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Response to Comment Letter No. 18 – Hill, Farrar & Burrill LLP (representing Spilo Worldwide) 

 

1.  High speed rail line should be considered as part of cumulative impacts. A more thorough 

analysis of cumulative project effects, including the proposed high speed rail, on various 

environmental resources in the area has been conducted and is presented in Section 3.26 of the 

FEIR/EIS. It should be noted that the 6
th

 Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project is not a 

capacity-enhancement project; therefore, after completion, it would not contribute to 

cumulative traffic impacts in the future. The traffic impact of the 6
th

 Street Viaduct 

replacement would occur during construction, when traffic is diverted to other local streets 

from 2014 to 2017. It is assumed that the high speed rail project would not be implemented 

before completion of the 6
th

 Street Viaduct replacement; therefore, there would be no 

cumulative construction impacts from these projects.  

 

2.  Unsure if the business needs to be relocated. See response to the previous Spilo Worldwide 

comment (June 29, 2009, letter) on this matter (Comment Letter No. 1, Response No. 1). 

 

3.  Possible lack of access to nearby businesses during construction. The design team is 

carefully evaluating methodologies for demolition and construction to minimize access 

impacts to local businesses. 

 

4.  The minimum ninety (90) day notice to relocate, referenced in the DEIR/DEIS, is 

woefully inadequate. Spilo estimates that it would need a full eighteen months from the 

written notice that the project will proceed, in addition to other assistance from the lead 

agencies, to ensure that an orderly relocation can occur without bankrupting the 

company. The commenter's concerns are noted. The requirement to vacate following issuance 

of a ninety (90) day notice would be administered in accordance with the Uniform Relocation 

Act and consistent with Caltrans relocation guidelines 24.203 (c1, c2, c3):  

 

Ninety-day notice:  

1. General. No lawful occupant shall be required to move unless he or she has received at least 

90 days advance written notice of the earliest date by which he or she may be required to 

move.  

2. Timing of Notice. The displacing agency may issue the notice 90 days or earlier before it 

expects the person to be displaced.  

3. Content of Notice. The 90-day notice shall either state a specific date as the earliest date by 

which the occupant may be required to move, or state that the occupant will receive a further 

notice indicating, as least 30 days in advance, the specific date by which he or she must 

move. If the 90-day notice is issued before a comparable replacement dwelling is made 

available, the notice must state clearly that the occupant will not have to move earlier than 90 

days after such a dwelling is made available. 

 

5.  Noted typographical error. The error has been corrected in the FEIR/EIS. 

 

6.  DEIR/EIS indicated no residential dwelling located adjacent to the viaduct footprint. The 

commenter noted that there is at least one residential dwelling located south of Willow 

Street. Land use south of Willow Street and east of Mateo Street is designated as 

industrial/commercial. This area is located farther outside the viaduct footprint. The EIR/EIS 

does state that many industrial buildings in the project area have been converted to residential 

use. It is therefore possible that there is some non-conforming residential occupation within 
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this industrial designated zone; however, based on the consultants‟ field observations, there is 

no residential dwelling located near the viaduct footprint.  

 

7.  Request the City to fully mitigate impacts to local businesses. Comment is acknowledged. 

Caltrans and the City are committed to implementing the mitigation and monitoring program 

stipulated in the EIR/EIS to minimize impacts to area residents and businesses to the extent 

applicable. 

 

8.  Request that this comment letter be a part of the record. Comment is acknowledged. This 

letter is made a part of the administrative record for this EIR/EIS. 
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Response to Comment Letter No. 19 – Hager Pacific Properties 

 

1.  In support of Bridge Concept 4, Alignment 3B. Comment is noted. 

 

2.  Concerns on impacts from construction activities to Glacier Cold Storage and Cal Hono 

Freight Forwarders. Comment is acknowledged. Responses to concerns raised are provided 

below. 

 

3.  Measures to minimize impacts during demolition and construction. Special provisions to 

protect properties located adjacent to the bridge will be included in the project specifications. 

