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MEETING SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

On February 18, 2009 the 710 Corridor Advisory Committee met. Representatives from the
project team included: Esmeralda Garcia (MIG) Pat McLaughlin (MIG), Jerry Wood (Gateway
Cities COG), Devon Cichoski (Metro), Adrian Alvarez (Metro), Arcelia Arce (The Robert
Group), Rob McCann (LSA), Jayna Goodman (LSA) Julia Lester (ENVIRON).

Introductions and Agenda  Overview

Esmeralda Garcia opened the meeting with a round of introductions and a review of the
agenda.

Review Meeting #2 Summary
A general review was given of meeting #2. No changes were requested by the CAC.
Project Update

Rob McCann was introduced to give a project update. Mr. McCann gave a quick overview of
the information that was presented at the last meeting of the CAC. The traffic modeling that
was presented at the last meeting is currently underway and will influence two aspects of the
project:
* It will feed into the engineering component for the mainline freeway improvements and
ramps.
* It will be used to inform the environmental studies.

Studies are underway and baseline data is being gathered for all technical elements. Once
decisions have been made on alternative screening, a detailed analysis will follow. As



discussed at the last meeting, the cumulative impact assessment will review the cumulative
impacts of all projects within the area. The technical team is currently developing the list of
transportation, goods movement, and land development projects within the area. The list will
ultimately be brought to the CAC for review and input. The committee then requested
information about what actions were taken at the last Project Committee (PC) meeting.

Ms. Garcia then introduced Julia Lester who gave a brief update on the progress of the Air
guality/Health Risk Assessment study. Ms. Lester invited the CAC to attend the Environmental
Subject Working Group meeting that would be held on February 19, 2009. The Agency Air
Technical Working Group met for a second time on January 22 with various agencies and
funding partners to discuss in detail the draft Air Quality/Health Risk Assessment protocols.
The comment period was extended until February 19, 2009. Comments will then be
incorporated into the draft protocols. The draft protocols will be sent to the CAC and the
Subject Working Groups for review in March, and finalized in April after TAC and PC review
and concurrence in proceeding with the AQ/HRA modeling analyses. Ms. Lester indicated that
the protocols would be a living document and open to revision if necessary.

The committee had questions regarding the impacts of AB 32 and SB 375 on the drafting of
these protocols. It was explained that greenhouse gas emissions would be quantified. There
are some early action items within the AB 32 scoping plan. This information will be included in
the mitigation section for the green house gas portion of the analysis. Inregards to SB 375,
this bill will have effects on planning agencies however the I-710 project is a grandfathered
project and therefore not directly affected by this regulation.

Ms. Garcia then reviewed the progress of the Subject Working Groups. Summaries for each
working group were made available to the committee members. One of the purposes of the
working groups is to gain feedback from the members so as to better inform the technical
team.

The Community Enhancements and Local Economy Working Group viewed a presentation on
enhancements, including landscaping, wall and lighting concepts. The group will be developing
a theme for the corridor. The committee was encouraged to attend future meetings and to
extend invitations to others who might be interested in this topic.

The Transportation Working Group discussed the various forms of technology that may be
used; the initial plan for the corridor was a ten-lane general purpose facility with four additional
lanes for trucks/cargo. Newer technology will allow the cargo lanes, which had been previously
envisioned for standard trucks, to be used by maglev or electrical trucks.

The importance of attending these meetings was stressed and it was requested that the
Subject Working Groups report back to the LACs and CAC. The committee inquired as to how
Measure R would affect this project. It was stated that there were several early action items to
be funded by Measure R.

ALTERNATIVES SCREENING
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The project team is currently working with the various committees identified through the
community participation structure to provide feedback on the six alternatives that are being
evaluated as part of the alternative screening phase of the project. These six alternatives are:

1. No Build
2. Transportation System Management/Transportation Demand Management/Transit
3. Goods Movement Enhancement by Railroad and/or Advanced Technology (fixed
guideway)
4. Arterial Highways and I-710 Congestion Relief Improvements (includes Alternatives 2
and 3; Rail)
5. Mainline I-710 Improvements (includes Alternatives 2, 3 and 4)
a. 10 General Purpose Lanes or
b. 8 General Purpose Lanes with 1 carpool lane in each direction (total of 10)
6. Hybrid Locally Preferred Strategy (includes Alternative 5 + freight corridor of 4 truck
lanes)

The screening methodology includes screening criteria to be used in the evaluation of the
alternatives. Over the last several months, the project team has evaluated the alternatives
using the following criteria.

