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Chapter 1: INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

• The purpose of this Alternatives Analysis (AA) is to consider transportation strategies 
that will address the mobility needs of the Gold Line Phase II Corridor. 

• The AA is part of a federal process developed to efficiently and methodically review a 
range of potential solutions by using comparative analyses tools to identify what type of 
transportation improvement(s) wou ld best meet the 20-year mobility needs of a 
corridor. 

• The Pasadena to Claremont Gold Line Phase II Corridor is a 23-mile corridor in the 
San Gabriel Valley made up of residential, commercial, institutional, industrial and 
railroad uses. 

1. 1 Introduction 
The Metro Blue Line Construction Authority (Authority) and the Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA) sponsored the Pasadena to Claremont Gold Line Phase II Alternatives Analysis (AA), 
initiated in the fall of 2001 and concluded in January 2003. The AA was conducted and 
technical documents prepared to support a decision on a Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA). 
Once a decision on an LPA along with a funding strategy is made, it will be adopted into the 
Southern California Association of Government's fi nancially constrained long-range plan, 
marking the conclusion of the alternatives analysis study process. Although the AA report does 
not recommend an alternative, it does provide a focused analysis and evaluation of each 
alternative considered and how they address the mobility needs of the Corridor. The overall 
goal of the Gold Line AA is to develop an effective and efficient transportation strategy that 
improves access and mobil ity in the corridor, supports economic revitalization in each Corridor 
city, and contributes to the preservation and enhancement of the natural environment. 

The objective of this report is to summarize the process, describe public and agency 
involvement, identify problems and needs of the Corridor, present the goals and objectives for 
the project, describe the alternatives and their ability to meet the Corridor needs and objectives, 
and identify funding opportunities. The report also explains how and when an LPA will be 
selected and identifies future steps to implement the project. 

1.2 The Pasadena to Claremont Corridor 
The Pasadena to Claremont Corridor, referred to as the Gold Line Corridor, is a 23-mile east
west corridor in the San Gabriel Valley of Southern California that generally follows the foothills 
of the San Gabriel Mountains from Pasadena east to the San Bernardino County line. The 
project area runs along the existing Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) railroad right-of-way 
(ROW), paralleling Interstate 210 (1-210) and Arrow Highway, and connects the historic 
downtowns of the cities of Arcadia, Monrovia, Duarte, Irwindale, Azusa, Glendora, San Dimas, 
La Verne, Pomona, and Claremont. Figure 1.1 shows the reg ional context. 



Figure 1.1: Project Study Area 
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The process used in the development of the Gold Line Corridor AA followed the Major 
Investment Study guidelines of the lntermodal Suriace Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 
(ISTEA) and the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21 ), and the Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG) Procedures Manual for Regionally Significant 
Transportation Investment Studies (RSTIS). These guidelines are applicable to alternatives 
analyses and include the following elements: 

• A cooperative and collaborative process to establish the range of alternatives to be 
studied and factors to be addressed; 

• An evaluation of the effectiveness and cost-effectiveness of alternative investments or 
strategies in attaining local, state, and national goals and objectives; 

• Consideration of the direct and indirect costs of alternatives, and factors such as mobility 
improvements; social, economic and environmental effects; safety; operating 
efficiencies; land use and economic development; financing; and energy consumption; 

• A proactive public involvement process that provides opportunities for the public and 
various interests to participate; and 

• Documentation of the consideration given to alternatives and their impacts. 

The Gold Line AA report contains all of this required information, has completed alternatives 
analysis, and, therefore, is positioned to seek Section 5309 New Starts funding. Funding 
strategies have also been developed and are discussed in Chapter 4. The following technical 
reports have been prepared as part of the AA: 

• Preliminary Strategies to Fund the Capital Costs of Phase 11 1 

• Public Involvement Plan2 

• Conceptual Definition of Alternatives Report 

1 Prepared by Sharon Greene and Associates 
2 Prepared by Arellano and Associates 
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October, 2001 
November, 2001 
November, 2001 



• Mobility Problem and Purpose and Need Statement 
• Conceptual Alternatives Plan Set 
• Environmental Impacts Report 
• Operations Plan Report 
• Traffic Analysis Report 
• Ridership Results Report 
• Transit Oriented Development: Prospects and 

Opportunities for the Gold Line Corridor Report 
• Draft Alternatives Analysis Report 

April , 2002 
April, 2002 
May, 2002 
April, 2002 
April, 2002 
June, 2002 

April, 2002 
April, 2002 

These reports are available for review at the Authority office in South Pasadena and at city halls 
and public libraries located in the Corridor cities, including Arcadia, Monrovia, Duarte, Irwindale, 
Azusa, Glendora, San Dimas, La Verne, Pomona, and Claremont. 
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Chapter 2: PURPOSE AND NEED 

• The San Gabriel Valley represents one of the region's most significantly congested 
areas. A number of transportation problems have been identified for the Corridor, 
including: 

- increasing congestion on Interstate 21 O; 

- limited transit lines serving only arterials; and 

- planned projects in SCAG's RTP are not sufficient to address forecasted 
demand. 

• A large number of closely-spaced activity centers provide an unusual opportunity to 
create a regional employment corridor linked by transit. Approximately two-thirds of 
the people living in the Corridor also work there. 

• Significant growth in the Corridor will occur between 2000 and 2020 at rates higher 
than Los Angeles County. 

2. 1 Activity Centers 
As shown in Figure 1.1, the proposed project would begin at the Sierra Madre Villa Station at 
the eastern end of the Pasadena Gold Line Phase I and continue to the City of Claremont. The 
project would connect the historic downtowns of all of the Corridor cities, as well as major 
activity areas such as Santa Anita Park, City of Hope, Azusa Pacific and Citrus Colleges, 
University of La Verne, the Pomona Fairplex and the Claremont Colleges. Table 2.1 lists the 
major activity centers that can be found within one mile of the alignment. Appendix A provides 
more detail on the specific activity centers. One of the objectives of the Gold Line Phase II 
project would be to connect these activity centers. 

This impressive number of activity centers along the study corridor is a reflection of the historic 
development pattern that occurred in the San Gabriel Valley. The individual towns, built along 
and linked by the railroad, originally created a series of individual residential and employment 
nodes. Over time, as these towns expanded, additional employment and activity centers 
developed along the rail line and the communities' arterial street network. 

This series of closely-spaced activity centers provide an unusual opportunity to create a regional 
employment corridor linked by transit. Within this employment corridor, the institutional and 
recreation resources provide a set of particularly stable set of employment and activity 
generators. 

The Corridor includes recreation resources (Los Angeles County Arboretum, Santa Anita Park 
and Los Angeles County Fairplex) that draw visitors from throughout the region. There are 
three hospitals, including the world-famous City of Hope, and four institute of higher learning 
(Azusa Pacific College, Citrus College, La Verne University, and the Claremont Colleges). This 
Corridor is also home to a number of biotech and technology firms, as shown in Figure 2.1 . 
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Figure 2.1 Technology Corridor Map 
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Table 2.1 
Types of Major Activity Centers 
within ,1 mile of the Ali :mment 

Type of ..... t)i Q) ~ (I) 
C: ·§ ~ C: (.) - C: C: -~ .?: - C: ~ Activity (I) 0 0 ~ §_ :::i 2 ·- -~ 2 :::i t:: ·-..... ..... Q) .!::; ..... 

lLJ (I) (.) (]) \il -:!::: 0 \il 
E ~ 

t:J) (/) \il :::i .§- ~ 
t:J) 

~ ~ ::::i (.) 
-~ ~ Q :::i E (.) (.) "tl ::::i (.) ~ :.:::: 

~ 
.... ~ (.) 

City ~ 
C: 0 Cl) 

.Q C: t)i Cl) 
(I) .Q ct - ct ~ (.) :::i ~ 
~ 

:::i 
Q Q 

Pasadena X X X 
Arcadia X X X X X X 
Monrovia X X X 
Duarte X X X X 
Irwindale X X X 
Azusa X X X X X 
Glendora X X X X X X X 
San Dimas X X X X X X X 
La Verne X X X X X X X 
Pomona X X X X X 
Claremont X X X X X X X 

These resources are likely to be very supportive of transit ridership. For instance, the 
recreational resources are on-going sources of high-volume visits and special events. The 
three hospitals have high employment levels per square foot, partly as a result of their 24-hour 
operations. The four largest colleges provide substantial employment opportunities, plus 
student populations that often make multiple trips per day (including the evening) to and from 
the campuses. Multiple smaller colleges are also located within the Corridor. 

2.2 Study Area Characteristics 
In the ten years since 1990, the population of Los Angeles County has grown by 7.4 percent. 
Population growth in the study area has been similar. Table 2.2 shows the cities that abut the 
Gold Line Corridor and their population growth between 1990 and 2000 and projected growth 
between 2000 and 2025. In addition to the ten Corridor cities with stations, the adjacent city of 
Pasadena are technically in the Corridor and would benefit from and attract ridership to a transit 
improvement in the Gold Line Corridor; therefore, it has been included in the demographic 
assessment of the Corridor. 

Five of the eleven cities have experienced a population growth of 7.9 percent or more in the ten 
years since 1990. This is a one-half percent growth r8:te above the County of Los Angeles in 
the same time frame. Two of those cities, Irwindale and Pomona, had more substantial 
population growth in that same ten-year time span (38 and 13.5 percent, respectively). 
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Nine of the eleven cities in the study Corridor are expected to have a population growth that 
ranges from 13.6 percent to 29.7 percent through the year 2025. The City of Irwindale, 
however, is expected to grow by 57.3 percent in the same time frame. 

Table 2.2 
Population Change in the Study Area 

1990 2000 
Percentage Forecasted Percent 

City 
Population Population 

Change Population Change 
1990 to 2000 2025 2000 to2025 

Arcadia 48,290 53,054 +9.6 54,712 +3.1 
Azusa 41,333 44,712 +8.2 50,778 +3.7 
Claremont 32,503 33,998 +4.6 38,609 +13.6 
Duarte 20,688 21,486 +3.9 27,140 +26.3 
Glendora 47,828 49,415 +3.3 56,909 +15.2 
Irwindale 1,050 1,446 +37.7 2,275 +57.3 
La Verne 30,897 31,638 +2.4 36,952 +16.8 
Monrovia 35,761 36,929 +3.3 45,840 +24.1 
Pasadena 131,591 133,936 +1 .8 173,709 +29.7 
Pomona 131,723 149,473 +1 3.5 189,297 +26.6 
San Dimas 32,397 34,980 +8.0 39,996 +14.3 
LA County 8,863,164 9,519,338 +7.4 11,847,538 +24.5 

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2000, 2001 SCAG RTP Update, Myra L. Frank and Associates, Inc. 

This population growth is accompanied by the forecasted growth in employment. Table 2.3 
displays future employment growth for the cities located in the Gold Line Corridor. Two of the 
eleven communities in the study Corridor are expected to have a job growth of over 20 percent 
in the 20 years between 2005 and 2025. Five others are expected to have a job growth of 
between 10 percent and 20 percent in this time span. More than half of the cities in the Corridor 
will have an employment growth above that of Los Angeles County as a whole. 

