes, at its page 10-132, federal funding remains an extremely
remote possibility.

State funding is premised on the sale of excess properties (Tech. Study, p. 10-126), but as
pointed out in that study, under existing law these properties cannot presently be sold at market
value (Cal. Govt. Code, §§ 54235 et. seq.), nor can their proceeds be dedicated to a future SR 710
tunnel project. (Tech. Study, pp. 10-127 to 10-128.) Without both state legislative authorization
and state legislative approval, State funding cannot be deemed a “new revenue source implemented.”
Indeed, SCAG’s “availability assumptions and risk assessment” (RTP Transportation Finance
Report, p. 17) recognizes the risks that “Caltrans’ proceeds from sale of [710] property diverted to
other uses, or proceeds from sale are inadequate.”

As for local contributions, the Technical Study simply concludes that at this “early phase of
project development it is not appropriate to include” them as a current financial strategy. (Op. Cit.,
p. 10-132.)



City of South Pasadena Comments on the Draft 2008 Long-range Transportation Plan
Page 4 of 5

Thus, based on the 2006 assumptions built into the Technical Study of that year, a tunnel
project would become highly dependent on toll income. Yet, even the most optimistic assumptions
of that source project that toll incomes still leave a shortfall of 40 percent in necessary funding —
and, at tolls set so high that 40 percent of autos in the corridor and 50 percent of trucks would be
diverted out of the tunnel onto local streets. (Tech. Study, p. 10-130.) Toll projections thus invite
both financial and environmental risks.

Bleak as those projections remain, they are grounded in even further uncertainty: the
assumption that the tunnel’s cost will remain $3 billion, with no assumptions built in to account for
future inflation. (Tech. Study, p. 9-115.) Those assumptions were made in 2006, moreover, before
—1in the draft LRTP’s own words — “recent increases in the cost of construction materials” precluded
the addition of the SR 710 project in the recommended category.”

For these reasons, the Technical Study concluded that “the next most advanced stage” of
study is needed “to determine whether the tunnel concept can ultimately serve” (Ex. Summ. p. 7);
that “a more detailed costing evaluation will be necessary” (p. 9-114); and that bond funding will
require “more detailed analysis and justification of assumptions for cost and revenue estimates” (p.
10-130).

In sum, the 710 project with its assumptions of “fees, public/private partnerships or tolls”
(LRTP, p. 31) can only stand with others similarly situated “as candidates for additional study or
funding in the long term” (/bid, p. 32) -- the very definition of “strategic unfunded — and not within
the recommended plan.

The 710 Project Cannot Rank High (or First) in Performance Analysis

In the LRTP Technical Document, highway projects are ranked for performance. Here the
710 project is given a new name: “SR-710 North Extension: Add 3 Mixed Flow + 1 HOV lane in
each direction.” (Tech. Doc. p. 97.) This description errs, because the tunnel concept does not
include an HOV lane, and does not feature four lanes in each direction. Moreover, the projected cost
of $2.1 to $2.7 billion does not conform to the extremely conservative $3 billion cited in the 2006
METRO Technical Study. It appears that to reach a bottom-line result ranking the 710 tunnel as the
highest-scoring project, the analysts falsely base that result on a comparison not of tunnel costs, but
abandoned-surface costs.

Even with that distortion, the 710 project provides a poor return on investment in contrast to
other projects in the “strategic unfunded” list. The competing installation of HOV lanes on US 101
to the Ventura County line provides from four to eight times the “hours saved” per dollar, and HOV
and truck lane improvements on I-5 and 1-605 more than ten times the benefit.

Nonetheless, the “performance analysis” (Tech. Doc, pp. 100-101) manages to place the 710
above 1-605 by one point (28 to 27), based on the distorted cost. Applying a realistic tunnel cost

2 1t bears emphasis that the LRTP Technical Document’s modeling assumptions for all new freeways
through 2030 includes (with 3 percent annual increment) a total of but $5.9 billion (Op. cit., p. 61.)
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would knock 710 out of first place. But even without adding the factor of “corridor need” — which
somehow fails to account for increased traffic diversions onto corridor streets occasioned by
profitable tolls — the analysis of “project performance” alone manages to rank 710 above the 1-605,
by invoking a factor called “annual hours of delay savings/mile.” In sum 710 is artificially advanced
to first place not only by a severely understated cost estimate, but also by exploiting its short
distance in comparison to other projects that provide many more miles of benefits.