* Mobility

e Air Quality

* Traffic Safety

* Right of Way Impacts

* Environmental Justice

* Cost

Mr. McCann reviewed each screening metric and summarized the results of the analysis by
the technical team for each of the alternatives.

Mobility

The alternatives were evaluated for mobility at four screenline locations: Pacific Coast
Highway, Del Amo Blvd., Rosecrans and Atlantic Blvd./Bandini. The findings indicate that there
is a substantial need for additional capacity at the north and of the corridor and possibly not as
much at the south end. These findings suggest:

* Screenline 1 (PCH) - Alternative 6 may have more capacity south of 1-405 (14 lanes) on
I-710 than needed

* Only alternative 6 had average end-to-end speed on I-710 general purpose lanes higher
than 35 mph.

* The top performing alternatives with respect to mobility are, in order of performance,
Alternative 6, Alternative 5A, and Alternative 5B.

The Committee expressed the following comments and questions.

* How were volume to capacity ratios determined and how were the 2035 traffic
projections derived? SCAG 2035 projections were used for all analyses.
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* Were truck and commuter traffic included in the traffic counts? Yes

The committee also requested the current travel times as a comparison, and that a matrix be
presented at a future meeting detailing the top performing alternatives with details on where
each alternative is strongest and/or weakest.

Air Quality

Mr. McCann then reviewed the air quality screening measures. The screening analysis metrics
will include criteria pollutants and air toxics. Emissions will be estimated using screenline
information. The screenline analysis will look at year 2035 freeway emissions for the I-710, |-
110, and I-605.

For NOXx, all 2035 alternatives show emission decreases as compared to 2035 baseline.
Alternative 3 shows greatest reductions in NOx and DPM. Alternatives 5A, 5B and 6 show
appreciable reductions in NOx with lower emissions at higher speeds; daytime freeway-only
DPM emissions for those alternatives increased slightly, but the screening analysis does not
account for any DPM reductions on arterials due to increased mobility from those alternatives.
The team anticipates that greenhouse gas emissions will have similar comparative results
among the alternatives as NOX.

The committee had the following questions and comments regarding the Air Quality metric.

* What are the effects of travel speeds on DPM and why are emissions being studied
along the freeway only? The effects of freeway traffic could be also felt on arterials.
Initial response at meeting: This is a limitation of the screening analysis; a more
complete (but resource-consuming) analysis will be done on the EIR/EIR alternatives.

« A future guideway may need a Gpeed limitGin order to keep the diesel emissions lower
since the level of emissions will increase with the increase in velocity of trucks. Initial
response at meeting: This effect may be an analysis artifact. Further analysis will be
done.

* By opening up or creating new traffic lanes on freeway there may be greater air quality
impacts. How quickly will capacity become full and will this negatively impact air quality?
Initial response at meeting: The traffic modeling is based on SCAG data from their
regional transportation plan, which did take this into account.

* Lastly, the committee wanted to ensure that the project team reviewed the full impacts
of Alternative 3 on air quality, including indirect emissions from any electrical propulsion
systems.

Traffic Safety

An overview was then given on the traffic safety measures screening findings. The team
indicated that there are a number of existing physical design deficiencies. Proposed design
improvements and heavy duty truck reductions should substantially reduce accident rates.
Findings include:

* Alternative 6 has the lowest percentage of heavy duty trucks on general purpose lanes
as it separates cars and trucks, and can be reduced further through the inclusion of
alternative technology.

* Alternative 6 and Alternative 3 are best for traffic safety.
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Alternatives 5A and 5B provide safety benefits.

Committee questions and comments include:

Do typical accidents involved truck-car conflicts?

What is the probability of accidents increasing when speed and number of vehicles
increase along the freeway? Implementation of Pier Pass had greatly reduced the risk
of collisions.