Table 2.3 
Emplovment Projections 

City 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 
% Change 
2005-2020 

Arcadia 24,274 24,822 25,149 · 25,444 25,758 6.1 
Azusa 15,051 15,609 15,941 16,242 16,564 10.1 
Claremont 12,253 12,552 12,731 12,894 13,065 6.6 
Duarte 10,824 11,764 12,322 12,829 13,371 23.5 
Glendora 18,628 19,170 19,489 19,780 20,090 7.9 
Irwindale 37,886 43,404 46,667 49,648 52,818 39.4 
La Verne 9,506 10,034 10,348 10,633 10,934 15.0 
Monrovia 23,046 24,044 24,633 5,174 25,748 11.7 
Pasadena 96,502 99,824 101,791 103,584 105,494 9.3 
Pomona 52,726 54,912 56,202 57,386 58,640 11.2 
San Dimas 16,550 17,713 18,403 19,031 19,699 19.0 
LA County 4,671,281 4,899,580 5,037,778 5, 165,438 5, 122,395 9.7 
Source: 2001 SCAG RTP Update, Myra L. Frank and Associates, Inc. 
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This strong forecast of employment reinforces the notion that the Gold Line is a regional 
employment corridor and reflects the presence of several very stable employment centers 
(especially the colleges and hospitals). 

The City of Irwindale is expected to have the highest growth in employment, with a 31 percent 
increase by the year 2025. The second highest, the City of La Verne, is expected to have a 
growth of 12 percent by that same year. The County of Los Angeles' projection is close to that 
of the City of La Verne at 11 percent. The forecasted increases in population and employment 
in the Corridor will increase the demand on existing transportation systems and services, as 
discussed in the following section. 

2.3 Existing Transportation Systems and Services 

Freeways and Major Arterials 

The Corridor is served primarily by the Foothill Freeway (1-210). Approximately half of the 
railroad ROW that would be used for the Gold Line Phase II closely parallels the Foothill 
Freeway. 

In addition to the Foothill Freeway, the San Bernardino Freeway (1-10) and the Pomona 
Freeway (SR-60) are major east/west freeways serving the San Gabriel and Pomona Valleys. 
The San Bernardino Freeway is located approximately one-half to seven miles to the south of 
the project depending on the route segment, while the Pomona Freeway is about five to nine 
miles to the south. The San Gabriel River Freeway (1-605) is a north/south freeway crossing the 
alignment and terminating at Huntington Drive in Duarte. State Route 30 freeway connects 1-
21 O to Foothill Boulevard in La Verne and will ultimately be extended east to San Bernardino. 

The San Gabriel Valley represents one of the region's most significantly congested areas due to 
the presence of heavy commute trips generated by area residents on the San Bernardino (1-10), 
Pomona (SR-60), and Foothill Freeway (1-21 O). As part of the project's initial analysis, efforts 
were made to determine the existing congestion levels within the Corridor. A congested 
freeway, for the purposes of examination, is defined as a segment with traffic flow at 35 miles 
per hour or less for three or more hours per day. · This analysis revealed that congestion along 
the Foothill Freeway can be significant during the PM peak-hour periods, resulting in more than 
50 percent of all freeway lanes west of Irwindale Avenue to be operating at a Level of Service 
(LOS) "P' or worse. Although the LOS scale ends at "F", congestion and delay can actually be 
much greater than the thresholds that define LOS F. East of Irwindale Avenue the percentage 
drops to 41 percent. Figure 2.2 illustrates the Average Daily Traffic between major interchanges 
on the Corridor's freeways. 

Table 2.4, organized by study area, shows the existing major arterials located in the study 
Corridor. The study areas follow the study Corridor from west to east. Study area 1 is bordered 
on the west by the Sierra Madre Villa Station and the 1-605 on the east. Study area 2 begins 
with 1-605 on the west and North Lone Hill Avenue on the east. Lastly, Study area 3 is bordered 
by North Lone Hill Avenue on the west, and the Claremont Transfer Station on the east. 
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Peak Month Average Daily Traffic on Corridor Freeways 
Gold Line Phase II 
Figure 2.2 

. \ 

· Pasadena 

'•. 

., ... . ,._ 

Sierra 
Madre 

,~·-< 

Monro"via' 

"•, 

-<t,'- <· 

.Duarte 
~ 

... , : 

Azusa 1.·· -· , 
) ~ ~., 
~ 

~? 
-i 

.- ' .·, 

~'l, 
->., 

~ -

,.;,J 
j;:::; 

.; / - ,• . ' -, 

~~>~-
:.,J { 

/ 

j 

- ··~ ~ ...... 

~•-. t,.O . 

,._!'lirr■ M,a'd~e ,VIiia Station 
(Gold ~In• Connection) 

I - --, - - • ' ;~dJ }". , , ..... 
'<... 'f ' ~ J!lL...~~r .,.. ~ ... l ; C, . ---~-.~·· ~ 

-- ~ l 
· e• . Glend_?T':J.:. 

.{ 

San 
Marino . Arcad ia 

. . .. ,:ffc• •· · : . _~,. ''Z'·'' !~.~:f~~E~· c•:Lc.-:.~:~C~r~>~:::z:: 
".-... ,. ··.,oi , - . . -- ~~,~•-•.•:,u ·, '_,. r'"-:r.;r·,•'><t n,001 I 'fc ,,,., ,•, ' '"' •' •-<, L_< ,, .. , ,,,.,_,."" ' O ,,_,, 

.. 

....... .:: 
112, J _,., ., j-£ ·-, ,1 ;_ 

• ~.;.: !': 

! -;~ s.: ~ .. :._ -"-
:~ -~.~;.-•· I.,.--. 

'I•,, , ~ . 
s ( : .. 

~!_-(, _::::· 
. ' . 
\. 

241 ,000 -
,• !'· 

·( 

••-
F {.:,_> I - -~''-- -~: ,. 

'.~ I : ' ' '~-::-_:_-- _-::-• -___ ... _ -

- - .I..> 
:~ -· 

r 

I .-----:: 
..... - - I 

·- -

·' 
\ 

San Dimas 

.,,. .--, -, 
:"-' 

. -:,, 

. .r•' 
[ 

', 

·--:. 

/ 

•~ I ' . 

Legend 

0 Station ~~ 
'· 

c :::::::::=- Alignment 

----. Freeway 

Road >~ 
0 0.5 1 2 } . ·' 
- Miles 

! Peak Month ADT ! 
~------.. ,,~ ,· " . 

/-., .... - , 

,., 
r - "::~--,/\,..-' ~ 

'I, 

Clarem_onl ,. ·~·~r.( .. 
( '~ ~6 

~t,~ ,J . 

. ~~ re., ~• 
. _!,'i, ~O ' .' 

•~ -·0 · ·T· 

:. 

"t..~ ., 
'· ''j~ 

-:"':. 

·•. (_j: 

.•• :,.:_;.;::.?r l 

Po,mona 
... 

8 
Source: 
1999 Thomas Bros. Maps (TBM) 
0912012002 
Peak Month AOT (Caltran1, 2001) 



Table 2.4 
Existing Arterial Roadwavs that Serve the Corridor 

Name of Arterial Direction of Travel 
Location within Study 

Corridor 
Rosemead Blvd (State Route 19) North/South Studv Area 1 
E. Colorado Blvd. (Historic Route 66) East/West Study Area 1 
Santa Anita Ave North/South Study Area 1 
Myrtle Ave North/South Study Area 1 
Baldwin Ave North/South Study Area 1 
E. HuntinQton Dr. (Historic Route 66) East-/West Studv Area 1 and 2 
Azusa Ave (State Route 39) North/South Study Area 2 
Citrus Ave North/South Studv Area 2 
Irwindale Ave North/South Study Area 2 
S. Grand Ave North/South Study Area 2 
S. Glendora Ave North/South Studv Area 2 
Arrow HiQhway East/West Study Area 2 and 3 
W. Alosta Ave (Historic Route 66) East/West Study Area 2 and 3 
N. Lone Hill Ave North/South Study Area 2 and 3 

(Border) 
W. Foothill Blvd (State Route 66) East/West Studv Area 2 and 3 
Bonita Ave East/West Study Area 3 
S. San Dimas Ave North/South Studv Area 3 
N. White Ave North/South Study Area 3 
N. Garey Ave North/South Study Area 3 
N. Towne Ave North/South Study Area 3 
S. Indian Hill Ave North/South Studv Area 3 
S. Mills Ave North/South Study Area 3 

Public Transportation 

Public transportation needs in the Corridor are fulfilled by a combination of traditional transit 
service (fixed-route bus service with scheduled stops), non-traditional transit service (special 
shuttle systems and demand-responsive services), and rail service (commuter and inter-city 
rail). Generally, the cities in the Corridor contract with Foothill Transit to fulfill the sub-regional 
transportation needs of their citizens. Additionally, while they do not directly contract with 
Amtrak or Metrolink to provide regional transportation to their citizens, they do support the 
service that they provide. 

For the needs of the elderly and disabled, the Corridor cities provide a combination of their own 
localized transit operators, and contracted services with Access Services or Pomona Valley 
Transportation Authority to fulfill the gap between the regional transportation operators and the 
specialized needs of the disabled and elderly. 

Some cities even provide localized transportation service geared towards serving their activity 
centers, or the needs of the elderly and disabled. These services are listed below in Table 2.5. 
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Table 2.5 
Transit Ooerators in the Corridor 

Service Objective Operation Service Area 
Regional · •... ,,: . 

. j c ')( . . .. ;: 

Amtrak Commuter and Travel Rail Fixed Route National and Intercity 
Access Services Specialized for the As Reserved Los Angeles County, Los 

Disabled Citizens Angeles County 
Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority, 
Foothill Transit and 
Member Cities 

Los Angeles Public Mass Fixed Route Los Angeles County 
County Transportation (Operator 
Metropolitan and Transportation 
Transportation Planning Organization) 
Authority (MTA) Rail Fixed Route No service in the 

Corridor 
Bus Fixed Route In the City of Duarte Only 

Metrolink Commuter Rail Fixed Route Regional 
Foothill Transit Public Bus Transit Fixed Route Regional 

(Operator Only) 
Local , .. . t>;'. /· ' /to'{f, •·. ./ .. . :'. . i.• . .. • ·c', .. 
Arcadia Transit Public Shuttle As Reserved Arcadia 
Azusa Transit Public Bus System Fixed Route Azusa 
Dial-A-Ride Senior Citizens Shuttle As Reserved Azusa 
Claremont Dial-A- Public Shuttle As Reserved Claremont 
Ride 
Get About Senior and Disabled As Reserved Claremont 

Citizens Shuttle 
Duarte Transit Public Bus System Fixed Route Duarte 
MTA Public Mass Transit Fixed Routes Duarte 
Glendora Mini-Bus Senior and Disabled Per Reservation Glendora 

Citizens Shuttle 
Senior Citizens Shuttle Per Reservation Irwindale 

Get About Senior and Disabled Per Reservation La Verne 
Citizens Shuttle 

Brethren Hillcrest Senior Citizens Shuttle Per Reservation For Brethren Hillcrest 
Homes Homes to locations 

within La Verne 
University of La Public Shuttle Fixed Route University of La Verne 
Verne Shuttle and a Childcare Center 

at the Fairplex in 
Pomona 

Monrovia Transit Public Shuttle As Reserved Monrovia 
Pasadena Area Public Shuttle Fixed Route Pasadena 
Rapid Transit 
System 
Dial-A-Ride Shuttle for Senior Citizens As Reserved Pasadena 

and Disabled 
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Table 2.5 
Transit Operators in the Corridor 

Service Objective Operation Service Area 
Get About Shuttle for Senior. Citizens As Reserved Pomona 

and Disabled 
Dial-A-Ride Shuttle for Senior Citizens As Reserved Pomona 

and Disabled 
Foothill Transit Subsidizes Service for Fixed Schedules San Dimas 

Senior Citizens 
Get About Senior & Disabled Citizens As Reserved San Dimas 

Shuttle 
Dial-a-Cab Public Transportation As Reserved San Dimas 
Round About Public Transportation Fixed Routes Sierra Madre 
Dial-A-Ride Senior and Disabled As Reserved Sierra Madre 

Current regional transit operators outlined in Table 2.5 are briefly_ described in the following 
paragraphs. Table 2.6 illustrates the bus transit routes within the Gold Line Extension Corridor, 
and Appendix B is a comprehensive listing of the frequency of transit service within the Corridor. 
Figure 2.3 maps the existing transit routes within the Corridor. 

