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Summary 

Line station through the East Valley. Cross-valley bus routes would still use the East Valley busway, 
they would just run on-street in the West Valley, possibly using transit priority signalization to improve 
runtimes. The West Valley segment of the busway would be constructed when funds and timing permit. 

Another option for phasing of the busway alternatives involves integration of the busway with bus transit 
projects already planned in the San Fernando Valley East-West Transit Corridor. The City of Los 
Angeles Department ofTransportation (LADOT) plans to establish a transit priority bus corridor along 
Oxnard Street and Victory Boulevard within the overall East-West Corridor. The LADOT transit 
priority corridor follows the San Fernando Valley East-West Transit Corridor closely, providing access 
to many of the same destinations, including Warner Center, the Van Nuys Government Center, and 
Lankershim Boulevard. However, unlike the alternatives described in this MIS, the LADOT corridor 
would travel entirely on-street, along Victory and Oxnard. Between Woodman Avenue and Balboa 
Boulevard, the stretch of the LADOT corridor that crosses the 1-405, traffic congestion is very heavy, 
negating the benefits of transit priority signalization. 

The best way to enable buses to avoid the congestion around the 1-405 would be to put them on the SP 
ROW, away from traffic. A segment of the busway, between Woodman A venue and Balboa Boulevard, 
could operate in conjunction with the existing LADOT transit priority corridor along Oxnard and 
Victory. Buses would enter the busway at Woodman or Balboa and avoid the major congestion around 
Van Nuys Boulevard, Sepulveda Boulevard, and the 1-405. After passing through this congested area, 
buses would again leave the SP ROW and complete their routes on street, with transit priority. Figure 
S-1 illustrates the busway initial phase in the context on the entire SPROW. This is the minimum 
operating segment (MOS) recommended for further study in a draft environmental impact study. 

East Valley and West Valley Rail Segments 

The rail alternatives (Alternatives 3, 4, 5, and 6) could be divided into a first phase in the East Valley 
with a second phase in the West Valley. A legacy of the previous 1996 Major Investment Study is the 
division of each alternative into East and West Valley segments. Originally, many ofthe rail alternatives 
described in the 1996 MIS were planned only to be built to the 1-405, the dividing line between the East 
and West Valleys. 

S.3 EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES 

The set of preliminary alternatives was evaluated using quantitative measures of capital cost, operating 
cost, expected ridership, cost-effectiveness and travel time savings. In addition, qualitative evaluations 
of community concerns and potential environmental impacts were undertaken. The application of these 
criteria and the evaluation results are discussed below. 

S.3.1 Capital Costs 

Capital costs are the costs associated with the construction of a transit system, including purchase of 
right-of-way, construction of guideway structures and stations, provision of parking facilities, purchase 
of vehicles, and construction of vehicle maintenance facilities. Capital costs have been divided into 
project construction costs (the costs of building a transit system in the Valley) and vehicle, yard, and 
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maintenance facility costs. The cost of the previously acquired right-of-way ($159 million) is not 
included in the evaluation of capital costs below. 

Due to variations in the profile of the guideway and the type of rail technology employed, the project 
alternatives encompass a wide range of capital costs. Project construction costs are least expensive for 
those alternatives which minimize the use ofbelow-grade profiles and grade separations at cross streets. 
The most expensive alternatives are those which propose Red Line extensions, using heavy rail 
technology that requires grade separation along the entire length of the system. In contrast, alternatives 
employing bus transit have the lowest construction costs, as they were typically defined to operate at 
grade. 

Table S-3 illustrates the range of costs associated with each alternative. The TSM alternative is 
estimated at $94.6 million and includes 94 additional buses, Rapid Bus on Ventura Boulevard and Van 
Nuys Boulevard, and a bus maintenance facility cost of $25 million. These buses are deployed in the 
TSM on major arterial streets to increase headways from 40 minutes or greater to at most 20 minutes. 
In the next phase of analysis, the TSM alternative will be refined to determine what costs should be 
included as system costs in each "build" alternative. 