For these reasons, even comparing the 710 with other “strategic unfunded” projects, shows
that it does not belong in the first tier with further-along, more beneficial, and more needed projects
such as the Gold Line Extension or US 101 HOV lanes. The 710 should be listed in the second
rather than first tier.

Elevating the 710 Tunnel to “Recommended” Would Render the Plan
Internally Inconsistent

South Pasadena is aware that an effort has already been unsuccessfully made to elevate the
710 from “strategic unfunded” to “recommended.” METRO should resist this attempted exercise of
parochial ambition that conflicts with the analysis on which the draft LRTP has been presented.
Correction of the few errors noted above will even further vindicate the staff conclusion that while
worthy of further study, the SR-710 tunnel requires that additional study and additional legislative
mandates.

In one other respect, elevating SR-710 would destroy the integrity of the remaining draft plan
elements. The plan specifies that its highway elements “close gaps in the carpool system, improve
congested freeway interchanges, build carpool lane ‘connectors,” and manage freeway incidents.”
(LRTP, p.28.) “This Draft 2008 Plan focuses on closing gaps in the carpool lane system, using
technology to maximize roadway capacity, and clearing traffic accidents and stalled vehicles from
our crowded freeways quickly.” (/bid.) The SR-710 extension would do none of these.

Conclusion

The City of South Pasadena appreciates this opportunity to comment on the draft LRTP. For
reasons stated here, South Pasadena requests that the State Route 710 tunnel project be consistently
identified as such, and that it remain within the “strategic unfunded” portion of the plan. Its ranking
within that portion should be adjusted downward to the second tier, by applying rational cost and
other criteria.

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in development of the 2008 LRTP.
Respectfully,

=

Philip C. Putnam
Mayor
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U. S. Department of Justice

United States Attorney
Central District of California

Kevin B, Finn
Assistant United States Attorney
(213) 894-6739; Fax 894-7327

Federal Building, Suite 7516
300 North Los Angeles Street
Los Angeles, California 90012

December 23, 2003

S

Antonio Rossmann
Rossmann and Moore, LLP
380 Hayes Street, Suite One
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re:  City of South Pasadena, et al. v, Rodney E. Slater, et al.
Case No. CV 98-6996 DDP '

Dear Mr. Rossmann:

Attached are two documents relevant to the above-entitled litigation involving the
State Route 710 Project: (1) an Environmental Re-evaluation for the Project that
determines that the Final Environmental Impact Project must be supplemented before the
Project can proceed as a Federal aid highway project; and (2) a letter from the Federal
Highway Administration to the Director of the California Department of Transportation
(“Caltrans™) informing Caltrans of the determination reached in the Environmental Re-
evaluation.

Very truly yours,

DEBRA W. YANG
United States Attorney

KEVIN B. FINN |
Assistant United States Attorney

Enclosure
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j ' 650 Capitol Mall, Suite 4100
Sacramento, CA. 95814
December 17, 2003
IN REPLY REFER TO
HDA-CA

Mr. Jeff Morales, Director .
California Department of Transportation

1120 N Street .

Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Mr. Morales:

We are writing to inform you that we have determined that the Final Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) that supported the Record of Decision (ROD) for the State Route 710 (SR 710)
project, approved by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) on April 13, 1998, must be
supplemented before this project can proceed. The factors that lead us to this conclusion involve
issues affecting more than a limited portion of the project, and thus, in accordance with 23
C.F.R. §771.130, FHWA must suspend any further activities that could have an adverse effect on
the environment or limit the choice of reasonable alternatives to the Meridian Variation
Alignment, A Supplemental EIS (SEILS), followed by new ROD, is required to advance this
project as a Federal aid highway project.