Amtrak 
The National Railroad Passenger Corporation, operating under the Amtrak name, provides 
travel and commuter services across the United States. They also provide contract-commuter 
service through the Southern California Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA). Amtrak utilizes some 
of the existing right-of-way that will be used by the Corridor. 

MTA 
The Metropolitan Transportation Authority serves as transportation planner, coordinator, 
designer, builder and operator for Los Angeles County. MTA operates bus and rail transit lines 
as well as HOV lanes, freeway corridor studies, and rideshare programs, among others. 
Approximately fifteen MTA bus lines run through or near the western portion of the Corridor. 

Metro/ink 
The Southern California Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA) plans, designs, constructs and 
administers the operation of commuter rail lines under the name Metrolink for the Southern 
California Region. The San Bernardino Line and the Riverside Line traverse the northern and 
mid-section of the San Gabriel Valley. The San Bernardino Line will use some of the same 
ROW that would be used for the Gold Line between Pomona and Claremont. 

Foothill Transit 
Foothill Transit provides fixed-route service on 27 local, express and Metrolink feeder lines, with 
approximately 17 million boardings each year. Nineteen lines are currently operated either 
entirely or partially within the Corridor. Ten of them run east/west and nine of them run 
north/south. Four of the east-west lines provide the lengthy trip from downtown Los Angeles to 
the Corridor cities. Each of the lines serves at least five destinations, with one line serving as 
many as 15 destinations. Figure 2.3 illustrates the Foothill Transit routes in the study area. 
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Table 2.6 
Bus Transit Routes 

within the Gold Line Extension Corridor 
Operator Line Destination 
Azusa 1 Community Connector 
Duarte Blue Community Connector 

Green Community Connector 
Foothill 184 Duarte - Monrovia - Arcadia 
Transit 185 Azusa - West Covina - Hacienda Heights 

187 Claremont- Montclair - Pasadena 
272 Duarte - Baldwin Park- West Covina 
274 Glendora - West Covina - Covina - Whittier 
276 San Dimas - Covina Blvd. - Sunset Ave. - Puente Hills Mall 
280 Azusa - Puente Hills Mall 
291 La Verne - Pomona - South Pomona 
292 Montclair - Claremont - Pomona 
294 Montclair - Claremont - Pomona 
479 Montclair - Pomona Fairplex - Cal Poly 
480 Montclair - West Covina - El Monte - Los Angeles 
492 Montclair - Arcadia - Los Angeles 
494 Glendora - Monrovia - Los Angeles 
498 Citrus College - Eastland - LA (Express) 
499 San Dimas Park & Ride - Via Verde Park & Ride - LA (Express) 
690 Montclair- Pasadena - LA (Express) 
699 Montclair TransCenter - Fairplex P & R - Lakes P & R - LA (Express) 
721 El Monte Metrolink - Arcadia 

MTA 79 LA-Arcadia 
177 La Canada Flintridge - Pasadena - Arcadia - Monrovia - Duarte 
181 Hollywood - Glendale - Eagle Rock - Pasadena City College 
188 Altadena - Pasadena - Arcadia - Duarte 
260 Compton - Long Beach - Monterey Park - Pasadena - Altadena 
264 Rosemead - San Gabriel - San Marino - Pasadena - Altadena 
266 Lakewood - Pasadena 
267 El Monte - Temple City - Arcadia - Pasadena - Altadena 
268 El Monte - Arcadia - Pasadena - Altadena - La Canada Flintridge 
270 Monrovia - El Monte - Whittier - Santa Fe Springs - Norwalk - Cerritos 
379 LA - Arcadia (Limited) 
401 LA - Pasadena - Altadena (Express) 
487 LA - San Gabriel - Rosemead - Pasadena - Sierra Madre (Express) 
489 Hastings Ranch - Temple City - Rosemead Bl. - LA (Express) 
491 Sierra Madre - Arcadia - El Monte - LA (Express) 

Access Services 
Access Services is a state-mandated local governmental agency created by Los Angeles 
County's public transit agencies to administer and manage the delivery of regional American 
with Disabilities Act (ADA) paratransit service. Access Services' primary mission is to provide 
ADA-mandated paratransit services for people with disabilities who are unable to use public 
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fixed-route transportation systems, and to coordinate various paratransit operators within the 
Los Angeles County to provide efficient and cost-effective paratransit services. 

Access Services currently fills the gap petween existing fixed-route public transportation options 
and the client's transportation needs. This is implemented by providing a ride from the client's 
home to the nearest fixed transportation stop, and providing rides to and from locations not 
currently serviced by fixed transportation routes. 

The County of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority, Foothill 
Transit, Azusa Transit, the City of Sierra Madre and the City of Pasadena are members of 
Access Services. 

Pomona Valley Transportation Authority 
Pomona Valley Transportation Authority currently contracts with the cities of Claremont, La 
Verne, Pomona, and San Dimas. They provide the demand-services of Get-About (for seniors 
and disabled), and subsidize the Claremont Dial-A-Ride Service arid San Dimas Dial-A-Cab for 
seniors. 

Other Transportation Facilities 

According to the 1995 San Gabriel Valley Bikeway Master Plan prepared for MTA, there are a 
limited number of pedestrian and bicycle facilities in the Corridor. Existing facilities within the 
study area include the San Gabriel River Trail, the Upper Rio Hondo Trail, the Duarte Bikeway 
Loop, the Walnut Creek Trail, Walnut Bike Lanes, Diamond Bar Bike Lanes, the Claremont Bike 
system, and a number of bike lanes throughout La Verne and Glendora. 

Together these facilities provide 33 miles of Class I bike paths, 41 miles of Class II bike lanes, 
and 73 miles of Class 111 signed bicycle routes, for a total of 148 miles along 85 individual 
segments. In general, this existing network of bike paths tends to be isolated with few 
connections between cities and little overall regional consistency. Even when road widths allow, 
most major and secondary arterials in the San Gabriel Valley do not provide bike lanes. Nine of 
the cities in the corridor have no bike facilities whatsoever. 

While trails in some areas (such as the San Gabriel River Trail and Rio Hondo Trail) are of 
generally high quality, a number of paths used as bike lanes are currently sub-standard, failing 
to meet minimum Caltrans requirements, i.e. 4 foot width with a 4 inch centerline stripe. 
Signage is a problem along a significant number of paths, with some bike lanes being 
unidentifiable without the use of area maps. In many places, paths are located in barren 
environments such as flood control channels and adjacent to industrial uses that make for an 
unpleasant riding experience. There are virtually no support facilities such as parking. Security 
and lighting are almost universally inadequate. As a result, bike trails are perceived to be 
unsafe and unappealing by large portions of the casual cycling population. 

In recognition of these and other problems, plans are underway to add to and improve existing 
facilities. One example is the proposed construction of a San Dimas - Claremont Rail Trail 
within the Pasadena Sub-Division rail right-of-way, through the cites of San Dimas, La Verne, 
Pomona, and Claremont. This Rail Trail is a proposed multi-use pathway that has been funded 
through the MTA Call-for-Projects, and construction is scheduled for early 2003. Coordination is 
on-going between the Gold Line Phase II project and the bikeway. This project, also with 42 
others proposed by the San Gabriel Valley Bikeway Master Plan, would provide almost 300 
miles of new and revitalized trails in the Corridor. 
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In spite of proposed changes, it must be noted that existing facilities are, to a large degree, 
inadequate and the financial feasibility, timeframe for implementation, and overall impact of 
planned projects remains in question. f!,..s a result, it is reasonable to conclude that pedestrian 
and bicycle travel in the Corridor will not, in the near future, be a viable substitute for travel by 
automobile. 

2.4 Corridor Transportation Patterns 
Overall, the transportation network of greater Los Angeles is oriented in an east-west direction 
because the region is bounded by mountain ranges to the north. In the study area, the San 
Gabriel Mountains are the northern boundary, and communities and transportation facilities 
have developed primarily along an east-west spine. In the past, the main east-west 
transportation corridors were US 66 and the railroad. Over time, US 66 was replaced by 1-210, 
the Foothill Freeway. Today, 1-21 O is the main transportation artery within the study corridor, as 
well as providing the main connection to other freeways in the metropolitan area. 

Many of the major arterials in the study area, such as Foothill Boulevard, Colorado Boulevard, 
Huntington Drive and Arrow Highway, are also east-west oriented and tend to be very long. In 
fact, these arterials, or combinations of them, extend across the entire region. North-south 
arterials tend to be shorter, with many serving only communities adjoining 1-210. As shown in 
Figure 2.3, the street arterial network is where most of the current transit service in the study 
corridor is provided. 

Because 1-210 is the northernmost of the five east-west freeways of greater Los Angeles, it also 
carries substantial amounts of truck traffic. It serves as a by-pass for truck traffic between 1-5, 
the state's main north-south freeway, and 1-10, southern California's main east-west freeway. 
This bypass route is an important connection to the regional distribution centers that are located 
to the east of the study corridor, in the Inland Empire along 1-15 and 1-215. In addition, there 
also many individual distribution facilities located in the study corridor that use 1-210. At about 
the mid-point of study corridor, extraction facilities in Irwindale are the primary source of 
aggregate for construction projects throughout southern California. 

Within the study area, the majority of trip making .is east-west, to and from the activity centers 
discussed in Table 2.1 , and to regional activity centers to the east and west of the study 
corridor. For instance, west of the corridor terminus at Sierra Madre Villa in Pasadena, 1-210 
provides access to several regional employment centers. These include the commercial 
employment centers at Lake Street and in downtown Pasadena, and to the Jet Propulsion Lab 
facilities in northwest Pasadena. 1-210 connects to the SR 134 freeway, which provides access 
to the employment center in downtown Glendale and to the entertainment/employment center 
(Disney, ABC, Warner Brothers, etc.) in Burbank. At about the mid-point of the corridor, 1-210 
intersects 1-605. The east end of the study corridor connects to the 1-10, SR 55 and SR57. 
These four connecting freeways link the study corridor with significant portions of the Los 
Angeles Metropolitan region. 