TABLE S-3 
Capital Cost Estimate Summary of Preliminary Alternatives 

(in 1999 $millions) 

Alternative Project \fehicles, 1rards, Total Capital Cost Per Mile* 
Construction Cost Maintenance Costs• 

Facility Costs 

TSM $20 $74.6 $94.6 N/A 

Alternative 1 - BRT $146.2 $29.4 $175.6 $13.6 

Alternative 2 - Enhanced BRT $184.8 $29.4 $214.2 $16.6 

Alternative 3- LRT $483.0 $50.9 $533.9 $39.3 

Alternative 4- Enhanced LRT $888.8 $50.9 $939.7 $69.1 

Alternative Sa - HRTIBRT $880.4 $57.2 $937.6 $72.2 
(deep-bore) 

Alternative Sc - HRTIBRT $749.0 $57.2 $806.2 $62.0 
(open-air) 

Alternative 6 - Dual-Mode $808.8 $49.1 $857.9 $63.5 

Alternative 7 - DMU $380.4 N/A $462.8 $20.4 
-- ------ -- -------

• Excludes $159 million in previously acquired right-of-way. 

The Bus Rapid Transit and Enhanced Bus Rapid Transit alternatives are both less expensive than any 
rail transit project, costing $175.6 and $214.2 million, respectively (Table S-3). If the cost of the TSM, 
except the cost of the already funded Ventura Boulevard Rapid Bus, is added to the busway alternatives, 
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the total capital cost of Alternative 1 is estimated at $260.2 million, and the total capital cost of 
Alternative 2 is estimated at $298.8 million (Table S-4). 

TABLES-4 
Capital Cost Estimate Summary of Preliminary Alternatives Including TSM 

(in 1999 $ millions) 

Alternative Total Capital Cost Total Capital Cost including 
TSMCost• 

Alternative 1- BRT $175.6 $260.2 

Alternative 2 - Enhanced BRT $214.2 $298.8 

Alternative 3- LRT $533.9 $618.5 

Alternative 4 - Enhanced LRT $939.7 $1024.3 

Alternative 5a- HRT/BRT (deep-bore) $937.6 $1022.2 

Alternative 5c- HRT/BRT (open-air) $806.2 $890.8 

Alternative 6 - Dual-Mode $857.9 $942.5 

Alternative 7 - DMU $462.8 $547.4 

• Excludes $10 million for Ventura Boulevard Rapid Bus. 

The most expensive alternatives are those which make extensive use of above- and below-grade profiles. 
The costliest alternatives would be Alternative 4 ($939.7 million), Alternative 5a ($937.6 million), and 
Alternative 6 ($857 .9 million). Alternative 4 has a deep-bore tunnel segment from the North Hollywood 
Red Line station to Woodman A venue and twelve grade separations at major streets. Alternative 5 has 
a deep-bore tunnel segment from North Hollywood to Hazeltine Avenue and an aerial profile to the 1-
405. Alternative 6 has a deep-bore tunnel segment near the North Hollywood Red Line station but runs 
at grade once it emerges onto the SPROW. 

Table S-5 indicates the capital costs for potential minimum initial phases if funding is not available for 
the full length project. The busway alternatives are the least costly. For the Alternative 1 busway, two 
options for an initial phase are shown. One option is a 4.2 mile segment from Woodman to Balboa with 
a capital cost of$80.0 million and another option is a 5.4 mile segment in the East Valley with a capital 
cost of $93.9 million. An East Valley segment would be the initial phase for all other alternatives. 
Alternatives 5a and 5c are the most expensive because the heavy rail portions of these alternatives would 
be constructed first. 

5.3.2 Operating and Maintenance Costs 

Operating and maintenance (O&M) costs are the expenses associated with sustaining the day-to-day 
service provided by a transit system. They include labor costs, fuel for vehicles, vehicle maintenance, 
and station upkeep. O&M costs for each of the preliminary alternatives are presented in Table S-6. The 
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values shown represent the change in O&M costs associated with implementation of a San Fernando 
Valley East-West Transit Corridor project as compared to the No Build and TSM alternatives. 

TABLE S-5 
Capital Cost Estimate Summary of Preliminary Alternatives - Minimum Initial Phase 

(in 1999 $ millions) 

Alternative Location of Phase Project Length Total Capital Cost* 

Alternative 1- BRT- Option 1 Woodman to Balboa 4.2 $80.0 

Alternative 1- BRT- Option 2 East Valley 5.4 $93.9 I 

Alternative 2 - Enhanced BRT East Valley 5.4 $129.3 I 

Alternative 3- LRT East Valley 5.4 $262.9 

Alternative 4 - Enhanced LRT East Valley 5.4 $593.1 
I 

Alternative 5a- HRT/BRT (deep-bore) East Valley 5.6 $864.0 
I 

Alternative 5c- HRT/BRT (open-air) East Valley 5.6 $730.3 

Alternative 6- Dual-Mode East Valley 5.4 $426.2 I 

Alternative 7 - DMU East Valley 9.9 $203.5 
! 