FHWA has broad discretion to require a SEIS whenever it believes that doing so furthers the
purposes of the National Environmental Policy Act. See 40 C.FR. §1502.9(c)2). A supplement
is required under specific circumstances set forth in both §1502.9(c) and 23 C.F.R. §771.130.
The following factors and events have led us to conclude that a SEIS is now appropriate:

1. The FHWA is now involved in a matter pending before the United States Court of Appeals
for the 9® Circuit that hinges in part on the finality of the action taken on April 13, 1998,
This is an appropriate time to ensure that the tecord that supports that action remains valid,
Consultations between FHWA and the California Department of Transportation have led to
the joint preparation of a Reevaluation (enclosed) of the environmental documentation
supporting the SR 710 project. See 23 C.F.R. §§771.129 (b) and (c). '

2. While much of the information contained in the previous Reevaluation that preceded the
issuance of the 1998 ROD is still current, it is clear that there have been a2 number of
important new developments that are not adequately addressed in the documents supporting
the 1998 ROD. The enclosed Reevaluation sets out these developments in greater detail.

3. The 1998 ROD contained three key elements that have yet to be implemented: First, a series
of interim transportation improvements that would be evaluated; second, the development of
a more comprehensive mitigation plan; and third, a fiscal plan for the implementation of the
project as a whole. None of these tasks has been finalized to date, The reasons for this delay
are attributable to a variety of causes, including a statutory prohibition on Federal funding




that covered much of the time since 1998, budgetary difficnlties in California, and continued
local disagreements ahout the project as a whole. Irrespective of the reasons, it is safe to say
that in 1998, key decisionmakers did not expect this lack of progress almost six years after
the issuance of that ROD,

4. Inanother lawsuit involving the SR 710 project, the United States District Court for the
Central District of California issued a prs‘tr.rmnary injunction in 1999 pracludmg further
Federal construction :{‘mdmg of th:.s project. That preliminary injunction remains in effect,
Inits opinion supporting the wezhmmary Injunetion, the Distriet Court identified a number of
problems, particularly concerning PMio hcvta;:om and that the 1998 ROD was issued at a time
when the SR 710 project was not included in the fiscally constrained Transportation
Improvement Program (TTP). %

This project has a long and unique hic:ﬁﬂry Few projects pending befors FHWA have been as

controversial. Although the EIS for the project was comprehensively reevaluated in 1998, prior

to the issuance of the ROD and appmv,al of a modified Meridian Variation Alignment, no full

EIS has been ciroulated to the public since the late 1980s. FHWA approved that Final EIS in

March 1992, Ittook an unprecedente pmed of six years before FHWA. was able to issue a

ROD that finally decided the project’s oc;mon, but left design and mitigation details for a

subsequent document, As noted abavqa since 1998, further progress on the project has fallen

short of what both Federal and State dgcmommkm anticipated at that time,

The combination of all of these facmmiﬁed&s us 1o conclude that the purposes of the National
Environmental Policy Act are best served by a SEIS before further resources are committed
woward this project, FHWA stands s‘eac’:ly to work closely with the California Department of
Transportation on the development of the SEIS or any other appropriate steps you may wish to
take with respect to the SR 710 project:

Your assistauce and cooperation in wagking with our office leading up to this decision are
greatly appreciated,

Sincerely,

Aty

Gary N. Hamby
Thvision Administrasor

Enclosure




Environmental Re-evaluation
California State Route 710 Gap Closure Project

Introduction and Summary

This Re-evaluation has been prepared to review the continued validity of the environmental
record that supports the Record of Decision (ROD) for this project that the Federal Highway
Administration (FHHEWA) approved on April 13, 1998, FHW A has broad discretion to condugt
such a reexamination of the record, See 23 C, I‘ R. §771.130. Based on this review, and the
totality of the factors set forth herein, FHWA has concluded that the purposes of the National
Brvironmental Policy Act (NEPA) are best served by requiring the preparation of a

- Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (S8EIS). This means that further activities for the
California State Route 710 (SR 710) project that azivma}y affect the environment or limit the
scope of altermatives must be suspended until a new ROD 19 issued after the preparation of a
SEIS. The ROD issued on April 13, 1998, can no longer serve as a basis for FHWA
decisionmaking,