Although there are activity centers all along the study corridor that affect traffic, and connections 
to activity centers outside of the corridor, there is an overall AM/PM directional flow difference 
along the corridor. In the morning period, the majority of trips occur westbound, headed for the 
Pasadena, Glendale and Burbank employment centers. In the mornings, there is also a 
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substantial eastbound movement along 1-210 between its west terminus and 1-605, where traffic 
then turns southbound. In the PM period, the directional bias on 1-21 O is eastbound. 

1-21 O provides the primary route for intrp-corridor trips, especially where origins and destinations 
are more than a couple of miles apart. Activity centers that are major trip generators include 
the complex of facilities that includes the Santa Anita Race Track, Santa Anita Fashion Park 
mall, and nearby downtown Arcadia. The City of Hope hospital in Duarte is a major destination. 
Irwindale is a generator of many truck trips, since it is a major warehouse distribution center and 
the source of much of the mined aggregate needed for construction in southern California. Two 
other facilities that generate many truck trips are the Miller Brewery in Irwindale and Monrovia 
Nurseries in Azusa, the largest plant grower in the United States. At the eastern half of the 
corridor, the Fairplex, Citrus College, Azusa Pacific University College, the University of La 
Verne, and Claremont Colleges are major destinations and trip generators. The majority of 
enrollees at the colleges are not resident on campus, so trips to and from the facilities occur 
throughout the day and into the evening hours. Although the arterial street network connects 
many of the aforementioned activity centers, the preponderance of trip making over about three 
miles in length occurs via freeway, even during congested periods. 

Trip patterns in the study area are well-established and not likely to diminish in the foreseeable 
future. 1-210 will continue to serve as an important truck corridor, the freeway will continue to 
link major employment centers within and outside of the study area, and locations such as the 
hospitals, colleges, distribution centers and major recreation facilities will continue to be major 
destinations and trip generators. Both forecasted growth within the Corridor and at locations 
outside but linked to the corridor, will place ever-increasing demands for travel capacity. Past 
experience has shown that providing any major capacity additions to the area freeway network 
is unlikely. Other than providing high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes and ITS improvements to 
increase through-put within existing right-of-way, community opposition to freeway widening is 
usually so strong as to prevent capacity increases that would require new rights-of-way. 

As population and employment continue to increase in the region and in the study area, 
congestion on the freeways and arterial network will also increase. As further discussed in 
Section 2.5, peak hour travel times will lengthen dramatically. Congestion in the study area 
also has an effect on each of the corridors to which 1-210 connects. At the east end of the study 
area, congestion impacts spill over into the 1-10, SR 57 and SR 55 corridors, at the west end, 
congestion spills over into the SR 134 corridor. As the freeway facilities become more 
congested, traffic on the arterial network increases. When congestion occurs on the arterial 
network, there is a tendency for drivers to short-cut through neighborhood streets to avoid 
congested intersections, giving rise to concerns about speeding traffic through residential areas. 

2.5 Current Transit Deficiencies 
Current transit services generally meet two primary market functions: linking local business and 
activity centers along major arterials, or providing express services to downtown Los Angeles. 
Access between residential areas and employment locations provided by the bus systems are 
constrained to those locations that are served by bus routes. Service is provided only along the 
following major east-west and north-west arterials: Foothill Boulevard, Huntington Boulevard, 
Arrow Highway, Bonita Avenue, Myrtle Avenue, Azusa Boulevard, Grand Avenue, Towne 
Boulevard, and Indian Hill Boulevard. 
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Access for persons coming from or going to locations beyond a reasonable walking distance 
from these routes tends to be limited. Similarly, only those employment, shopping, and 
institutional destinations that are along or very close to the arterial routes are likely to have a 
transit-user connection. 

Bus utilization is also constrained by trip times, where buses are generally moving at the same 
speeds as other traffic. In many cases, bus travel times are slower than individual auto trips, 
since buses typically make very frequent stops. These slow speeds do not provide an incentive 
for those with automobiles to use transit as an alternative mode for trip making. 

The higher speed services provided by express bus or Metrolink are available only between 
select locations and generally during peak hours. Many employment and activity centers in the 
Corridor are not now served by bus service or higher speed services, or are served on a limited 
basis. Currently, the only activity centers with transit service are located at the east end of the 
Corridor (LA County Fairplex, University of La Verne, Claremont Colleges and their adjoining 
residential areas), and are served by Metrolink service. There is no Metrolink service between 
Pasadena and Pomona. In addition, Foothill Transit only has one express bus route that serves 
but one of the activity centers located in the entire Gold Line Phase II Study Corridor, which is 
the LA County Fairplex (the route travels from downtown Los Angeles and ends at the Fairplex). 

The two Foothill Transit bus routes that most closely resemble the Pasadena Gold Line Phase II 
Study Corridor are traditional bus Line 187 from Pasadena to Montclair, and weekday express 
bus Line 690 from Pasadena to Montclair. Both of these bus lines serve only a portion of the 
study corridor, thus linking only some of the activity centers, and also leaving some sections of 
the study corridor unlinked by public transportation. 

Travel time from Colorado Boulevard and Sierra Madre Boulevard to the Claremont 
TransCenter is approximately one and one-half hours during the weekday, and just over one 
hour on the weekend on Line 187. Travel time from Lake Avenue and Interstate 210 (1-210) to 
the Montclair TransCenter is approximately one and one-quarter hour on weekdays on Line 690 
(Line 690 does not operate on the weekend). 

2.6 Forecasted Transportation Demand . 
According to the Southern California Association of Government's (SCAG) 2001 Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP), if only the Baseline or No-Build Alternative projects committed 
through the year 2025 are constructed, the freeway network mixed-flow capacity would increase 
by less than ten percent and the arterial system would increase by about seven percent. 
(Baseline Projects are all committed projects in the 2001 RTP, Governor's Traffic Congestion 
Relief Program, and the TEA-21 priority projects for capital improvement as identified by county 
commissions, from 1997 to 2025.) 

Under the Baseline or No-Build Alternative, drivers of the region could experience an increase in 
congestion and delay by over 1 00 percent by 2025. The average speed on the freeway system 
could deteriorate to about 16 miles per hour. As noted earlier, several lanes of the Foothill 
Freeway, which is the primary highway for the Gold Line Phase 11 Corridor, already operate at 
LOS F during peak hours. With the forecasted increases in congestion and delay, it can be 
expected that all lanes will be at LOS F and that the hours per day in which major congestion 
would occur will increase. Also as noted earlier, congestion and delay can actually exceed the 
thresholds that define LOS F. It should be noted than an average speed of 16 miles per hour 
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means that peak hour speeds are likely to be in the 5 to 10 mph range. Under these conditions, 
a trip along a 20-mile portion of the freeway could require 2 to 4 hours. 

The aggregated daily vehicle hours sp.~nt in the region could increase by over 50 percent and 
the hours of delay could increase over 100 percent. Also, 26 percent of the total freeway 
system will be extremely congested and the average driver will spend 25 percent of their time in 
traffic. 

Conditions similar to these forecasted regional conditions can be expected to occur in the study 
Corridor. 

2. 7 Project Goals and Objectives 
The proposed goals and objectives for the Gold Line Corridor were developed in cooperation 
with the Project Steering Committee, made up of representatives from each city in the Corridor; 
they are consistent with the other transit improvements being planned for Los Angeles County. 
These goals and objectives, listed in Table 2.6, were adopted by the Project Steering 
Committee, and recognize the existing and forecasted transportation conditions described 
above. 

Table 2.6 
Goals and Objectives 

Cateqory Goal Obiective 
Cities and transit providers to jointly 

To locate stations that select station locations that 
facilitate cities' visions for maximize transit use and further 
land use and development cities' plans for transit oriented 
around transit stations and development (infrastructure, 
adjoining activity centers parking, development, 

redevelopment, etc.) 
To provide highly visible stations 

Land Use & City Vision 
that represent the cities' senses of 
olace 

To create a system that 
To respect community architectural 
and urban desiQn standards 

creates/adds identity and 
To provide safe access for attractiveness to San Gabriel 

Valley cities 
pedestrians and bicycles 
To enhance communitv identity 
To take advantage of the high 
visibility of the Corridor to promote 
transit use 
To provide efficient intra-corridor 

Transit Usefulness 
To complement other service not currently met by 
existing transit in the corridor Metrolink, Foothill Transit or the 
and optimize previous Pasadena Gold Line Phase I 
investments To make good use of the right-of-

way already purchased by MTA 
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Table 2.6 
Goals and Objectives 

Cateqory Goal Objective 
To create a system with the 
capability of carrying at least 25 
percent as many people as are 

To reduce auto dependency carried in all 1-210 travel during the 
day, and to offer a level-of-service 
capable of attracting this percent of 
travel. 

To improve mobility and To provide good connections to 
provide connectivity to Metrolink, Foothill Transit, and to the 
regional and local transit Pasadena Gold Line Phase I at 
systems Sierra Madre Villa Avenue 
To implement a project 

To implement new transit service in within a reasonable period of 
the corridor by 2008. time 

.. To incur capital costs of less than 
the cost of increasing the capacity of 

To develop a cost-effective 1-210 by 25%. 
Cost Effectiveness To be capable of being operated transit system 

and maintained at or better than the 
average cost of other rapid transit 
systems in Los Anqeles Countv 
To avoid potential impacts by 
utilizing existing disturbed right-of-
way 

To improve air quality and To avoid property acquisitions to the 
extent possible 

Environmental preserve and protect the 
To work jointly with the cities to natural and man-made 

environment identify potential impacts and 
feasible mitigation measures in 
order to minimize impacts 
To reduce, not add to, tailpipe 
emissions 
To ensure that the desires, policies, 
and concerns of corridor cities and 
citizens are considered in the 

To work collaboratively with selection of the LPA 

Study Process local cities throughout the To develop a public participation 
Alternatives Analysis program in collaboration with 
process corridor cities 

To listen to the community and 
explain how we have responded to 
comments as the study progressed 

20 





Chapter 3: THE STUDY ALTERNATIVES 

• Seven alternatives were studied, including light rail transit, bus rapid transit, and 
commuter rail. 

• All of the alternatives follow the Burlington Northern/Santa Fe (BNSF) Railroad 
right-of-way, currently owned by the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA). 

• Transit oriented development (TOD) strategies were developed for each transit stop 
location through a series of workshops with Corridor cities. 