L_ ·-- ~- -- ~- - -- - ~- ~- -- ~- ~- ~~- - -- -- -- - -- ---~-_j 

* Excludes cost of previously acquired right-of-way - East Valley $79.5 million. 

TABLES-6 
Annual Operating and Maintenance Costs of Preliminary Alternatives 

(in 1999 $ millions) 

Alternative Cost over No Build Cost over TSM 

TSM $38 N/A 

Alternative 1 - BRT $48 $10 

Alternative 2 - Enhanced BRT $48 $10 

Alternative 3 - LRT $59 $21 

Alternative 4 - Enhanced LRT $60 $21 

Alternative Sa- HRT/BRT (deep-bore) $58 $20 

Alternative Sc- HRT/BRT (open-air) $59 $20 

Alternative 6 - Dual-Mode $63 $25 

O&M costs are related to the length of the project constructed and the type oftechnology used to provide 
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transit service. The lowest annual O&M costs would be obtained for a bus-based system, under either I 
the BRT or Enhanced BRT alternatives ($48 million over No Build). The rail transit alternatives have 

SANFERNANDOVALLEY----------------------------------------------
EAsT·WEST TRANSIT CORRIDOR MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY Page S-29 

I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Summary 

higher O&M costs than the bus alternatives, but these expenses are partially offset by the reductions in 
bus operating costs that occur as bus service is supplemented or replaced by rail service. 

For any given project length, O&M costs are highest for Red Line extensions and somewhat lower for 
an LRT system. Because the HRT alternatives (Alternatives Sa and Sc) are in conjunction with a 
busway, all the LR T and HR T alternatives have somewhat similar operating costs ($58-$60 million over 
No Build) except Alternative 6, Dual-Mode, which has a greater O&M cost ($63 million). 

5.3.3 Ridership 

For all project alternatives, ridership is a function of travel time and cost. All else being equal, the faster 
technologies attract more riders. Longer segments have higher ridership because they serve a larger area 
and incorporate more stations. Alignment choice also affects ridership. The choice of underground 
versus aerial profiles does not affect ridership, nor does construction method (deep-bore, cut-and-cover, 
or open-air). At-grade profiles, however, may reduce ridership if transit vehicles do not have signal 
priority at street crossings, creating longer travel times. 

The projected ridership for each alternative is shown in Table S-7. The "hoardings" column represents 
the number of passengers expected to use the system within the Valley, that is, board and disembark at 
stations constructed as part of the San Fernando Valley East-West Transit Corridorproj ect. "New transit 
riders" compares the number oflinked trips for each alternative to the No Build and TSM alternatives 
which serve as the baselines for ridership studies as required by the FT A. 

TABLE S-7 
Ridership of Preliminary Alternatives 

Alternative Fixed Guideway Fixed Guideway New Daily Transit 
Daily Transit Trips 

Boardings 
Over No Build OverTSM 

TSM N/A 25,300 N/A 

Alternative 1- BRT 20,600 30,300 5,000 

Alternative 2 - Enhanced BRT 20,600 30,300 5,000 

Alternative 3 - LRT 28,000 33,100 7,800 

Alternative 4- Enhanced LRT 28,000 33,100 7,800 

Alternative Sa- HRTIBRT (deep-bore) 17,800 28,100 2,800 

Alternative 5c- HRTIBRT (open-air) 17,800 28,100 2,800 

Alternative 6 - Dual-Mode 19,600 37,500 12,200 

Compared to the TSM alternative, the best performing alternative for new transit riders is Alternative 
6, the Dual-Mode alternative. This alternative serves the entire Valley from North Hollywood toW arner 
Center, employs the high-speed/high-capacity technology of Red Line heavy rail cars, and allows 
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passengers to travel directly to central Los Angeles without transfers. The busway, LRT, and HR T /BRT 
alternatives are less effective in attracting ridership. The busway alternatives, Alternative 3 (LRT), and 
the bus portions of Alternative 5 have slower average speeds than the Dual-Mode alternative because 
their at-grade operation, even with signal priority, leads to stops at traffic intersections, increasing travel 
time. 