Prior to demolition, the contractor will be required to submit the means and methods for 

demolition for City review and approval. During the demolition period, construction inspectors 

will ensure that the contractors adhere to the approved plan.  
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4.  Impacts on the use of area under the bridge. In discussions between City staff and the 

property representatives, the owners/tenants stated that they have an existing revocable permit 

to use the property under the bridge for parking of vehicles. When the City Real Estate Group 

met with the owners in July 2009, it was made clear that no portion of the property under the 

bridge would be available for use during demolition of the existing bridge or during 

construction of the new bridge. The tenant indicated that plans are in the works to relocate 

from under the bridge to an alternate location. Once the project is completed, the City will 

evaluate the use of the space under the bridge on a case-by-case basis. 

 

5.  Specific time for demolition and construction.  As described in the EIR/EIS, demolition and 

construction of Alternative 2 would take approximately 2.5 years and Alternative 3 would 

require approximately 4 years. The actual construction schedule cannot be accurately predicted 

until the final design phase is completed.  

 

6.  Request information on detour routes. Specific traffic detour routes will be developed as 

part of the Traffic Management Plan (TMP) during the detailed engineering design phase. The 

TMP will identify specific street closures and alternative access. Input from impacted property 

owners will be solicited. Please see Figures 3.7-5 and 3.7-6 for the proposed detour routes that 

were analyzed in the EIR/EIS, and related traffic mitigation measures under EIR/EIS Section 

4.9.2.  

 

7.  Asked about the amount of compensation to be received from the City. Compensation for 

the use of the property will be based on the appraised value of the land and the length of time 

that the property will be used by the City. The impacted property owners/businesses will 

receive fair market value for any project-required taking regardless of whether they are eligible 

for relocation benefits. Relocation assistance payments and counseling will be provided to 

eligible persons and businesses in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Act. 

 

8.  Asked about compensation for the loss of storage and parking below the bridge. There is 

no compensation for loss of parking under the bridge; the City will revoke the revocable 

permit per agreement as stated in the permit. As to the question of fencing, this will be 

considered on a case-by-case basis and, depending on what fencing will have to be removed 

for the bridge replacement, compensation will be made accordingly.  

 

9.  Asked if the City would provide space for parking if needed. It is unlikely that the 

contractor‟s laydown areas would be available for temporary parking for businesses during 

project construction.  
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Response to Comment Letter No. 20 – Friends of the Los Angeles River 

1.  Support projects that provide more open space and improve river access. Comment is 

acknowledged. 

2.  Recognized that Retrofit Alternative is unsupportable. Alternative 3, viaduct replacement, 

has been recommended as the preferred alternative, rather than the retrofit alternative, for the 

proposed 6
th

 Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project (see FEIR/EIS Section 2.4).  

3.  Supportive of replacement with a new structure with great aesthetic value and symbolic 

potential. As noted in the response to comment 2 above, replacement of the viaduct with a 

new structure is the preferred alternative. Furthermore, the preferred bridge replacement 

concept is an iconic extradosed (cable supported) bridge (principle of Bridge Concept 4). This 

will be a state-of-the-art design for the City of Los Angeles from the stand point of the 

architectural/structural design.  It will be the one of the first extradosed cable stayed bridges 

constructed in the United States. 

4.  The style should be appropriate, unique, and iconic. See response to comment 3 above. 

 

5.  The proposed bridge concepts presented in the DEIR/EIS do not meet the standard of 

unique, world-class design. The upcoming design process should be responsive to all 

project stakeholders. With the physical constraints on the site, certain bridge types are not 

appropriate to the setting or feasible to construct, such as a cable-stayed bridge, whereas the 

three dual-tower extradosed design successfully accommodates these constraints. All of the 

bridge concepts evaluated were conceived to fit with the family of bridges along the river. The 

architectural vocabulary of the new bridge could have similar solids and voids to respect the 

existing bridge massing. If the extradosed is selected, it will be the first of its design in the 

United States, and it will become a 21
st
 century icon for the City of Los Angeles. 

The architectural vocabulary of the replacement bridges received the support of the 

surrounding community through many public meetings. The design process has included 

numerous project stakeholders, including the Boyle Heights community.  

6.  The project should support and advance the goals of the Los Angeles River 

Revitalization Master Plan (LARRMP). The replacement viaduct will provide roadway 

shoulders for a high-quality bicycle route and up to 10-foot-wide sidewalks for pedestrians. 