3. 1 The Alternatives and Screening 
A number of alternatives were initially evaluated (as reported in the Development and Screening 
Analysis Report, dated November 30, 2001 ). This analysis looked at a wide range of alignment 
and technology options aimed at serving the Corridor transportation needs of the San Gabriel 
Valley, including a Transportation Systems Management (TSM) or Baseline, Bus Rapid Transit 
(BRT), Light Rail Transit (LRT), Commuter Rail (CR), High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Lanes, 
and guideway-based alternatives. Table 3.1 outlines the initial long list of alternatives. After this 
long list of alternatives was developed, any alternatives that had flaws that would prevent their 
implementation or that would seriously limit their ability to service the needs of San Gabriel 
Valley were eliminated from further consideration. The screened list of ten "build" alternatives 
was presented to the San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments (SGVCOG) Blue Line 
Steering Committee on November 15th

, 2001. The following reasons for recommending 
reducing the list of alternatives from 25 to 7 were: 

1. Not cost-effective; 
2. Pose significant environmental disadvantages; 
3. Offer no advantages over other, less-costly technologies; 
4. Would not meet projected travel demand ; 
5. Would not reduce travel times ; 
6. More costly to construct and/or operate than TSM or ten build alternatives; and 
7. Do not meet or conflict with goals and objectives of San Gabriel Corridor Valley Corridor 

Alternatives Analysis. 

As a result of the screening analysis and input from the Committee, the goals and objectives 
were modified and the list of ten alternatives was reduced to seven, as outlined in Table 3.2. 

Table 3.1 
Long List of Alternatives 

Alternatives Technology Description 
Western Terminus I Eastern 
Terminus 

Future bus network with Foothill Transit 

Baseline Express Bus on 1-210 plus other 
Sierra Madre Villa Ave to Indian Hill Blvd 

transportation improvements in Regional 
Transportation Plan, Packacie G 

BRT-1 BRT Widen 1-210 for BRT lanes Sierra Madre Villa Ave to Indian Hill Blvd 
BRT-2 BRT Elevated BRT lanes on 1-210 Sierra Madre Villa Ave to Indian Hill Blvd 
BAT-3 BAT BAT on 1-210 Shoulder Sierra Madre Villa Ave to Indian Hill Blvd 
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Table 3.1 
Long List of Alternatives 

Alternatives Technology Description 
Western Terminus I Eastern 
Terminus 

BRT-4 BRT BRT-only HOV lanes Sierra Madre Villa Ave to Indian Hill Blvd 

BRT-5 BRT BRT on 1-210 and Street ROW 
Sierra Madre Villa Ave to Claremont 
Metrolink Station 

BRT-6 BAT Rapid Bus on Streets Local Streets from Pasadena to 
Claremont 
Foothill Blvd. From Pasadena to 

BRT-7 BRT BRT on exclusive street ROW 
Huntington Blvd. to Foothill Blvd. (Azusa) 
to Alosta Ave. to Lone Hill Ave. to Arrow 
Hiqhway / Claremont 

BRT-8 BRT BRT on 1-210 an!'.i Rail ROW 
Sierra Madre Villa Ave. on 1-210, Exit at 

.. Irwindale into Rail ROW / Claremont 

BRT-9 BAT 
BRT on Rail ROW (2 lanes) 
• bus on pavement Rail ROW / Claremont ,. 
• Quided bus • 

LRT-1 LAT 
LRT single track using existing rail for 

Rail ROW / Claremont 
both LRT and freiqht with new sidinQs 
LRT double track 
a.) with no freight (buy remaining 
interests) . 
b.) with freight (run freight operations off-
peak) • 

.. 

LRT-2 LRT .. c.) test a Phase 1 Minimum Operable Rail ROW / Claremont 
Segment that extends LAT to, for 
example, Irwindale, with DMU to 
Claremont on double track 
• may ir:iclude some sections of single 
track , . 

LRT double track and dedicated freight 
track 

LRT-3 LRT 
... a.). test a Phase .1 Minimum Operable 

Rail ROW / Claremont ,. Segment that extends LAT to, for . : 

example, lrwindale,·with DMU to 
.. Claremont on double track . · . . " .. ' 

LRT-4 LRT/BRT ·• ·. LRT on Rail ROW .and Express bu~es Rail ROW / Claremont ,::in; 
y 

use sections of the Rail ROW . 

CR-1 CCR 
Conventional Metrolink-type Commuter 

Rail ROW / Claremont 
Rail usinQ Rail ROW 

DMU (Diesel FAA-compliant single track using existing 
CR-2 Multiple rail for both DMU and freight with new Rail ROW / Claremont 

Units) sidinos 
FRA non-compliant double track 

.. 

CR-3 DMU 
a.) with no freight (buy remaining 
interests) Rail ROW / Claremont 
b.) with freight (run freight operations off-
oeak) .. , 

CR-4 DMU 
FRA non-compliant double track and 

Rail ROW / Claremont 
•·· . dedicated freiqht track .. ,,, 

CR-5 , DMU FAA-compliant double track with 
Rail ROW / Claremont 

occasional sinqle track in narrow sections •·· · 

HOV (High 
HOV Direct Connector to Sierra Madre 

HOV-1 Occupancy 
Villa Station (Blue line Terminus) 

Sierra Madre Villa Ave to Indian Hill 
Vehicle) 

HOV-2 
HOV with Bus Operations in HOV lanes with on-line 

1-210 to end of HOV Lane 
Bus stations 

HOV-3 
HOV with Bus Operations in HOV lanes with off-line 

1-210 to end of HOV Lane 
Bus stations and new connector ramps 
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Table 3.1 
Lono List of Alternatives 

Alternatives Technology Description Western Terminus I Eastern 
Terminus 

Guidewav-1 Monorail Monorail usinq Rail ROW Sierra Madre Villa Ave to Claremont 

Guideway-2 Maglev Magnetic Levitation System using Rail 
Sierra Madre Villa Ave to Claremont ROW 

Guideway-3 AGT Automated Guideway Transit using Rail 
Sierra Madre Villa Ave to Claremont ROW 

Guideway-4 PAT Personal Rapid Transit using Rail ROW Sierra Madre Villa Ave to Claremont 
• Shaded alternatives were carried forward for further analysis. 

During the initial screening process, alternatives were analyzed using a number of different 
factors including engineering or environmental ''fatal flaws," potential to serve existing land uses, 
transit-oriented development potential , implementation time, and financial capacity, among 
others (refer to the Development and Screening Analysis Report, dated November 30, 2001 for 
more information). This analysis process resulted in seven build alternatives, all of which 
utilized a single alignment on property currently owned by Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (LACMTA) and used by BNSF for freight rail. Because LACMTA owns 
the right-of-way, alternatives using this alignment would be more cost effective to implement. 

Three alignments, and combinations thereof, were developed during the two-day alternatives 
analysis workshop in the fall of 2001. These alignments were developed in tandem with the 
initial long list of alternatives. The alignments include: 

• expanding the 1-210 Freeway 
• local major arterials 
• BNSF Rail Right-of-Way 

1-21 O Freeway 
Several bus and HOV alternatives were based on this alignment and included widening the 
freeway right-of-way, elevating a busway above the freeway, or running buses on the shoulders 
or in the HOV lanes. The primary reason these alternatives were not recommended for further 
analysis were: 

• high costs associated with widening the freeway 
• unable to implement transit by 2008 due to extensive widening/construction 
• significant impacts to the natural and manmade environment 
• inconsistent with the goal of locating stations that facilitate the cities' vision for land use 

and development around transit stations and adjoining activity centers since 1-21 O runs 
north of the city centers 

• construction on 1-210 has been ongoing for a number of years; communities along the 
corridor are resistant to additional right-of-way and construction impacts 

Local Major Arterials 
BRT and Rapid Bus alternatives were examined that utilized local major arterials, dedicated 
local streets, or a combination of freeway and local streets. Disadvantages to these alignments 
included: 

• travel times were not reduced 
• high costs associated with widening local streets 
• significant impacts to natural and manmade resources 
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• residential neighborhoods surround the downtown areas of Valley cities along local 
streets 

BNSF Rail Right-of-Way 
Previously acquired by the LACMTA, this rail right-of-way is the historic link between valley 
cities. Different types of technology, including BRT, LRT, and DMU could utilize this alignment 
with minimal land acquisition. This alignment was recommended for further study for the 
following reasons: 

• limited land acquisition necessary 
• maximizes previous investment in the corridor 
• consistent with the goal of locating stations that facilitate the cities' vision for land use 

and development around transit stations and adjoining activity centers 
• relatively shorter construction times required, with less impact on existing natural and 

manmade environment 

Three types of technologies are utilized in these alternatives: bus rapid transit (BRT), light rail 
transit (LRT), and diesel multiple units (DMU). Table 3.2 outlines the alternatives. 

Table 3.2 
List of Alternatives 

Alternative Technology Description 
Route I Eastern 

Terminus 
Alternative 1: Baseline Future No-Build bus network with Foothill Corridor-wide 
Baseline Transit Express Bus on 1-210 
Alternative 2: BRT BRT on Rail right-of-way (ROW) (2 lanes) Rail ROW from Sierra 
BRT on Rail - bus on pavement Madre Villa Ave/ 
ROW - guided bus Claremont 
Alternative 3: LRT LRT double track Rail ROW from Sierra 
LRT no Freight a.) with no freight (buy remaining interests) Madre Villa Ave/ 

b.) with freight (run freight operations off-peak) Claremont 
c.) test a first stage that extends LRT to, for 
example, Irwindale, with DMU to Claremont on 
double track 
- may include some sections of single track 

Alternative 4: LRT LRT double track and dedicated freight track Rail ROW from Sierra 
LRT on 2- a.) test a first stage that extends LRT to, for Madre Villa Ave/ 
Tracks + example, Irwindale, with DMU to Claremont on Claremont 
Freiqht double track 
Alternative 5: DMU Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) non- Rail ROW from Sierra 
Non Compliant compliant double track Madre Villa Ave/ 
DMU Shared a.) with no freight (buy remaining interests) Claremont 
with Freiqht b.) with freiqht (run freight operations off-peak) 
Alternative 6: DMU FRA non-compliant vehicle, double tracked Rail ROW from Sierra 
Non-compliant and dedicated freight track Madre Villa Ave/ 
DMU+ Claremont 
Separated 
Freight 
Alternative 7: DMU FRA-compliant vehicle, double tracked with Rail ROW from Sierra 
Compliant occasional single track in narrow sections of Madre Villa Ave/ 
DMU + Single ROW Claremont 
Track Sections 
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3.1.1 Coordination with Freight Operator 

Coordination with the BNSF was initiated during the study to share and gather information 
regarding the potential effect of the alternatives on existing freight operations. The railroad staff 
was amenable to sharing information and willing to discuss potential coordination activities. 
However, since no definitive conclusions were arrived at, the Alternatives Analysis Report (AA) 
assumed a placeholder for potential costs associated with changes to the existing railroad 
operations and agreement. Currently, freight service is provided to six businesses located 
between the cities of Monrovia and Claremont, which are located in the eastern segment of the 
rail right-of-way. The largest customer is the Miller Brewing Company, usually receiving 15-18 
cars daily and sending out an equal number. They occasionally require unscheduled servicing 
as well. Coordination with the BNSF resulted in the understanding that further meetings with 
the railroad will be required during the subsequent phase of project development. 

3.1.2 Technologies 

The three technologies evaluated in the AA report are defined below: 

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 
Bus rapid transit utilizes buses to provide high-quality, rapid transportation, in a defined corridor 
and primarily on dedicated bus lanes. As the Federal Transit Administration (FT A) describes it, 
BRT "combines the quality of rail transit and the flexibility of buses" (FTA, BRT Reference 
Guide, www.fta.dot.gov/brt). BRT takes advantage of such innovations as intelligent 
transportation systems (ITS) technologies, priority for transit, convenient fare collection systems, 
and integration with local land use policies, all with the goal of reducing travel time. BRT often, 
but not necessarily, includes exclusive lanes for buses only or separate rights-of-way. 