5.3.4 Cost-Effectiveness 

Cost-effectiveness is a measure used to evaluate how the costs of a transit project (for both construction 
and operation) compare to the expected benefits (increased transit ridership). Cost-effectiveness is 
calculated as an index which represents the added cost associated with serving each new transit rider. 
The smaller the index, the more cost-effective the project alternative. Consistent with FTA 
requirements, cost-effectiveness for each alternative is measured against the No Build and TSM 
alternatives. Table S-8 lists the preliminary alternatives and their cost-effectiveness. 

TABLE S-8 
Cost-Effectiveness of Preliminary Alternatives 

I Annualized Cost Per New Daily Transit Trip 

Alternative Over No Build OverTSM 

TSM $6 N/A 

Alternative 1- BRT $8 $16 

Alternative 2 - Enhanced BRT $8 $18 

Alternative 3 - LRT $11 $26 

Alternative 4 - Enhanced LRT $14 $39 

Alternative Sa- HR.T/BRT (deep-bore) $16 $108 

Alternative Sc- HR.T/BRT (open-air) $15 $96 

Alternative 6- Dual-Mode $12 $24 

The most cost-effective alternatives are those which yield a high number of new riders at a low 
incremental cost. The TSM alternative is very cost-effective, as it attracts approximately 25,300 new 
transit trips (compared to No Build) while avoiding the large capital costs for guideways and stations 
that are associated with all of the other alternatives. The Busway is also quite cost-effective, costing less 
than $8 per new ride compared to the No Build and $16 compared to the TSM. 

The only cross-valley rail alternative with a cost-effectiveness below $25 compared to the TSM is the 
Dual-Mode alternative. Alternative 6 had the largest new ridership and falls within the $20-$25 per new 
rider cost-effectiveness range. 

5.3.5 Travel Time Comparison 

Table S-9 compares the runtimes, average speed, station spacing, and headways, for the BRT 
alternatives, the Light Rail alternatives, the HRT/BRT alternative, and the Dual-Mode alternative. The 
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alternative with the fastest run time (24.2 minutes) from North Hollywood to Warner Center is 
Alternative 6, the Dual-Mode alternative, followed by Alternatives 3 and 4, Light Rail (26.0 minutes). 
The busway alternatives' runtimes are estimated at 28.6 minutes, which is considerably less than the 
local bus today which takes 55 minutes. The HR.T/BRT combination, Alternative 5 would run slight 
faster than the BR T alternatives but require a transfer at Sepulveda Boulevard. The runtime from 
W amer Center to Downtown is estimated at 58.6 minutes for the busway, 56.0 minutes for the Light Rail 
alternatives, 54.1 minutes for HR.T/BRT, and 51.2 minutes for the Dual-Mode alternative. 

TABLES-9 
Travel Time Comparison for Preliminary Alternatives 

BUS RAPID LIGHT RAn. HRT TO 1-405 I DUAL-MODE 
TRANSIT (BRT) (LRT) BRTTO HEAVY RAn. 

WARNERCTR. 
Alts. 1 and2 Alts. 3 and 4 Alt. 5 Alt. 6 

Total Runtimes 28.6 minutes 26.0 minutes 27.1 minutes 24.2 minutes 
(W amer Center to + transfer at 
North Hollywood) Sepulveda (3 min) 

Total Runtimes 55.6 minutes 53.0 minutes 54.1 minutes 51.2 minutes 
(Warner Center to + transfer at North + transfer at North + transfer at 
Downtown) Hollywood (3 min) Hollywood (3 min) Sepulveda (3 min) 

Average Speed 29.2mph 30.4 mph 31.4 mph 33.5 mph 

Average Distance 1.16 miles 1.20 miles 1.26 miles 1.35 miles 
between Stations 

Headways Peak: Varies - Peak: 4 minutes Peak: Varies - Peak: 4 minutes 
2 ~min. atN. Base: 8 minutes 4min.onHRT Base: 8 minutes 