The segment of the river impacted by the proposed project is concrete lined and flanked by 

heavy industrial uses devoid of habitat. While the City supports the goal of improving habitat 

at appropriate locations along the river, use of funds dedicated for the proposed bridge seismic 

improvement project would be inappropriate because it is not the proposed project‟s purpose, 

nor would the project adversely impact habitat.  
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Response to Comment Letter No. 21 – California Archives 

 

1.  Disagree that the bridge has design deficiencies. The bridge has structural design 

deficiencies as a result of the structural reinforcing steel detailing, lack of reinforcing steel, 

lack of piles, buckling of steel members, capacity of sheer keys, column capacities, and barrier 

rails not being crash-worthy (see the Bridge Inspection Records Information, Structural 

Inventory and Appraisal Report, Bridge No. 53C-1880, Caltrans, Structure Maintenance and 

Investigation, August 2006, for a complete list of structural deficiencies). The alkali silica 

reaction (ASR) deterioration of the concrete is a material deficiency. The bridge also has 

design deficiencies, such as lack of roadway shoulders and inadequate stopping sight-distance 

along the curved length of the roadway.  

 

2.  None of the bridge concepts described in the Draft EIR effectively addresses the problem 

of loss of historic integrity that each proposes. As discussed in the EIR/EIS (Section 3.9.3.2, 

Alternative 3-Replacement), all of the replacement alternatives, including replication, would 

demolish the 6
th

 Street Viaduct to build a new structure. The existing viaduct would be 

replaced with one of six bridge concept designs on one of three alternative alignments under 

consideration. Implementation of Alternative 3 would result in the physical destruction of the 

historic property, and it would result in a finding of adverse effect pursuant to 36 Code of 

Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 800 and would presumably result in loss of National Register 

eligibility. Concept 1A, replication of the bridge abutment-to-abutment, was considered in 

response to public input.  However, it would not constitute an historic reconstruction 

consistent with the Secretary of Interior‟s standards given that modern materials and seismic 

design would be employed, and the new viaduct would have a greater roadway width (70-foot 

[ft] curb-to-curb width versus existing 46-ft width) to meet federal funding criteria. 

 Any restoration of the existing bridge would have significant impacts to the historic features of 

the viaduct. The partial preservation (retrofit) alternatives considered in the EIR/EIS would 

provide an additional design life of only 30 years, which is unacceptable from a life-cycle cost 

standpoint. The viaduct suffers from a condition known as ASR (see EIR/EIS Section 1.5.2), 

which is essentially a concrete “cancer” that over time weakens the concrete‟s strength and 

limits the ability to retrofit (preserve) the bridge to current seismic safety standards. There are 

no known methods to reverse or stop the ASR deterioration of the concrete. Laboratory testing 

indicates that deterioration due to ASR will continue, furthering the structure‟s vulnerability to 

collapse in a seismic event. 

 

3.  Not in support of a cable stay bridge. Comment is acknowledged. 
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Response to Comment Letter No. 22 – United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

 

1.  The Staff Analysis Section of the Draft EIR/EIS does not provide the comparative 

rationale to fully justify the selection of Alternative 3. The alternative development process 

described in Appendix N of the FEIR/EIS provides a summary of the alternative evaluation 

results, which are presented in Table 3 (for Retrofit Alternatives) and Table 4 (for 

Replacement Alternatives). The full minutes of meetings and ranking comparisons are 

available on file for review upon request. A preferred alternative evaluation workshop was 

conducted on September 29, 2009 to evaluate the various alternatives and identify a preferred 

alternative, taking into account the results of environmental analysis and the input received 

during the DEIS/EIR public review period; the preferred alternative evaluation criteria 

included the factors identified by EPA in these DEIR/EIS comments. The FEIR/EIS provides 

the result of alternative evaluation in detail as recommended by EPA (see Appendix N).  

 

2.  Include a more robust cumulative impact analysis that includes impacts to resources, as 

well as transportation circulation, in the FEIS. An expanded analysis of cumulative impacts 

on relevant environmental resources resulting from the proposed action in combination with 

other projects was prepared and is presented in Section 3.26 of the FEIR/EIS. The expanded 

analysis was prepared following the 2005 Guidance for Preparers of the Cumulative Impact 

Analysis prepared jointly by Caltrans, FHWA, and EPA.  

 

3.  Results of formal consultation with SHPO should be included in the FEIR/EIS. As stated 

in the Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation (Draft EIR/EIS, Appendix B, Section 4.9.1), “A 

Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) will be prepared by Caltrans and submitted to FHWA and 

the SHPO for comment. … Once FHWA and SHPO agree on the terms and conditions of the 

MOA, it will be executed and Caltrans will concur. The conclusions of this analysis will be 

presented in the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation that will be circulated with the Final EIR/EIS.” 