BRT provides fast, longer distance trips as well as collection and distribution functions. Buses 
can pick up and distribute passengers, get on the busway, and proceed to other destinations 
before exiting again. Therefore, BRT alignments can be used by local bus routes as well as 
longer commute-type routes. At grade crossings, the busway alternative would include gates as 
an added safety measure. Figure 3-1 shows an enhanced typical cross-section for BRT 
adjacent to a freight line. 
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Light Rail Transit (LRT) 
Light rail transit or LRT uses lightweight passenger rail cars operating on tracks. In the Gold 
Line alternatives, the right-of-way would be separated from other traffic since the only alignment 
considered is the BNSF right-of-way. LRT is an electrically-powered system, obtaining its 
power using an overhead wire. In Los Angeles County, the Metro Blue Line and Green Line, 
completed in the last decade, and the Metro Gold Line, currently under construction, are LRT 
systems. 

LRT vehicles can accelerate and decelerate quickly and, therefore, can efficiently serve closely 
spaced stations. Because of its lighter weight LRT can often be accommodated on bridges 
designed for automobile traffic. Both figures 3-2 and 3-3 show an enhanced typical cross
section for LRT, with a station included in Figure 3-3. 
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Diesel Multiple Units (OMU) 
Diesel multiple units (DMUs) are diesel-powered, self-propelled passenger cars operating on 
tracks. Since a power unit is located in the undercarriage of each passenger car, a locomotive 
is not needed. A DMU looks much like a rail passenger car, but without a locomotive to pull it. 

DMU systems accelerate and decelerate much like LRT systems. Cars can be coupled 
together or run individually, depending upon required capacity. They tend to be more efficient 
than conventional commuter rail alternatives for smaller passenger loads because they do not 
require a locomotive to pull only one or two cars. 
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DMUs are classified into two categories in this analysis: Federal Railroad Administration- (FRA) 
compliant or FRA non-compliant. The operation of DMUs in the same time schedule and on the 
same tracks as freight operations requires that the DMU be FAA-compliant, meaning that the 
DMUs meet the FRA standards for crashworthiness. An FAA-compliant DMU has been recently 
introduced in this country. Figure 3-4 shows an enhanced typical cross-section for DMU. 

3.2 Descriptions of the Short List of Alternatives 

Alternative 1 - Transportation Systems Management (Baseline) 
The Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Alternative is defined by FT A as the no-build 
alternative plus lower cost transit capital and operational improvements that are intended to 
enhance the performance of the transportation system within the study corridor. These 
improvements are a relatively low cost approach to addressing the transportation problems in a 
corridor. The TSM alternative for the Gold Line Corridor is identified in the LACMTA Long 
Range Transportation Plan 2025 as the Constrained Alternative (Package G). It includes 
additions in bus service frequencies as well as implementing and expanding shuttles within 
several of the cities located within the Corridor. The TSM also includes the completion of the 
Pasadena Gold Line from Union Station to a terminus at Sierra Madre Villa Avenue, which 
would be the first station for the Gold Line Phase 11 Corridor. Other mobility projects that are 
relevant to and part of the TSM alternative, as they would provide improved bus operations 
include: 

1. Freeway widening and addition of HOV lanes to Route 210 from Foothill Boulevard to 
the San Bernardino County Line 

2. Widening of San Dimas Avenue via Vaquero to Bonita Avenue from 2 to 4 lanes 
3. Run time improvements on San Bernardino and Riverside-Fullerton-LA Metrolink service 

lines that operate in the south end of the Corridor 
4. Countywide Bus Service Improvements. 
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Existing transit service would remain under this alternative, including the express buses 
currently running on 1-1 O and 1-210. 

Build Alternatives 
The following "build" alternatives would all use the Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) 
Railroad right-of-way from Irwindale to Claremont. Between Irwindale and the Sierra Madre 
Villa Station of the Gold Line Phase I, a separate alignment would be constructed. The 
alternatives would all require limited land acquisition because they would utilize the rail right-of
way for most of their length. Additional land would only be needed for station, parking and 
maintenance facilities. Eleven stations have been considered for each of the alternatives, all of 
which are located in the same locations. 

All of the alternatives would benefit from fact that the BNSF right-of-way was purchased by the 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) over ten years ago. Several of the alternatives test 
the possibility of a lowering the capital cost by time-separating freight operations on the railroad 
right-of-way and avoiding construction of separate tracks. Single track operation with passing 
tracks is also examined. 

Operating Characteristics 
The light rail alternatives would operate at 5-minute headways during peak periods, and 10-
minute headways off-peak. LRT trains would have full signal pre-emption at grade crossings. 

The DMU alternatives would have peak hour headways of 10 minutes, with off-peak headways 
at 20 minutes. Full signal pre-emption at grade crossing is also provided with no required 
reduction in speed. These operating characteristics are assumed for a non-FRA compliant 
DMU vehicle that would be time separated from freight operations. 

The BRT alternatives would operate at 15-minute headways using two new busway routes. The 
combined headway of the buses on the busway would be 7.5 minutes. Off-peak headways 
would be 30 minute on each route. The buses on the guideway are assumed to also have full 
signal pre-emption. However, the buses are assumed to slow down from their 55 mph 
maximum speed, to 35 mph at grade crossings. This reflects the required Public Utilities 
Commission Safety/Operating measures that are currently being implemented for the San 
Fernando Valley BRT. This alternative does not operate a number of bus routes into Pasadena 
nor does it assume that feeder buses would use the busway for several reasons. First, there is 
no room at Sierra Madre Villa Station for multiple bus routes, especially in the PM peak when 
each route needs its own waiting bay. Second, the busway has a number of grade-crossings 
along its length which limits the number of buses using it to about 15 per hour in each direction. 
Much more than this will mean significant impacts to north-south traffic, with little signal 
preemption, or many grade separations. Third, the demand for direct bus service from multiple 
neighborhoods to downtown Pasadena is not nearly as great as the same demand to downtown 
Los Angeles. 

Alternative 2 - BAT on Rail ROW 
This alternative includes two exclusive BRT lanes from the Gold Line Phase I Sierra Madre Villa 
LRT station to Claremont on the BNSF right-of-way. It would include stations in the median of 
the freeway from the western end at Sierra Madre Villa Avenue to near Santa Anita Avenue in 
Arcadia. At this point, the BRT route would continue eastward in the railroad right-of-way. 
Stations would be located in each Corridor city as shown in Figure 3.5. 
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Alternative 2: Bus Rapid Transit (BAT) on Rail Right of Way (ROW) 
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This alternative would be consistent with the study goal to locate stations that facilitate Corridor 
cities' visions for land use and development around transit stations and adjoining activity 
centers. Station locations for BRT would be the same as for the LRT and DMU alternatives 
and, in some cases, provide opporturiities for re-use of historic railroad stations. With this 
alternative it is assumed that conflicts with freight operations would be eliminated by either 
buying out the freight interests completely, or by allowing freight to operate only in the late night 
and early morning hours when BRT is not operating. Buses would use existing MTA bus 
maintenance facilities. 

Alternative 3 - LRT with no Freight 
This alternative would use the existing railroad track and construct one additional track in the 
railroad right-of-way for LRT service. Some sections of single track would be utilized to reduce 
costs, such as on bridges. Conflicts with freight service would be eliminated by either buying 
out the freight interests completely, or by allowing freight service to operate only in the late night 
and early morning hours when LRT is not operating. A variation on this alternative would 
include testing a first stage implementation segment that would extend the LAT from Sierra 
Madre Villa to Irwindale and DMU from Irwindale to Claremont on double track. Stations and 
parking would be placed at appropriate locations in each city along the LRT route as shown in 
Figure 3.6. 

Additional land would be needed for stations, parking and maintenance facilities. Construction 
costs would include stations and parking and a new set of tracks within the railroad right-of-way. 
The time required for this construction would be relatively short, because much of the 
construction would be in a little-used corridor with few conflicts with adjacent land uses and 
traffic. Thus, this alternative could be implemented relatively quickly. 

As with all alternatives, this alternative would maximize previous investments by utilizing the 
previously purchased railroad right-of-way and historic stations. Bi-directional service could be 
operated on a frequent service schedule with multiple car trains. 

A first phase implementation option could be to construct the LAT using only a single track with 
passing tracks at key locations. This would reduce the capital cost of constructing the line in its 
entirety until funds become available. 

Alternative 3 would be consistent with the San Gabriel Valley Corridor goal to locate stations 
that facilitate corridor cities' visions for land use and development around transit stations and 
adjoining activity centers. It would also provide a faster ride since a transfer to the Gold Line 
Phase I LRT would not be necessary. Station locations for LAT would provide opportunities for 
re-use of historic railroad stations. 

Alternative 4 - LRT on Two Tracks plus Freight 
This alternative would include laying two new tracks in the railroad right-of-way for LAT service 
and retain freight service on a third track. Because the existing freight track is currently located 
in the middle of the right-of-way, it would be necessary to relocate the freight track so that the 
two new LAT tracks would fit with the existing right-of-way and retain the required clearances 
from the freight track. When completed, conflicts with freight service would be avoided by 
operating LAT on completely separated tracks. 

A variation on this alternative would include testing a Phase 1 implementation strategy that 
would extend the LAT to Irwindale, with DMU to Claremont on double track. Stations and 
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parking would be placed at appropriate locations in each city along the LRT route as shown in 
Figure 3.6. 

This alternative would require limited la_nd acquisition because it would utilize rail right-of-way for 
the entire length. Any additional land would only be needed for stations, parking and 
maintenance facilities. Construction costs would include the stations and new sets of tracks 
within the railroad right-of-way, along with relocating the freight track. Costs for this alternative 
would be greater than those for Alternative 3 because of the need to relocate the existing freight 
tracks. The time required for this construction would be slightly longer than with Alternative 3 
because of the time needed to relocate the freight track. However, it could be constructed 
within the 2008 time frame. 

Alternative 4 would maximize previous investments by utilizing the previously purchased 
railroad right-of-way and historic rail stations. As with Alternative 3, although the exclusive use 
of two tracks would allow full bi-directional service throughout the day and allow for future 
increases in service; however, unlike Alternative 3, freight service could operate at any hour of 
the day since it would have exclusive tracks. 

This alternative would be consistent with the Corridor study goal to facilitate corridor cities' 
vision for land use and development around transit stations and adjoining activity centers. It 
would also provide a faster ride since a transfer to the Gold Line Phase I would not be 
necessary. Station locations for this alternative would provide opportunities for re-use of historic 
railroad stations. 

Alternative 5 - Non-compliant DMU Shared with Freight 
This alternative would use non-compliant DMU vehicles operating on the existing railroad track 
as well as adding one new track in the railroad right-of-way for DMU service. Conflicts with 
freight service would be eliminated by either buying out the freight interests completely, or by 
moving the freight service to after-hours-only. Because the DMU operations and the freight 
operations would be at least time separated, the DMUs would not need to be Federal Railroad 
Administration (FRA) compliant. Stations would be located in each city along the route as 
shown in Figure 3.7 with parking provided where indicated. 