Hollywood 2 ~ - 5 min. on BRT 

8.3.6 Environmental Effects 

The potential environmental impacts of the alternatives under consideration in this Major Investment 
Study are described in detail in Chapter 4, Affected Environmental and Environmental Analysis. The 
following summary describes impacts common to all alternatives as well as distinguishing 
environmental effects of individual alternatives. The Draft MISIEIR/SEIR prepared in 1997 has 
provided much of the information being used to complete the environmental analysis in this MIS. 
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Land Use and Development 

All alternatives will connect major activity centers within the San Fernando Valley, including North 
Hollywood, the Van Nuys Government Center, Warner Center, Valley College, Pierce College, and the 
Sepulveda Dam Recreation Area. Furthermore, many of the transit stations will be placed alongside 
"transit supportive" land uses such as schools, commercial facilities, and high-density residential areas. 

Acquisitions and Displacements 

Some acquisitions and associated displacements will be necessary for all alternatives. Some businesses 
are currently located within the SP ROW on short-term leases. These will not be renewed as 
construction commences. A minimal amount of property acquisition will be necessary to facilitate a 
diagonal crossing of the intersection ofFulton Avenue and Burbank Boulevard in Alternatives 1 and 2. 
Construction staging areas will be necessary for Alternatives 3 through 6, requiring the acquisition of 
property at points along the right-of-way, displacing approximately 10 residents and 20 businesses. Park 
and ride lot acquisition will be necessary for several of the alternatives. 

Demographics and Neighborhoods 

Alternatives will not adversely affect any particular demographic group. Neighborhoods along the San 
Fernando Valley East-West Transit Corridor will be screened from the right-of-way through 
landscaping, walls, and earthen berms. 

Community Facilities and Services 

All alternatives described in this MIS will improve access to the Van Nuys Government Center, as well 
as Valley College and Pierce College. Schools, health care facilities, and parks within a quarter mile 
of the alignment would experience improved access. Potential noise impacts to facilities immediately 
adjacent to the right-of-way can be mitigated with landscaping, walls, and earthen berms. 

Fiscal and Economic Conditions 

An estimated 1,040 new regional jobs would be created by the TSM alternative. Alternatives 1 and 2 
would require only minor property acquisitions and therefore would not displace employees. These two 
alternatives would generate an estimated 1,280 regional jobs for operation. Alternatives 3 through 6 
could displace upwards of 400 employees could be displaced as result of acquisitions. Employment 
generated, however, would be from an estimated 1,340 regional jobs (Alternative 6) to 1,450 jobs 
(Alternative 3). 

Visual and Aesthetic Conditions 

Aerial stations and alignments, such as those described in Alternatives 2, 4, and 5 (minimal aerial 
structure is necessary for Alternatives 3 and 6 at Warner Center), will block existing views and shadow 
buildings along the right-of-way. The overhead wires required for light rail, Alternatives 3, 4, and 6, 
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will also interfere with existing views. The right-of-way will be landscaped in all alternatives, and walls 
or earthen berms will screen neighboring residential areas from the new guideway, mitigating its impact. 

Air Quality 

All of the alternatives would produce reductions in overall emissions because increased transit use would 
result in reduced private vehicle operation. Alternatives 1, 2, and 5, because of they are bus-based, 
would result in lower emission reductions than the rail-based alternatives, except for Alternative 7. 
Alternative 7, the Diesel-Multiple Unit vehicle alternative, would produce localized emissions of diesel 
exhaust, resulting in lower overall emissions reductions. 

Noise and Vibration 

Buses in Alternatives 1, 2, and 5 would result in noise impacts which may be mitigated with barriers 
within the right-of-way. Alternatives 3, 4, 6, and 7 require warning bells at most intersections, 
constituting a noise impact. For all of the alternatives, any vibration exceeding annoyance levels could 
be mitigated. 

Biological Resources 

The Los Angeles River crossing west of the 1-405 made by all alternatives encroaches on wetlands of 
limited value. Any mitigation necessary would be determined at the time of permit application. 

Water Resources 

Some encroachment into 100- and 500-year floodplains would occur along portions of the corridor. 
Design of open-air guideways and stations (Alternatives 4, 5, and 6) would include provisions to 
minimize flood hazards to transit patrons. 

Safety and Security 

Private auto travel is inherently more accident prone than public transit. However, at-grade crossings 
of the guideway have an increased potential exposure to accidents caused by transit vehicle/automobile 
conflicts. This would apply to all alternatives. 