(See discussion in the Response to Comment Letter No. 11, Response 10.) As described in the 

EIR/EIS and Section 4(f) Evaluation, the MOA stipulation(s) include preserving a record of 

the viaduct through large-format photography and film/video documentation prior to 

alternation or demolition. 

 The executed MOA is incorporated into the FEIR/EIS. 

 Concerning retention of historically relevant features, the City is receptive to retaining some 

character-defining features of the existing bridge in the replacement viaduct during the final 

design and construction phase of project development, as appropriate, based on the bridge type 

selected. The City is also receptive to relocating architectural elements of the existing bridge to 

a new location in a public setting, depending on concurrence by the SHPO. This will be 

stipulated in the Record of Decision (ROD) approved by Caltrans as a designee of the Federal 

Highway Administration (FHWA). 

 

4.  Local/commuter benefits and impacts. U.S. Census records show that within a 3-mile radius 

of the project area, the demographic composition is 80.9 percent Hispanic/Latino and 19.2 

percent Others. These residential areas are located east of the Los Angeles River. Analysis of a 

3-mile stretch of residential areas along 6
th

 Street and Whittier Boulevard bounded by 4
th

 

Street and 7
th

 Street, using trip generation codes published by the Institution of Transportation 

Engineers, determined that local trips utilizing the 6
th

 Street Viaduct total approximately 

11,500 vehicles per day (out of the daily average of 13,260), and they were predominantly 
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passenger cars. The following table summarizes the approximate demographic composition of 

traffic on the 6
th

 Street Viaduct, based on the estimated percentage of local traffic from the 

eastside: 

 

 Volume (Vehicle per day) Percentage 

Average Daily Traffic 13,260  

Through Traffic   

   Truck 790 6  

   Passenger Car 990 7  

Local Passenger Car   

   Hispanic/Latino 9,290 70  

   Others 2,190 17  

 

Based on the above information, it can be concluded that 6
th

 Street serves the local population 

more than regional commuters. 

 

5.  Workforce issue. EPA recommended that the FEIS should include a survey of the 

racial/ethnic and income characteristics of the workforce of affected businesses. A business 

survey was conducted during preparation of the DEIR/EIS. All potentially affected businesses 

were interviewed and asked to provide the information about their businesses, relocation 

issues, number of employees, and average distance employees live from work. (See the survey 

questions in Figure 3.4-1 of the EIR/EIS). Out of the 40 businesses interviewed, only a few 

provided information about their employees. Based on the experience of the original survey, 

an additional survey to collect specific data on racial/ethnic and income characteristics of the 

workforce of affected businesses would be unlikely to yield these results. Based on the 

socioeconomic characteristics of the study area, the environmental justice section of the 

EIR/EIS has assumed that most workers within the affected area are of low income and 

predominantly minority. The EIR/EIS also concluded that the proposed project would result in 

disproportionately high adverse effects on minority and/or low-income populations within the 

area, which include the workforce. With this conclusion, the City and Caltrans do not believe 

that the new survey on racial/ethnic and income characteristics of the workforce of affected 

businesses would change the environmental justice current analysis findings in the EIR/EIS 

and supporting studies.  

 

It should also be noted that the City staff and PDT have had discussions with many of the 

business owners within the potentially affected area during the public review period of the 

Draft EIR/EIS and most of them expressed the interest to remain within the Downtown area; 

therefore, the workers would have potential to continue their employment with these affected 

businesses once they are settled into new locations.  

 

6.  Transit. The FEIS should include information from the Traffic Management Plan (page 

4-27) regarding transit impacts, and should quantify the disproportionate impact to low 

income, minority transit riders as a result of the closing of the viaduct. The FEIS should 

include descriptions of proposed alternative transit routes and measures to be taken to 

limit disruptions to current service. See response to comment 4 for local traffic/demographic 

composition. Based on this information, it appears that the transit routes along the 6
th

 Street 
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Viaduct serve primarily a minority population, which is presumed to be low income based on 

available data analyzed. The EIR/EIS identifies 7
th

 Street as a detour route for Transit Route 

18 and MetroRapid Route 720. The EIR/EIS estimated that there would be approximately 0.4-

mile of additional travel distance, which would add 5 to 10 minutes of travel time depending 

on traffic conditions. The City would implement a public outreach program to keep transit 

riders aware of the construction schedule and the designated detour routes. The City would 

implement the TMP throughout the construction period to minimize traffic impacts. 