The I-710 freeway had one of the highest percentages of accidents involving trucks in
the country.

Right of Way

The project team then began a review of the fourth criterion, Right of Way (ROW) measures. It
was stated that this was an important one because of the fact that the Major Corridor Study
recommended that any impacts to residential properties be eliminated. Within this criterion the
project team would be reviewing issues such as number of impacted residential properties,
number of impacted non-residential buildings, and potential relocations of power transmission
facilities. There were assumptions that the Locally Preferred Strategy would require approval
of some non-standard designs to avoid residential impacts. The designs of current alternatives
have been updated and incorporate requirements based upon state and federal standard
designs and protocols.

Findings include:

All alternatives are consistent with the project objective of minimizing ROW impacts;
mobility and traffic safety benefits are trade-offs to residential impacts.

Alternatives 3, 5, and 6 have a substantially greater impact to regional transmission
utilities.

Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 have the least impact.

Alternative 6 impacted the highest number of properties.

Alternative 3 does not include the land required for fixed guideway terminals and
terminal connectors.

Transmission relocation may require acquisition of replacement ROW (including
condemnation) involving 233 acres. It was also noted that replacement ROW may
involve more acreage.

The committee had the questions and comments listed below.

Is there a breakdown of the number of residential and non-residential properties within
the 233 acres needing for acquisition?

Environmental Impacts

The fifth criterion to be discussed was environmental impacts. The environmental impact
screening measures include ROW impacts on waters of the United States, ROW impacts on
Section 4(properties), and environmental justice assessment. The results indicated:

There would only be one ROW impact on Section 4(f) properties at Cesar Chavez Park.
At the screening level, the environmental justice assessmentN which was performed
using demographic dataN did not distinguish meaningfully between alternatives, nor did
it account for potential benefits as a result of project implementation.
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* Alternative 6 has the highest impact to the waters of the United States but may be the
only practicable alternative as it meets the purpose and need of the project.

The committee had the following general comments and questions.
* Will there be any impact on the Los Angeles River? Alternative 6 would have the
greatest impact on the river, as it would shift transmission lines toward the river.

Capital Costs
The final criterion to be discussed was capital costs, which includes the costs of freeway
improvements, interchanges, arterials, ITS, transit improvements, and alternative technology.

Findings include:
* Alternatives 3 and 6 have the highest capital costs, however they also provide the
greatest benefit. The committee wanted to know if operational costs would also be

factored in.

Summary:

* Alternative 6 (updated Hybrid LPS) is the only one to meet the Mobility element of
Purpose and Need

* Alternative 5A (10 General Purpose Lanes) is the second best performer on the Mobility
element of Purpose and Need

* Alternative 6 is the best performer with respect to Traffic Safety

* Alternative 6 reduces NOXx but slightly increases freeway daytime DPM compared to
Alternative 1 (the No Build scenario)

* Alternative 6 impacts (affected properties, waters of the US, and cost) are higher than
the other alternatives

* Alternative 3 (Alternative Technology) has the highest estimated capital cost followed by
Alternative 6

The committee was interested in learning which committees had viewed the presentation. The
presentation is currently being vetted through the LACs. The team will return to the CAC to
gather feedback on the alternatives. The committee was interested in learning more about the
comment process for inclusion in the alternatives screening; it was recommended that
members submit comments in writing. The PC will review recommendations brought up
through the TAC or CAC.

Potential CAC comments/recommendations to Project Committee
The committee discussed ways to propose formal recommendations to the Project Committee
as there is no formal communication mechanism currently in place.

In addition, the members requested that the Air Quality / Health Risk Assessment be more
comprehensive, including concerns that were mentioned in the Tier 2 document. It was
recommended that the language be forwarded to Ms. Garcia for inclusion in the protocol.

Lastly, it was recommended that the CAC meeting summary be shared with the Project
Committee members.
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Summary and Next Steps

The committee requested that a master calendar be posted on the project website. Staff
indicated that the meetings are currently posted on the website. It was further recommended
that a calendar listing be sent to the members. The next CAC will be held on Thursday March

19, 2009 at 6:00 p.m.
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