The April 13, 1998, ROD approved a modified Meridian Variation Alignment for the project,
authorized the initiation of a number of interim transportation improvements pending the
ultimate completion of the SR 710 project, and set forth & number additional conditions for
proceeding with the final hmplementation of the project. Since the issuance of the ROD, there
has been extensive litigation regarding the project brought by both the opponents and proponents
of the project. Federal funding for the construction of the project has been enjoined since 1999
as the result of a preliminary injunction issued by the United States District Court in City of
South Pasadena v. Slater. Although the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has
continved to work to fulfill the conditions of the 1998 ROD, many of the key conditions for
further action have not yet been completed. More recently, the City of Athambra, which has

hi smriuaiiy supported the project, has sued ssserting that the 1998 ROD is not a final agency
sction. FHWA prevailed in the U.S. District Court in the Clty of dlhambra vase, Alhambra
appealed, and the resolution of this appesl before the United States Court of Appeals for the 9%
Cireuit hinges in part on the finality of the action taken on Aprxl 13, 1998. This is an appropriate
time to ensure that the record that supports that action remains valid. Consultations between
FHWA and Caltrans have led 1o the preparation of this Re-evaluation. See 23 CF.R.
§§771.129(b) and (¢). FHWA and Caltrans have worked together to prepare 8 Re-evaluation of
the enviranmental documentation supporting the SR 710 project.

The project pm;:xfase:d completion of the 10-kilometer gap in the current freeway system and
would consist of a six-lane freeway/HOV ’i‘rmm’ay between the San Berpardino Freeway (I-
10} and the Foothill Freeway (I-210). The project alignment generally passes through the cities
of Alhambra, Los Angeles, South Pasadena, and Pasadena, In 1964 the California Highway
Commission adopted the “Meridian Route” through the City of South Pasadena for completion
of the Long Beach Freeway, This would close the last critical gap in the Los Angeles Freeway
System. In 1973, South Pasadena filed suit in U.S. District Court in an attempt to stop the
project. A geftlement agreement in that litigation required the completion of an EIS.

In 1975, a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was circulated and public meetings
held. A Supplemental DEIS with the alternative favored by South Pasadena was circulated in
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1976. Public meetings were also held at that time. A 1977 draft Final Environmental Impact

Statement (FEIS) for a Partial Completion Alternative was not accepted by FHWA and studies

were subsequently suspended. Caltrans completed a Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR),

pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), in 1984. The California

Transportation Commission (CTC) selected the Meridian Altemative after publication of the
FEIR.

A third FHWA Supplemental DEIS was later circulated, which included the Meridian Variation
Alignment. A public hearing was held in 1987. Nearly five years later, on March 2, 1992,
FHWA signed the FEIS contingent on additional enhancements and mitigation refinements to be
developed by an Advisory Committee,

Between 1992 and 1998 there were several changes related to the project, including revised
enhancement and mitigation measures, historic properties mitigation, analysis and rejection of a
multi-mode/low-build alternative, changes in project design, and new emphasis given to
Environmental Justice in the form of Executive Order 12898 and the FHW A/FTA Planming
Regulations. These issues were described in the April 1998 “Environmental Re-evaluation for
the Route 710 Freeway” (ER). FHWA approved this ER in April 1998, before issuing its April
13 ROD for the “Depressed Meridian Variation Alternative Reduced with Shift Design
Varation.” The ROD incorporated commitments outlined in the FEIS, the 1998 ER, the Final
Revised Section 4(f) Evaluation, and in the 1994 “Route 710 Meridian Variation Enhancement
and Mitigation Advisory Committee Final Report Recommendations” prepared by Caltrans. The
ROD required a financial plan for the project to ensure its ultimate implementation. No
comprehensive financial plan for the project has been produced to date.