Cultural Resources 

No alternative would adversely affect cultural resources along the corridor. Alternatives 3, 4, and 7 
would re-use the historic Lankershim Depot as a light rail station. 

Section 4(f) Issues 

No adverse effects have been found for actual or constructive use of parks or recreational areas along 
the corridor. Temporary uses would occur in the Sepulveda Dam Recreation Area and the Chandler 
Boulevard On-Street Bicycle Route, but these are permitted under Section 4(f). 
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8.3. 7 Community Outreach 

The public outreach component of the San Fernando Valley East-West Transit Corridor study spans four 
years. The first round of outreach activities occurred between September 1995- March 1997. The 
second round of outreach began in October 1999 and continues to date. The second round of outreach 
focused on the key stakeholders identified during the first round of outreach activities. 

Activities 

Major activities which were a part of the public involvement program include: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Stakeholder identification - Through the public involvement program, individuals, community 
organizations, businesses, homeowner groups, business groups and officials that might be 
affected were identified. All stakeholders were added to the project database which contains 
2000names. 

Stakeholder outreach - During both rounds of outreach, a total of 124 meetings I briefings have 
been conducted with various stakeholders throughout the San Fernando Valley to inform them 
of the study, elicit their feedback and identify issues of concern. A list of these groups and 
individuals is found in Appendix A. 

Hotline - A telephone hotline has been used to provide the public with immediate access to 
accurate, up-to-date information. The hotline briefly describes the planning process and the 
opportunities for public involvement. Callers have the option ofleaving their name and address 
so they can receive additional information by mail or leaving a detailed message so that a staff 
member can follow-up on their inquiries. 

Station Siting Workshops- From September 1995 to March 1997, small workshops were held 
conducted with various stakeholder groups who might potentially proposed transit station 
locations along the corridor study area. At these workshops, community members commented 
on possible station designs and planning issues related to the stations. 

Update Mailing -In August 1999, a letter to homeowner and business groups throughout the San 
Fernando Valley was mailed to over 2000 addresses. The letter updated stakeholders about 
important milestones and the status of the study process. The letter contained information on 
important decisions made by the MT A Board regarding the study; it included the names and 
telephone numbers of who to contact, and information on how to access the hotline number. The 
mailing encouraged everyone's participation and feedback. 
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Summary of Comments I 
Comments made in the first round of outreach are found in Appendix A. These comments were made 
by stakeholders during the second round of outreach. I 
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• Key individuals, elected officials and various community organizations expressed the need to 
develop an alternative mode of transportation to alleviate the current traffic congestion in the 
East-West Corridor. 

• Community and business leaders seem to favor the dedicated busway (Alternatives 1 and 2) as 
an alternative. Funding for this alternative is thought to be more viable and would be able to 
provide wider ridership opportunities throughout the entire Valley. Additionally, some 
community and business leaders expressed that they would like the system in place corridor
wide (from east to west) all at once, rather than taking a phased approach. 

• However, some of the elected officials and community members expressed interest in the light 
rail system and view the proposed dedicated busway as a temporary solution to the traffic 
congestion in the San Fernando Valley East-West Transit Corridor. The Robbins legislation 
(SB211) would need to be amended to make an at-grade rail, dual-mode, or diesel multiple unit 
system (Alternatives 3, 6, and 7) feasible in the Burbank-Chandler segment of the corridor. 
Additionally, Proposition A prohibits the use of local funds to construct a heavy-rail subway. 
Hence, there are two laws that contradict one another, thereby, narrowing technology options to 
a bus alternative or the more expensive light rail or heavy rail solutions with multiple profile 
changes. 

• There is still community opposition to an above-ground transit solution along Chandler 
Boulevard, either bus or rail. Generally, a rapid bus alignment along Oxnard Street was seen as 
a possible route that serves more activity centers with fewer perceived community impacts. 

• There are still concerns among stakeholders regarding the potential for an increase in crime at 
the various stations along the corridor. 

• Various stakeholders along the corridor would like to see the SP ROW improved and 
landscaped. It has been suggested that if the bus alternative is preferred, the MTA should 
dedicate the ROW as a community park. 

• Several public officials are concerned that the project should not delay or affect the planned 
bikeway within the right-of-way. 