 

7. A jurisdictional determination by U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is needed for 

the FEIS in order to provide a determination of potential significant impacts and identify 

mitigation and avoidance measures. The project potentially involves placement of fill in the 

Los Angeles River, which is a jurisdictional waterway of the USACE (confirmed via 

consultation with Ken Wong, USACE Regulatory Division, Los Angeles District, September 

2009). The nature of the fill is placement of viaduct piers within the waterway. A USACE 

Section 404 permit will be obtained during the final design phase. 

  

 A summary of the permanent direct impacts, resulting from the fill associated with the viaduct 

piers, is provided in the table below. Note that some alternatives involve the removal of the 

existing viaduct‟s center pier in the river. For the two alternatives in which the existing viaduct 

pier is not retrofitted or removed, this is shown as zero in the third column of the table below. 

The areas shown are of the cross sections of the viaduct piers (impact to waterway). The net 

new impact would be the increased footprint area, as compared to the existing footprint area. 

 

Alternative 

Alternative 

Viaduct Pier 

Footprint (acres) 

Existing Viaduct 

Pier Footprint 

(acres) 

Net New Impact to 

LA River (acres) 

Impacted Area of 

the Channel 

1 – No Action (Leave 

Existing Viaduct) 
0.048 0.048 0 N/A 

2 – Retrofit 0.048 0.048 0 N/A 

3 – Concept 1 0.089 0.048  +0.041 
Water Column, 

Concrete Bottom 

3 – Concept 2 0 0.048  -0.048 N/A 

3 – Concept 3 0 0.048  -0.048 N/A 

3 – Concept 4 0.045 0.048  -0.003 N/A 

3 – Concept 5 0.021 0.048  -0.027 N/A 

3 – Concept 4A 0.049 0.048  +0.001 N/A 

 

 As is evident in the table above, a reasonable range of alternatives has been developed to meet 

the proposed project purpose while avoiding and minimizing impact to the waterway. Based 

on the table above, most alternatives would have no or negligible net impact to the Los 

Angeles River waterway (i.e., they avoid placement of fill in U.S. waters) except for 

Alternative 3 – Concept 1 which would result in an additional impact. Alternative 3 with the 

principle of Concept 4 has been identified as the preferred alternative, and it would not place 

additional fill in U.S. waters. The Los Angeles River in this area is concrete-lined channel, so 

there would be no soft bottom habitat impact. Because no natural conditions or native 

vegetation types are present in this portion of the channel or in the immediate vicinity, it does 

not provide suitable habitat for any special-status plant or wildlife species. The site also does 
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not contain any federally designated critical habitat areas. Due to the extremely limited 

biological value of the concrete-lined waterway, the minimal amount of fill is not expected to 

degrade any local species habitats or other biological resources, and the impact would be 

considered less than significant. No mitigation would be required beyond the standard 

conditions that may be included in the Section 404 permit to be issued by USACE. Further 

discussion regarding the biological resources within the project impact area is provided in 

Section 3.19. 

 

8. Impacts to aquatic resources. The estimated acreages of direct impacts to the Los Angeles 

channel are provided in the response to comment 7 above. The only potential indirect impact 

to waters would be the shadowing of the water underneath the viaduct; however, because no 

significant aquatic/wetlands vegetation exists underneath any of the proposed viaduct 

alignments, there would be no indirect impacts to aquatic resources from any of the 

alternatives. This is further discussed in Section 3.19 of the FEIR/EIS. 

 

 Permanent impacts to aquatic resources (water column) are those caused by the fill associated 

with construction of the viaduct piers. As discussed above, because this is a concrete bottom, 

the only impacts are to the water column/freshwater aquatic habitat.  

 

 Temporary impacts to aquatic resources (water column) are those caused during construction, 

and they would be associated with temporary installation of falsework within the Los Angeles 

River channel during the construction period. However, construction would be constrained to 

occur only during the dry season (April 16 to October 14), and the water level within the river 

would be low; therefore, temporary impacts to waters would be insignificant. 