The selected alignment, scale, and several other aspects of the project were modified from those
described in the 1992 FEIS. These are presented in detail in the 1998 ROD, In accordance with
the ROD, Design Advisory Groups (DAGs) were established in Alhambra, South Pasadena,
Pasadena, and El Sereno in late 1998, In March 1999, the DAGs of South Pasadena, Pasadena,
Alhambra, and El Sereno developed a list of “‘interim” traffic improvement projects to improve
mobility in the corridor. In early 2000, the DAGs of South Pasadena, Pasadena, and El Sereno
reached consensus on a list of “surface transportation improvements” which would require $46
million to implement. Then-Congressman Rogan was successful in securing this funding by
carmarking $46 million of California’s Revenue-Aligned Budget Authority authorization for
“traffic mitigation and other improvements to existing SR 710 in South Pasadena, Pasadena, and
El Sereno.”

Potential changes to the affected environment, updated information on historic properties, and
changes to state law relevant to a Re-evaluation are summarized below,

Project Description

The selected altemative in the 1998 ROD is the 1998 modification of the Meridian Variation
Alternative described in the 1992 FEIS and reflects the adoption of the general alignment, but
with reduced highway width, a shift to avoid the Short Line Villa Tract Historic District, and a
commitment to further depress the highway in the El Sereno and South Pasadena areas. It is
more fully described in the 1998 ER and ROD.

The project’s selected alternative is a freeway/transitway berween Route I-10 (San Bernardino
Freeway) in the City of Alhambra and Route 1-210 (Foothill Freeway) in the City of Pasadena, a
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distance of 10 kilometers (6.2 miles), 7.2 kilometers (4.5 miles) of which remain to be
constructed. The freeway transitway will also pass through the cities of Los Angeles (E] Sereno
neighborhood) and South Pasadena. The freeway/transitway will have six mixed-flow lanes and
two high-occupancy-vehicle (HOV) lanes. Local service interchanges will be provided at
various locations (Hellman Avenue and Valley Boulevard in the City of Alhambra, Athambra
Aveme/Mission Road and Huntington Drive in the City of Los Angeles, and Del Mar Boulevard
in the City of Pasadena). The freeway is depressed for about 85 percent of the newly constructed
section and is fully depressed through Pasadena and South Pasadena, except in the area of State
Route 110. The freeway is depressed in virtually all of the residential areas, Approximately 25
percent of the remaining gap closure is in a series of six cut-and-cover tunnels.

Project Purpose and Need
The purpose and need for this project has not changed.
Changes Related to the Project

A, Litigation

Federal funding for construction of the SR 710 project was preliminarily enjoined in a 1999
ruling in the City of South Pasadena litigation. (City of South Pasadena v. Slater, 56 F. Supp.
1106, (C.D. Cal. 1999)). That preliminary injunction remains in effect. In its opinion supporting
the preliminary injunction, the District Court identified a number of problems, particularly
concerning PMo hotspots and that the 1998 ROD was issued at a time when the SR 710 project
was not included in the fiscally constrained Transportation Improvernent Program (TIP). FHWA
believes a SEIS would provide a mechanism to cotrect these issues.

B. Tunnel Alternative

The local communities within the SR 710 project area have expressed an interest in Caltrans
determining the technical feasibility of a tunnel alternative. FEWA and Caltrans have
determined that it is appropriate to consider the feasibility of a tunnel or turmel segments. Ifit is
determined that any alternative(s) including a tunnel or tunnel segment(s) is feasible, this
alternative(s) will be further studied to determine potential impacts and viability.

C. Interim Highway Improvement Measures

Condition 8 of the ROD stipulates Caltrans is to work with the Southem California Association
of Governments (SCAG) and the Design Advisory Groups (DAGS) to develop interim
improvements and traffic management measures in the communitics of Alhambra, Los Angeles
(El Sereno neighborhood), Pasadena and South Pasadena, Eleven potential projects were listed in
the ROD as eligible for National Highway System and Surface Transportation Program funds as
well as other funds for which the mainline SR 710 project is eligible, and the ROD required
discussion with and review by “the DAGs at key points of their development during design and
construction,”

Since the ROD was signed, DAGS have been created in each of the affected communities. Until
early 2003, the DAGS met regularly with Caltrans regarding these interim measures. As a result
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of a severe budget shortfall Caltrans advised FHWA that regular meetings would be suspended
due to lack of funding and FHW A concurred with this action,

The affected communities are at various stages in the development of these interim measures. To
date none of the interim measures has been funded, although environmental compliance (in the
form of Categorical Exemption/Exclusions (CEs)) has been completed for eight projects in the
City of Pasadena, and by a Negative Declaration/FONSI for the Glenarm/Route 110 onramp
project in South Pasadena.