Alternative 5 would require limited land acquisition because it would utilize existing rail right-of
way for the entire length. Additional land would be needed for stations, parking and 
maintenance facilities. Construction costs would include the stations and a new set of tracks 
within the railroad right-of-way. The time required for this construction would be relatively short, 
because much of the construction would be in a little-used corridor with few conflicts with 
adjacent land uses and traffic. Thus, this alternative could be implemented relatively quickly. 

This alternative would maximize previous investments by utilizing the previously purchased 
railroad right-of-way. The full use of both tracks, at least during the DMU service hours, would 
not limit the number of trains that could operate. Bi-directional service could be operated on a 
heavy schedule with multiple car trains, if desired; only limited by station platform length and 
consideration of at-grade crossings. Existing DMU technology would be used. 
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Alternatives 3 & 4: Light Rail Transit (LRT) on Rail Right of Way (ROW) 
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Alternative 6 - Non-compliant DMU Plus Separated Freight 
This alternative would use two new tracks in the railroad right-of-way for DMU service and retain 
a third track for freight. Because of the location of the existing freight track in the middle of the 
right-of-way, it would be necessary to relocate the freight track so that the two new DMU tracks 
would also fit with the right-of-way and maintain the required minimum clearances between 
DMU and freight. When completed, conflicts with freight service would be avoided by operating 
on completely separated tracks. Because the DMU operations would be physically separated 
from the freight operations, the DMUs would not need to be FAA-compliant. Stations and 
parking would be located in each city along the route as shown in Figure 3.7. 

Alternative 6 would require limited land acquisition because it would utilize the existing rail right
of-way for the entire length. Additional land would only be needed for stations, parking and 
maintenance facilities. Construction costs would include the stations, related facilities and new 
sets of tracks within the railroad right-of-way, along with rebuilding the freight track where 
necessary. The time required for this construction would be slightly longer than with the 
previous DMU alternatives, but not unreasonable because much of the construction would be in 
a little-used corridor with few cont licts with adjacent land uses and traffic. 

This alternative would maximize previous investments by utilizing the previously purchased 
railroad right-of-way. The full use of two tracks would allow full bi-directional services up to 24 
hours a day, only limited by station platform length and consideration of at-grade crossings. 

Alternative 7- Compliant DMU Plus Single Track Sections 
Similar to Alternative 5, this alternative would use the existing railroad track as well as one 
additional track in the railroad right-of-way in most locations for DMU service. However, in 
some locations where the right-of-way is narrow or to avoid building a new bridge, only the 
existing single track would be used. Because the DMU operations would share the tracks with 
freight operations on these single-track sections, the DMUs would need to be FAA-compliant. 
Stations and parking would be located in each city along the route as shown in Figure 3.7. 

Alternative 7 would require limited land acquisition because it would utilize rail right-of-way for 
the entire length. Additional land would only be needed for stations, parking and maintenance 
facilities. Construction costs would include the stations and a new set of tracks within the 
railroad right-of-way. The time required for this construction would be relatively short, because 
much of the construction would be in a little-used corridor with few conflicts with adjacent land 
uses and traffic. Thus, this alternative could be implemented relatively quickly. 

This alternative would take advantage of previous investments by utilizing the previously 
purchased railroad right-of-way. However, because the freight would still use one of the tracks, 
operation of the DMUs would be slightly limited. Bi-directional service could be operated on a 
coordinated schedule with multiple car trains. 

34 



Alternatives 5, 6 & 7: Diesel Multiple Units (DMU) on Rail Right of Way (ROW) 
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3.3 Maintenance and Operations Facility 
As part of this study, maintenance facility sites were identified only for the LRT and commuter 
rail alternatives based on the assumption that buses for the BRT alternative could be 
maintained at one or more existing MTA bus facility. The selection of sites analyzed was based 
on the following criteria: 

1. The Eastside and Gold Line Phase I LRT veh icles would be maintained in existing 
temporary facilities (Red Line and Midway yards). If one of the LRT alternatives is 
selected as the preferred alternative, then a new permanent maintenance facility would 
be located along the BNSF corridor and the Phase I, Phase II and Eastside vehicles 
would use this facility. 

2. The new maintenance facility must be able to accommodate 86 LRT vehicles (36, 24, 
and 26 for Phase I, Phase II, and Eastside, respectively) plus spares. This requires at 
least 20 acres of land. 

3. The site must have good access from the main line. 
4. The site should ideally be located somewhere mid-corridor to m1nim1ze long 

deadheading. 
5. The site must be compatible with adjoining land uses. 
6. If localized impacts are produced, they must be able to be mitigated effectively. 

The faci lity would include vehicle storage, an operations center, maintenance building , wheel 
truing machine, paint preparation and paint shop, car wash, inspection tracks, interior cleaning 
platform, maintenance of way building, and a traction power sub-station . 

Two sites meeting the criteria were identified. They are located in the cities of Glendora and 
Irwindale and are shown on the LRT and DMU maps. 

The proposed maintenance facility would create substantial employment opportunities to the 
community in which it is located. The facility will require approximately 300 to 400 personnel to 
operate and maintain the LRT vehicles. About one third of th is number would be train operators 
entering and leaving at various times of the day. The remainder would be maintenance workers 
who cou ld enter and leave at specific shift times. 

Preliminary coordination with the cities of Irwindale and Glendora occurred during the spring of 
2002. A more detailed analysis for locating a maintenance faci lity will be conducted during the 
preparation of the Draft Environment Impact Statement/Report. 

3.4 Capital and Operations and Maintenance (0 & M) Costs 
The capital and operating and maintenance costs of the alternatives shown in Table 3.2 are 
provided in year 2002 dollars. Therefore, inflation rates are not included. The capital costs 
include all capital components of each alternative (i.e. guideway/busway, roadway work, 
stations, communications, signals, maintenance facil ity, utilities, vehicles, right-of-way, etc.) , 
including contingency factors for unknowns and add-on allowances for preparing the 
environmental documents, additional engineering, design, construction management and 
agency costs. The operating and maintenance costs are based on operating parameters for the 
year 2025 that come from the operating plan developed for th is study and the ridership 
forecasts. A detailed discussion of both can be found in the technical reports prepared for this 
study and identif ied in Chapter 1. 
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Table 3.2 
Capital, Operating and Maintenance Costs 

(in millions of 2002 $) 
Alt. 5: Alt. 6: Alt. 7: 

Alt. 3: Alt. 4: Non- Non- Compliant 

MEASURES Alt.1: Alt.2: LRT, time LAT, time compliant compliant DMU, 
TSM BRT 

separated shared DMU, DMU, some 
time time single 

separated shared track 

Capital costs 5,500.0 554.7 896.6 929.9 735.5 802.2 410.9 

Operating and 
1,035.0 3.4 23.6 23.6 16.4 16.4 15.25 maintenance costs 

3.5 Traffic and Grade Crossings 
An initial grade crossing analysis was conducted for seven typical crossings selected from the 
Gold Line Phase II Corridor. These crossings are representative of the other grade crossings 
along the alignment and experience the highest traffic volumes in their typical category. As 
such, this analysis looked at the worst-case conditions of each type of crossing to determine if 
grade separations would be required. The BNSF alignment crosses a total of 45 streets at
grade and the seven typical crossings analyzed are described in Table 3.3. 

The ''type of crossing" is based on the geometry of the crossing and the proximity of the 
crossing to adjacent signals. The crossing types are defined as follows: 

• Intersection Adjacent: LRT crossing within 85' of a signalized intersection. 
• Near Intersection: LRT crossing between 86'-200' of a signalized intersection. 
• Mid-block: LRT crossing greater than 200' of an intersection. 
• Diagonal: LRT crossing within an intersection, bisecting the roadway intersection 

diagonally. 

Table 3.3 
Grade Crossings Selected for Analysis 

Crossing Location City Type of Crossing Number of 
Lanes 

Santa Anita Avenue Arcadia Mid-Block 4 
Mayflower Avenue Monrovia Mid-block 4 
Azusa Avenue, Route 39 Azusa Mid-block (one way) 2 
Grand Ave./Foothill Blvd. Glendora Diagonal 4/4 
Wheeler Avenue La Verne Intersection Adjacent 4 
Garey Avenue Pomona Mid-block 4 
Indian Hill Boulevard Claremont Near Intersection 4 

The grade separation analysis compared the forecasted 2025 traffic volumes at the grade 
crossings, with the forecasted LRT frequencies and followed the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers (ITE) guidelines for determining when to grade separate an LRT grade crossing. 
Since the technologies evaluated in this report are using the same operating headway 
assumptions, and travel times for each alternative are relatively similar, it is assumed that the 
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results of the analysis would be applicable to all of the alternatives. The underlying concept of 
the guidelines is that the delay to motorists will determine the need to grade separate. The 
threshold lines represent level of service (LOS) E volumes, assuming that LOS E or worse 
would be unacceptable to most traffic j~risdictions. 

The traffic projections at each typical crossing are presented in Table 3.4. This table presents 
the forecasted 2025 average daily traffic (ADT) for each direction (northbound/southbound) at 
the grade crossing, and the corresponding 2025 peak hour volume per lane at the crossing. 

Table 3.4 
Forecasted 2025 Grade Crossings Traffic Volumes 

Crossing 2025 ADT 2025ADT PM Peak Hour 
Northbound Southbound Volume per lane 

Santa Anita Avenue 14,600 15,800 800 
Mayflower Avenue 4,100 3,000 200 
Azusa Avenue, Route 39 15,100 --- 750 
Grand Ave./Foothill Blvd 13,000 8,750 650 
Wheeler Avenue 7,200 6,400 360 
Garey Avenue 15,000 16,350 550 
Indian Hill Boulevard 13,500 12,000 675 

As seen in Figure 3.5, the seven typical crossings were plotted on the ITE diagram based on 
peak hour volumes per lane. The conclusion of this analysis is that grade separations are not 
required at any of these crossings, although it may be desirable to grade separate Santa Anita 
Avenue to avoid delays to the transit alternative. In the 1993 Environmental Impact Statement it 
was recommended that the crossing of Santa Anita Avenue be grade separated. Even though 
this analysis indicates that it may be possible to cross Santa Anita at grade, this should be 
further evaluated to determine if an at-grade crossing is desirable and corresponding delays are 
acceptable. 

Each of the technologies considered in the Corridor, BRT, LRT and DMU, presents a different 
set of safety issues at grade crossings, coupled with issues associated with combining freight 
movement with transit movement along the same corridor. To better assess the issue of safety 
and determine if any safety improvements are required, a detailed delay and accident analysis 
should be conducted in subsequent phases of the project to identify and evaluate the type of 
improvements required in the Gold Line Phase II Corridor. 
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Figure 3.5 
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In the 1993 Environmental Impact Statement prepared for the Gold Line Phase II Corridor, each 
of the participating Corridor' cities identified the location of their historic downtown railroad 
station as the preferred site for their city station. During the Phase II Alternatives Analysis, this 
was reconfirmed with city staff and eleven stations were identified. In the City of San Dimas, 
seven sites were identified by the City and an. analysis was conducted resulting in the selection 
of two for the station and related parking at the site of their historic rail station. In Azusa, the 
City decided that they would need two stations; the site of their historic rail station in the historic 
downtown, and at Citrus College where transit oriented development is currently being planned 
by the City for the Monrovia Nursery site. Therefore, eleven stations have been assumed for 
this study: Arcadia, Monrovia, Duarte, Irwindale, Azusa (downtown), Azusa (Monrovia Nursery 
development), Glendora, San Dimas, La Verne, Pomona, and Claremont. 