 

 There are no impacts to soft-bottomed waterways because this is already a concrete-lined 

channel. Alternatives 1, 2, and 3  Concepts 2, 3, 4, 4A, and 5 avoid impacts to the channel. 

Only Alternative 3 – Concept 1 has a net fill impact and thus potential impacts to aquatic 

resources. In general, impact avoidance and minimization measures would be to select an 

alternative that has no or lesser impact to the waters. Because Alternative 3 with the principle 

of Bridge Concept 4 has been identified as the preferred alternative, it is anticipated that the 

project will have no or lesser net impact to waters, and it is assumed that no mitigation will be 

required. 

 

9. New mitigation rule pertaining to aquatic resources mitigation should be included in the 

FEIS. As stated in response to comment 7, no mitigation would be required beyond the 

standard conditions that may be included in the Section 404 permit to be issued by USACE. 

 

10. Stormwater pollution prevention. Temporary (short-term) mitigation measures to treat storm 

runoff throughout the demolition and construction processes will be implemented and 

incorporated into a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which details the 

placement, staging, and monitoring of best management practices (BMPs) required for project 

construction. These BMPs are designed to control discharges of pollutants from regulated 

construction projects and pollutants from stormwater and non-stormwater discharges. Potential 

BMPS include limiting construction to the dry season; using non-shattering methods; placing 

platforms under/adjacent to the viaduct to collect debris; providing watertight curbs or toe-

boards on the viaduct to contain spills and prevent materials, tools, and debris from falling 

from the viaduct; stockpiling accumulated debris and waste generated from demolition away 

from the channel; and directing water from concrete curing and finishing operations away 
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from inlets and water courses to collection areas for dewatering, etc. The SWPPP will be 

prepared by the construction contractor during preparation of the contract documents. 

 

 The new viaduct would be designed to capture all of the anticipated runoff for treatment at the 

permanent BMPs that would be installed within the vicinity of the viaduct prior to discharging 

to the Los Angeles River. Permanent treatment BMPs considered for the project include 

detention basins, biofiltration swales, and storm drain inserts (specifically vortex separators). 

These BMPs would be sized and installed to meet County and City of Los Angeles guidelines. 

With the BMPs in place, no adverse impacts to surface water quality because of stormwater 

runoff are anticipated. 

 

 Permanent BMPs will be maintained by the Bureau of Sanitation, Los Angeles City 

Department of Public Works. Maintenance will be performed according to plans and 

requirements specified in the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works Standard 

Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plans (SUSMP) for those selected BMPS, which include erosion 

control measures and cleaning of biofiltration swales, detention basins inspection and vortex 

cleaning post significant storm events, etc. 

 

11. Construction emissions. Most recommendations are included in Section 3.15.4 of the 

FEIR/EIS.  

 

12. Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATs). The FEIS should identify homes and sensitive 

receptors located within at least 200 meters (600 ft) from possible alternatives where 

there would be increases in truck and construction traffic. The six most significant 

MSATs should be analyzed. Figure 3.15-1 of the EIR/EIS presents the sensitive receptors 

within proximity of the 6
th

 Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project. The closest sensitive 

receptors (residences) are located approximately 600 feet (less than 200 meters) northeast of 

the viaduct from the east end.  Figures 3.7-5 and 3.7-6 of the EIR/EIS show the detour routes 

where traffic volumes would increase during construction of Alternative 3 as a result of the 

viaduct closure (note that Alternative 2 would not require the traffic detour).  Residents and 

business owners residing near the detour routes are located less than 200 meters (656 feet) 

from the roadway.    Emissions of the six most significant MSATs at the locations along the 

detour routes were quantified, as shown in Table 4-3. Results of the analysis show higher 

levels of MSATs at certain locations along the detour route and lower levels at locations near 

the viaduct during the construction period. The proposed project would not result in an 

increase in MSATs over the long-term because the project does not increase roadway capacity; 

therefore, it would not result in an increase in traffic through the project area.  