Condition 10 of the ROD also requires a “before and after” study to determine the effectiveness
of the project’s mritigation measures on community cohesion and historic preservation. To date,
since none of the interim projects have been funded, hence not completed, it is not possible to
determine their post-construction effectiveness,

D. Construction and Opening of the Gold Line Light Rail Transit by LACTMA

In September of 2003, the MTA finished construction and opened the Gold Line for light rail
service connecting Pasadena with downtown Los Angeles. Data are not available to indicate
whether the Gold Line has significantly reduced the number of vehicles using 710 in the project
area. The Gold Line was formerly called the Blue Line Light Rail Transit and was identified as
the Blue Line in the ROD and the rejected multi-mode/low build alternative ‘

The most recent statistics for the Gold Line (September 2003);

1) Average Weekday Boardings: 14,600
2) Average Saturday Boardings: 13,200
3) Average Sunday/Holiday Boardings: 11,000
4) Total Scﬁtcmber Boardings: 414,100

Assuming most people take round-trips, approximately 7,300 individuals use the system on any
given weekday, Ridership on transit systems takes time to evolve and mature. By way of
comparison, the older Long Beach Blue Line is up to 75,000 boardings on weekdays, and a
monthly total of over 2 million boardings. And the more recent Green Line (in the median of I-
105) is up to 36,000 boardings on weekdays and almost 1 million per month. Ridership on both
these systems has increased approximately 20 percent since 2001.

The Gold Line will connect at its Union Station terminus to the six-mile Eastside Extension light
rail project, which is just getting under construction and will open in six years, People will be
able to ride from Bast L.A. through downtown to Pasadena without a transfer. This new project
is expected to increase ridership on both segments.

E. The Alameda Corridor

In April 2002 the Alameda Corridor opened for use. The Alameda corridor is a 20-mile long
double tracked rail corridor connecting the ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles with the
transcontinental rail network, The environmental benefits resulting from the opening of the
Alameda corridor include reduction in traffic delays, 25 percent reduction of truck traffic in the
corridor area, and significant reductions of truck and auto idling emissions. No studies have been
prepared to determine the impacts the Alameda corridor has had on number of trucks using
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existing I-710 in Long Beach and Los Angeles. Moreover, no assessment of the effects of this
reduction on the overall highway network has been completed.

Changes in Project Design

There have been no changes to the project design. Since the ROD was signed, a geologist with
the California Geological Survey informed Caltrans that the cut-and-cover tunnels are feasible.
FHWA concurred with this determination on August 3, 2000. !

Changes in the Affected Environment
A. Affcctcd’Envirénmgnt
1. Cultural Resources

In the 1998 ER and the ROD, thirty historic properties were identified, including nine historic
districts, which collectively contain well over 100 contributing propetties, As outlined in the
ROD, 11 of these properties would be adversely affected through direct use (7 individually
eligible properties and 4 historic districts).

In the 1994 “Third Supplemental Historic Architectural Survey Report, Volume II,” FHW A
determined that seven properties affected by the selected altemative are individually eligible for
the National Register, but SHPO did not comment on their individual eligibility. Neither FHWA.
nor SHPO forwarded these evaluations to the Keeper of the National Register of Historic Places
for a formal determination,

Since 1998, rehabilitation and repair activities have resulted in the identification of 11 additional
individually eligible historic properties and 2 additional contributors to a historic district. In
addition to the rehabilitation and repair activities an additional 18 individually eligible historic
properties and 2 new contributors in a historic district have been identified, and will require
formal consultation between FIWA and SHPO.