S.4. BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATIONS 

Table S-10 presents a comparison of the key evaluation criteria pertaining to each of the alternatives 
under consideration in this MIS. This set of criteria is the basis for the recommendation of alternatives 
to be carried forward into the environmental phase of this study. 

• Alternative 1 -Bus Rapid Transit @RT>: The Bus Rapid Transit alternative has the lowest 
capital and O&M costs of all the alternatives. Furthermore, it is the most cost-effective 
alternative per new transit rider. The busway, while slightly slower than the rail alternatives, still 
provides sabstantial cross valley travel time savings over local and rapid bus. On its exclusive, 
landscaped right-of-way, future speeds on the busway will not be affected by future automobile 
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TABLE S-10 
Alternatives Summarv Evaluation Matrix 

Alternative Capital Cost, Annual Operating Cost .Sew Daily Transit Trips Daily fis<d Annualized Cost Per Now Daily 
Mill ions, 19995 Millions, I 9995 Guideway Transit Trip 

Boardiap 

Full Length I MOS Compared to J Compared to Compared to I Compared to Compared to . LCompored to 
Proje<t* Projett•• No Build TSM No Build TS\1 No Build TSM 

---- - ------- _L______._ ----------- ----

TSM $95*'* N/A $38 NIA =~.300 

I 
,,.A NIA S6 NIA 

I. BRT $176 $80 $48 SIO 30.300 

I 
;_ooo 20.600 S& $16 

To \Varner 
Center 

z. BRT $214 $129 $48 $10 30.300 5.1)()0 20,600 S& SIS 
To Womer 
Center 

l. LRT $534 $263 $59 $21 33.100 7.300 28,000 Sll $26 
To Warner 
Center 

4. LRT $940 $593 $60 $21 ll.IOO 7.SOO 28.000 $14 $39 
To Warner 
Ceater 

Sa. HRT/BRT $938 $864 $58 S20 18.100 :.soo 17,800 $16 SI08 
Deep-Bon tO (. 
405& BRTto 
WamerCtr. 
5e. HRT/BRT $806 $730 $59 $20 28.100 2.300 17.800 SIS $96 
Open-Air to 1-
405& BRTto 
WamorCtr. 
6. Dual-Mode $858 $426 563 $25 31500 1~.~00 19.600 $12 $24 
CartoWamer 
Cmter 

1. DMU $463 $204 .... .... .... . ... . ... .... . ... 
Barbank to 
Chatsworth 

-·- ------- ----

•- Excludes previously expended right-{)f-way cost ($159.0 million). All columns, except MOS Project column, reflect Full Project costs. 
••- Excludes previously expended right-of-way cost ($79.5 million). 
••• - Includes Ventura and Van Nuys Blvds. Rapid Bus, increase in headways on Red Line and bus. 
•••• - DMU Alternative not modeled. Identified by commWJity during the course of study and could be included for filnher analysis in later phases of study. 

Oporatinc 
Cost per 
System 

Boording 
Compared ro 
the No Build 

$2.48 

S3.11 

$3.12 

$3 59 

S3.61 

$5.91 

$5.97 

$5.41 

.... 

I 

I 

Avenge Speed TravelTime Distinguish inc Community 
& Mnimum (Minutes), t:nvironmental Support 

Spo<d North lssaa 
(MPH) Hollywood to 

W1me-r 
Center 

-· -· 

N/A N/A E,Osting Medium 
conditions 

29.4 28 'IJ Low Visual Medium 
Average Impact 

55 
Maximum 

29.4 28 ~ Low Visual Medium 
Average Impact 

55 
Maximum 

32.3 26 Medium Visual Low 
Average Impact 

55 WuningBell 
Maximum Noise 

32.3 26 Medium Visual Medium 
Average Impact 

55 
Maximum 

31.4 27 Low Visual High 
Average Impact 

70 .. tnnsfer time 
Maximum at Sepulveda 

31.4 27 Low Vdllal High 
Average Impact 

70 ..... transfer time 
Maximum at Sepulveda 

35 24 Medium Visual Low 
Average Impact 

70 Warning Bell 
Maximum Noise . ... . ... Low Visual Low 

I 
Impact 
Diesel 

Emisaions 

TABLE S-10 
Alternatives Summary Evaluation Matrix 