 

13. Provision of bicycle routes. The proposed new viaduct would be compatible with the City of 

Los Angeles newly adopted 2010 Bicycle Plan. The proposed new viaduct design would meet 

the requirements of the secondary highway standards. It should be noted that the roadways 

connecting the 6
th

 Street Viaduct east and west of the river contain no bike lanes. It is not the 

Los Angeles Department of Transportation‟s (LADOT) policy to stripe bike lanes on a short 

roadway segment, such as a bridge, that does not connect to adjacent lanes on either end; 

however, this could be done in the future if the roadways at both ends of the bridge were ever 

widened to full secondary highway standards (i.e., 70 ft curb to curb) so that bike lanes could 

be added and a continuous bike facility could be established.  
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14. Difference in pedestrian experience on varying bridge types proposed in the Draft 

EIR/EIS. Only Bridge Concept 2 would provide a significantly separated corridor for 

pedestrians on the bridge. The City standards for secondary highways include the following 

section that is applied to all of the replacement bridge types:  

 11-ft-wide inside lanes, and up to 19-ft-wide outside lanes and 10-ft-wide sidewalks 

 Up to 10-ft-wide median  

 

The sidewalks are elevated with a standard curb between the traveled way and sidewalk. The 

sidewalks would be provided along the entire viaduct length and are approximately 3,440 ft in 

length for all the bridge types.  

 

Along the viaduct length, belvederes could be provided for Bridge Concepts 1, 2, 3, 4, and 4A. 

These belvederes would be for pedestrians and are located outbound of the sidewalks away 

from the traveled way for comfort to the pedestrian and for viewing at the middle of the river 

or along the river banks. Across the river spans, Bridge Concepts 1, 2, and 3 also provide crash 

barriers between the traveled ways, protecting the steel arches from vehicular impact, but they 

also provide additional separation between the traveled way and sidewalks. In addition, Bridge 

Concept 2 uses steel tie arches for the pedestrian ways across the river spans, creating a unique 

pedestrian experience while crossing the river, being separated by a few feet from the viaduct 

roadway. Bridge Concepts 4 and 4A also provide crash barriers between the traveled ways, 

protecting the cable stays from vehicular impact, and also providing additional separation 

between the traveled ways and sidewalks. These barriers extend over the river spans and along 

the entire cable-supported spans. 

 

This information is provided in Section 3.7.3.2 of the FEIR/EIS. 

 

15. Information on frequency or intensity of light fixtures was not provided. This will be 

determined in the final design. The preliminary cost estimates include light fixtures in 

accordance with the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Street Lighting standards. 

 

16. Under Alternative 3, a separate bike route should be included in the final design. See 

response to comment 13. 

 

 

17. Under Alternative 3, a separate pedestrian way should be included in the final design. 

See response to comment 14. 
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Response to Comment Letter No. 23 – U.S. Department of the Interior 

 

1. Execution of the MOA should be evidenced in the FEIS. The executed MOA is presented in 

Appendix O of the FEIS. 

 

2. Mitigation measures presented in the Draft EIR/EIS should be included in the MOA. 
Some of the mitigation measures presented in the Draft EIR/EIS have been included in the 

executed MOA, as well as new ones, and in the Mitigation monitoring and Reporting Program. 
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Comment Letter #24 
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Response to Comment Letter No. 24 – Governor‟s Office of Planning and Research 

 

No comments from state agencies were received. Information is acknowledged. 
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Comment Letter #25 
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Response to Comment Letter No. 25 – Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians 

 

Native American monitor should be on site during excavation activity. Comment is noted and 

the City will provide the monitor during excavation. 
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Comment Letter #26 
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Comment Letter #26 cont’d 
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Comment Letter #26 cont’d 
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Response to Comment Letter No. 26 – Additional Comment from CRA/LA Dated July 28, 2010 

 

1 CRA/LA finalized the Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Area Historic Survey on 

July 22, 2010.  Included in the Historic Survey is the Anderson Street Historic 

District. It appears that the 6
th

 Street Viaduct Project may have substantial impacts 

to the Anderson Historic District   
 

 The letter from the CRA/LA indicated that the historic survey of the Adelante Eastside 

Redevelopment Area was finalized on July 22, 2010. A map of the proposed “Historic 

District – Anderson Street (dated September 2008)” attached to the CRA/LA letter shows 

one building on the potentially affected property list of  the 6
th

 Street Viaduct Seismic 

Improvement Project (proposed project) being classified as “contributor” to the proposed 

Anderson District (Building No. 17 in Figure 1). This building was determined to be not 

eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) by Caltrans based on the 2007 

Historic Resources Evaluation Report (HRER) prepared for proposed project as part of the 

Section 106 consultation process.  