The last cultural resources study of this area was completed in the mid-1990s. In some cases the
most recent evaluation is more than 20 years old. With the passage of time and the possibility of
new information, resources that were not 50 years old at the time of the initial evaluation will
need to be reevaluated for eligibility, It is anticipated additional resources will be identified.

The number of Section 4(f) properties affected has increased by two additional contributing
properties in the Markham Place Historic District. Until a focused Re-evaluation of the corridor
is completed to satisfy commitments made in the ROD, it is unknown whether additional historic
properties will be impacted by the project

2. Air Quality

A number of things have changed in the air quality subject area since the ortginal report was
completed and the ROD signed, Key matters include: :

a. Change in nonattainment and State Implementation Plan (SIP) status (for conformity
purposes): Since 1995, the South Coast air basin has been redesignated to attainment for
Nitrogen Dioxide (NOz) (1996) and has attained the Carbon Monoxide (CO) standard
(redesignation to attainment is likely to occur in 2005 based on a Maintenance SIP that
will be submitted to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in early 2004.).
The PMo SIP has been approved and emission budgets for PM,o now apply to the area.
The ozone SIP has been updated at least once, and a further revision with new emission
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budgets is scheduled for EPA submittal in early 2004. The area will be designated
nonattainment for the 8-hour ozone and PM; s standard (both of which were promulgated
in 1997) during 2004, and EPA normally requires that NEPA documnents now discuss
these standards at least in a general fashion. ‘

b. Regional Conformity status: Project listing in the current Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP) and TIP will need to be confirmed and docurnented, It is not clear that the project
is currently listed, with some form of funding commitment for a phase beyond the
planning and environinental compliance stages, in both documents. at this time.

c. Hot Spot analysis for NEPA, CEQA, and Conformity: CO analysis procedures have
changed slightly since 1995-1997. The Caltrans/University of California, Davis CO
Protocol has been accepted through Interagency Consultation for use in the Southem
California Association of Governments (SCAG) area. PMo Qualitative analysis
guidance from both Caltrans (for initial screening, 2000) and FHWA (for detailed study,
2001) has been released.

d. Other air quality issues not clearly covered in the 1995-97 air quality study include:

e Diescl exhaust particulate matter was declared to be a toxic air contaminant by the
California Air Resources Board in 2000. NEPA. documents for projects in Boston
and Hartford have included limited mitigation measures for diesel exhaust during
construction.

e Documentation of ashestos investigations and mitigation measures for potential
asbestos during structural demolition and renovation has become standard matters
for documentation in the NEPA and CEQA documents.

It is unknown whether changes to air quality have affected the environment vntil the existing air
quality studies have been updated.

B. Environmental Mitigation Measures

There is no change to the types of mitigation measures. Depending on the outcome of the Re-
evaluation efforts for cultural resources there may be additional historic properties that require
mitigation.

Until air quality impacts, based on updated studies, have been analyzed it is unknown whether
additional mitigation measures would be necessary.

Serving the Purpose of the National Environmental Policy Act

The history of this project is in many ways unique, The public debate and controversy
surrounding the construction of the project are alluded to in this Re-evaluation, and are described
more fully in the 1998 ROD. The issuance of the 1998 ROD followed extensive meetings with
parties representing various interests in the project, proceedings before the Council on
Environmental Quality and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and extended public
debate in California. FHWA prepared an extensive Re-evaluation in support of the 1998 ROD to
ensure that the FEIS was still current at that time. In the 1998 ROD, FHWA required a set of
specific steps to build and then evaluate interim transportation improvements, establish 2
comprehensive process for expanding and refining mitigation activities, and provide a process to
ensure the full and timely completion of the project with all agreed upon mitigation. Now,
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another six years has passed, and many of the actions anticipated in 1998 remain uncompleted.
This lack of progress largely reflects continued funding constraints and public controversy about
the project. Irrespective of the reason, FHWA is confionted with the very real problem of
proceeding with a major transportation improvement based on a FEIS initially approved almost
12 years ago. These facts, while certainly not dispositive of the question of whether a SEIS
should be prepared, must be considered in the overall assessment.

Environmental Determination

0

Based on this Re-evaluation, the FHWA concludes that the preparation of a new SEIS of the EIS
approved in March ‘1992 is appropriate. The factors contributing to this conclusion include:

» Changes related to the project (Gold Line Light Rail Transit, Alameda Corridor, and lack of
implementation of interim highway improvement measures)

s The more thorough evaluation of the feasibility of a bored tunnel for the entire length or
large portions of the project alternative

¢ A variety of procedural and substantive issues relating to the treatment of air quality
s  Additional cultural resources and related issues

e Continued uncertainty regarding the financing of this project and the failure to develop a
comprehensive financial plan for its implementation.

e The unusual and extended period time involved and lack of progress on key initiatives
anticipated in the 1998 ROD.

Because we have concluded that a SEIS is warranted, further activities based on the 1998 ROD
must be suspended in accordance with 23 C.F.R. §771.130(f)(3). To be clear, the SEIS we
requite is 4 supplement to the March 1992 FEIS and not the more limited SEIS specified in the
1998 ROD. The scope of the SEIS we require is so broad that it will cover major aspects of the
project and the provisions of 23 C.F.R. §771.130 that apply to more limited supplements, which
allow some work to proceed, do not apply here.
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CALIFO

NIA
TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Withdrawal of Notice of Determination
Route 710 Freeway Project
Between Route 10 and 210, Los Angeles County
Filed April 14, 1998

Resolution E-04-08

WHEREAS, the California Transportation Commission, filed a Notice of Determination
(NOD) with the Office of Planning and Research on April 14, 1998 in connection with
the Route 710 freeway project between Route 10 and Route 210; and

WHEREAS, the Route 710 NOD was based on a Department of Transportation
(Department) prepared Environmental Impact Report/Statement approved by the
Department; and

WHEREAS, the Department has agreed at the request of the Federal Highway
Administration to do a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report/Statement for the
Route 710 freeway project.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the California Transportation
Commission, hereby withdraws the Route 710 NOD filed with the Office of Planning and
Research on April 14, 1998.

EGENVE

APR 9 2004

STATE CLEARING HOUSE

California Transportation Commission April 2004




NOTICE OF DETERMINATION

To: Office of Planning and Research From: California Department of Transportation
1400 Tenth Street, Room 121 and California Transportation Commission
Sacramento, CA 95814 1120 N Street

Sacramento, CA 95814
Subject: Filing of Notice of Determination in comphance with Section 21 108 of the Public
Resources Code.

In Alhambra, South Pasadena, and Pasadena from Route 10 to Route 210- six-lane freeway
Project Title

82092310 William H. Reagan, Sr. Trans. Engineer (213) 897-4678
State Clearinghouse Number Lead Agency Contact Person Area-Code/Telephone

Project Location (include county): Los Angeles County- Route 710 P.M: 26.5/R32.7

Project Description: The proposed project consists of the construction of a freeway/transxtway along the Meridian
Variation alignment between Route 10 and Route 210; a length of 6.2 miles. There would be six lanes of mixed-flow
traffic and two bus/HOV lanes.

This is to adv1se that the California Department of Transportation and the California Transportation Commission' .

(X Lead Agency/ _ Responsible Agency)
has approved the above described project on September 14, 1994 and has made the following determinations regarding
the above described project:

1. The project ( X will/ __will not) have a significant effect on the environment.

2. X An Environmental Impact Report was prepared for this project pursuant-to the provisions of CEQA.
A Negative Declaration was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions on CEQA.

3. Mitigation measures ( X were/ _ were not) made a condition of the approval of the project.

4, A Statement of Overriding Considerations ( X was/ __ was not) adopted for this project.

5. Findings ( X were/ __were not) made pursuant to the provisions of CEQA.

The above identified document with comments and responses and record of project approval is available to the General
Public at: Caltrans District 7, 120 S. Spring St., Los Angeles, CA 90012

Signature ~~—__— N~ Chief, Environmental Branch

District 7

ROB RT L. REM April 14, 1998
Signature(Public Agency) ’ Date

-__Bxecutive Director
: Title

Date received for filing at OPR:
: /{/C.//