 

In response to the CRA/LA request, the Project Development Team (PDT) contacted 

CRA/LA staff to obtain detailed information about the survey and any planned local 

nomination/certification process for the proposed district.  The CRA/LA provided a copy 

of a section of the report entitled “Intensive Historic Resources Survey, Adelante Eastside 

Redevelopment Area, July 2008” in January 2011. Per the City‟s request, the CRA/LA 

later provide a copy of the full report in May 2011.  

 

The text of the report indicated the two buildings within the proposed project potentially 

affected property list (14 and 17) are in the proposed Anderson District. The Potential 

District map in Attachment D of the report, (see Figure 2) shows these two buildings as 

individually eligible, not as district contributors.  The report does not include any 

Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) forms for these two buildings that can be used 

as a basis to conclude that they are individually eligible. Further, the report does not 

include the DPR form that documents the potential district.  However, the DPR form was 

sent to the PDT with the partial report in January 2011; it showed only the district 

evaluation, not individual buildings. Based on the cultural resource records search 

conducted by the PDT in February 2011, none of the properties referenced in the 

“Intensive Historic Resources Survey, Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Area, July 2008” 

were filed with the Information Center.  Based on review of the available documents 

associated with the potential Anderson District mentioned above, there appear to be several 

inconsistencies and errors that require correction and finalization.  

 

The PDT also understands that the Historic Survey report was submitted to Survey L.A. 

for inclusion in Phase 3, which will not begin until next year.  Ms, Janet Hanson of Survey 

L. A. stated that she had reviewed the draft report and had noted errors and discrepancies 

to be corrected, but had not received any update as of May 2011.   

 

It is the PDT‟s understanding that the historic survey was prepared as a planning tool for 

CRA/LA. The methodology employed looked at a large number of properties at a 

reconnaissance level and made recommendations based on broad patterns of significance. 

The intent and use of a planning tool is to provide planners with an indication as to the 

potential presence or absence of potentially significant historic properties. However, this 
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document does not provide sufficient data to make a determination of significance for the 

NRHP for the purposes of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) 

or for CEQA. 

 

CEQA states that a property is presumed to be historically significant unless a 

preponderance of evidence demonstrates otherwise. In the case of the 6
th

 Street Viaduct 

Project, the properties that have the potential to be affected by the proposed undertaking 

were identified and evaluated at an intensive level (research and evaluation on individual 

buildings as opposed to looking at large bodies of buildings at a cursory level). Section 106 

only considers properties as “historic properties” when they meet the criteria for the 

NRHP. Therefore, Caltrans prepared sufficient evidence to demonstrate that the subject 

properties are not historic properties for the purposes of Section 106 or historical resources 

for the purposes of CEQA. 

 

Based on the result of the cultural resources intensive evaluation of the proposed project 

under Section 106 consultation process, the City and Caltrans concluded that the proposed 

project would not result in substantial impact to other historic resources in addition to the 

6
th

 Street Viaduct itself, which has been evaluated and documented in this EIR/EIS.     

 

2 Change in the orientation of the 6
th

 Street Viaduct from the existing orientation 

would result in the partial, if not all, destruction of the Historic District, which would 

cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic resource as defined 

by the State CEQA guidelines, thus, resulting in a significant environmental impact.    
 

 Please refer to response to comment #1 above. 

 

3.  Potential destruction of the Historic District would be in conflict with the goals and 

objective of the Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Plan, creating a potentially 

significant environmental impact.  

 

 The EIR/EIS documented that the loss of some industrial buildings within the CRA/LA 

project areas would be inconsistent with the goals and objectives of the two redevelopment 

projects administered by CRA/LA.  However, based on Response #1 above, the proposed 

project would not create a potentially significant impact to any historic resources in 

addition to the 6
th

 Street Viaduct itself; thus, it would not be in conflict with the goals and 

objectives of the Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Plan in this regard. 

 

4.  Cultural Resources and Land Use and Planning potentially significant impacts in 

relation to the Historic District must be included in the environmental analysis.   

 

 The Final EIR/EIS documented the potential Anderson Historic District raised by CRA/LA 

and the conclusion made by the City and Caltrans (see Section 3.9.2).     

 





 

6th Street Viaduct Seismic Improvement Project  October 2011 

Appendix N 
Alternative Development Process 