As part of the analysis of the Gold Line, a sketch level investigation of the potential for transit
oriented development (TOD) around stations was completed in the ten communities at their 
preferred station sites. Sketch plans and recommendations for each community were 
documented in a report that provides the Gold Line communities with an orientation to some of 
the issues and considerations essential for undertaking a successful TOD program in the 
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corridor (Transit Oriented Development: Prospects and Opportunities for the Gold Line, April 
2002). 

Tremendous Potential 
The Gold Line has tremendous potential for transit-oriented development. The corridor is 
characterized by a series of intact, compact walkable downtowns that grew-up around the 
historic rail line. Gold Line stations will serve as a new front door to a majority of the downtowns 
in the Corridor. This pattern of development sets the Gold Line apart from most other potential 
transit "new starts" in the United States. 

Sketch Plans Driven by Community Vision 
The centerpiece of the planning approach was a series of charrettes held in each community 
along the Corridor. Participants were asked to express their vision for the area around their 
potential station site. Based on the direction suggested in the charrettes TOD sketch plans were 
prepared illustrating how the Gold Line could be used to achieve the community's vision for how 
it wants to grow. The ten sketch plans are shown in Figure 3.6 through Figure 3.15. 

The sketch plans address a range of conditions and opportunities in the corridor. At each of the 
Gold Line stations there are opportunities to accommodate new transit-friendly development. 
However, a central theme in each community was the need to respect and reinforce the single
family fabric of the neighborhoods surrounding the potential stations. 

The opportunities for TOD range from modest infill, as in the case in Arcadia, to new 
development in Monrovia, where the vision is to use the Gold Line as a tool to help redevelop 
and transform over 50 acres around their Citrus College station into mixed-use transit villages 
with higher density residential, public spaces, high technology employment, retail and a new 
gateway to the city. 

Summary of Recommendations 
The introduction of a major transit investment into the Corridor will not guarantee the 
transformation of the station areas into the ''transit villages" envisioned in this study. Detailed 
planning and public sector leadership will be required to help ensure that the communities along 
the Gold Line Phase II Corridor can capitalize on the investment in transit and realize their 
vision for how they want to grow. 

Recommendations for the Gold Line Corridor include the concepts and strategies that are 
summarized in Table 3.5. 
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Table 3.5 
Ten Steps to TOD on the Gold Line 

1. Transit Villages 
Proceed with planning and implementation of compact, mixed-use ''transit villages." 

2. Station Area Planning 
As part of the next phase of the Gold Line project undertake planning transit villages. 
3. Revise Development Codes 
Development codes in the Corridor will need to be revised to allow TOD as a clearly 
permitted use. 
4. Development Ready Transit 
Plan and desiqn the Gold Line to welcome and encouraqe TOD. 
5. Preserve & Enhance Neighborhoods 
A successful TOD strategy for the Corridor needs to respect and preserve the integrity 
of existinq single-family neighborhoods. 
6. Start with Strengths 
For most Gold Line communities a successful TOD strategy and a successful 
downtown strategy are one and the same. 
7. Pedestrian-Friendly Projects 
Focus on pedestrian-friendly projects to avoid the complication of sequencing 
development with the Gold Line. 
8. Develop Strategically 
Understand and plan for the synergistic relationship of uses between stations along the 
Gold Line Phase II Corridor. 
9. Facilitate Good Development/ Discourage Bad Development 
Give closer attention to pedestrian-oriented design for all development in the station 
areas. 
10. Places to Come Back To 
When done best, transit investments can be a powerful tool to help create places to 
come back to, not simply to leave from. 
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Chapter 4: FUNDING OPPORTUNITIES 

• Preliminary funding plans have been developed for the capital and operations and 
maintenance components of the Pasadena Gold Line Phase II Locally Preferred 
Alternative. A number of potential capital and operations and maintenance funding 
sources have been identified at the local, state and federal levels, including the 
blending of existing sources and less traditional sources such as short-term grant 
anticipation bonding backed by future commitments of Federal Transit Administration 
Section 5309 New Starts funding. 

• The preliminary capital funding plan calls for 50 percent funding from the FTA Section 
5309 New Start Program, 1.5 percent from FTA/FHWA flexible funding sources, 26 
percent from State funding sources, and 22.5 percent from a combination of local 
sources, including contributions for stations from the cities in the Gold Line Phase II 
corridor. 

• The preliminary O&M funding plan calls for approximately 27 percent of O&M fundng to 
be derived from farebox revenues, with 73 percent from operating support provided by 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority. 

This chapter summarizes the preliminary funding plan for the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) 
for the Pasadena Gold Line Phase II. The LPA for Phase II calls for the extension of the Phase 
I Gold Line light rail transit (LAT) project from Sierra Madre Villa to Claremont.1 Key issues 
considered in developing the preliminary funding plan are also described. These issues will be 
reconsidered during the subsequent stages of project development and will be used in the 
development of an updated funding and financing strategy. 

Table 4.1 provides an overview of the proposed uses and sources of funds for the LPA over the 
Fiscal Year 2002 - 2025 project analysis period in Year of Expenditure (YOE) dollars. As 
shown in the table, capital and operations and maintenance (O&M) costs reflect the effect of a 
3.5 percent annual rate of inflation on the costs (in 2002 constant dollars) that were presented in 
prior chapters, assuming a 2-phased implementation scenario. Under this scenario, Segment 1 
of the LPA, extending from Sierra Madre Villa to Irwindale, would be constructed over the FY 
2004-2009 period, with service on this segment operational in 2010. Segment 2, extending 
from Irwindale to Claremont, would be constructed over the FY 2009-2013 period, with service 
along the two segments operational in 2014. 

Section 4.1 provides an overview of the costs and revenues for the LPA. Section 4.2 
summarizes the preliminary capital funding plan, with the preliminary O&M funding plan 
summarized in Section 4.3 Section 4.4 then presents the financial plan for the LPA project, 
including a detailed cash flow analysis over the FY 2002-2025 period. Unless otherwise noted, 
all costs and revenues presented in this chapter are expressed in Year of Expenditure dollars to 
give a clearer picture of the financial obligations associated with implementing and operating the 
LPA project. 

1 Report prepared by Sharon Greene and Associates 
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4.1 Overview of Costs and Revenues 
As shown in Table 4.1, over the FY 2002-2025 period, the total costs of the LRT Locally 
Preferred Alternative are projected to total $1,960.4 million (YOE dollars). These costs include 
$1,318.6 million (67 percent) for capital, $55.4 million (3 percent) for interest on short-term debt, 
and $588.4 million (27 percent) for O&M. 

While the capital costs of the project total $1,318.6 million, in order to meet the proposed project 
implementation schedule in light of an assumed limitation of $50 million per year in the level of 
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Section 5309 New Starts funding likely to be received, 
additional costs are projected to be required for issuance and repayment of principal and 
interest costs for short-term grant anticipation financing. These principal and interest costs are 
projected to total $291.4 million., including $238 million in principal for bond proceeds and $53.4 
million in interest costs. The bond principal would be repaid with FT A Section 5309 New Starts 
funds received after completion of construction. Fifty percent of the interest costs are also 
assumed to be reimbursed with future FT A New Start funds. 

The revenues for capital, debt service, and O&M are projected to meet the $1,960.4 million in 
project costs. The principal proposed revenue sources are: 

• Capital Revenue Sources: 

Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG); 

Interest; 

Bridge Replacement (Pasadena Blue Line Construction Authority, or "Authority"); 

Phase I Carryover; 

Real Estate (Authority); 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA); 

Pasadena Gold Line Phase II Joint Powers Authority (JPA); 

Phase II Cities Contributions for Stations; 

State of California; 

FT A Section 5309 New Starts Program; 

FTA/FHWA lntermodal Funds; and 

Bond Proceeds. 

• Debt Service Revenue Sources: 

MTA; 

State of California; and 

FT A Section 5309 New Starts Program. 

• O&M Revenue Sources: 

Gold Line Phase II LRT Fare Revenues and 

MT A Operating Support. 
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TABLE 4.1 
PASADENA GOLD LINE PHASE II: SOURCES AND USES 

FISCAL YEAR 2002 - 2025 (IN YEAR OF EXPENDITURE DOLLARS) 
TOTAL (2002 $) TOTAL (YOE$) 

CAPITAL COSTS 

SEGMENTS 1 AND 2 
ANFEISIPE $23,000,000 $24,400,000 
Administration $63,000,000 $82,400,000 
Program Management $62,000,000 $81,400,000 
Final Design $38,000,000 $45,100,000 
Real Estate 

Existinq $81 ,000,000 $101,900,000 
Future $52,000,000 $61,500,000 
Total $133,000,000 $163,400,000 

Procurement(# vehicles,w spares) (24 Vehicles) 
Cost $150,000,000 $201,900,000 

Construction $407,000,000 $539,300,000 
Testing & Startup $ 15 ,000,000 $20,900,000 
Misc Other $31 ,000,000 $42,000,000 

Subtotal $922,000,000 $1 ,200,800,000 

Project Reserve $90,000,000 $117,800,000 
Interest on Bond Proceeds $53,400,000 
t 0TOTA{4'CAPJTAJ!:CQS.TS)"SEGMEf-fFS~1 AND"2 .sJ:;l,i;!S,·~" .,(~1';;,f.' . /lb: $1;c112;000;000 i'it~::$1;372,000,000 

CAPITAL REVENUES 
SEGMENTS 1 AND 2 
LOCAL 

,_s_c_A_G ____________ __________________ ,_ ___ s_1,4oo,ooo 
Interest $2,000,000 
Bridge Replacement $13,900,000 
Phase I Carryover $10,000,000 
Real Estate $101,900,000 
MTA $124,800,000 
JPA $3,800,000 

Subtotal, Local $257,800,000 
PHASE II CITIES: CONTRIBUTION FOR STATIONS $52,700,000 
STA TE $355,200,000 
FEDERAL 
FT A New Starts 
Federal lntermodal Funds 

Subtotal, Federal 
BOND PROCEEDS 
REPAYMENT OF BOND PROCEEDS) 
~TOTAt.';','CMftAf:.'!REVENUE$;:'$EGMENTS,1tAND 2:;i!,I:~¾~¥*~~~~ft1~0: = 

DEBT SERVICE COSTS (included above) 
SEGMENTS 1 AND 2 

$686,300,000 
$20,000,000 

$706,300,000 
$238,000,000 

-$238,000,000 

Wbf£ts.'!'3t2 000,000 

Interest Component of Debt Service on Short Term Bonds $53,400,000 
Principal Component (Repavment of Bond Proceeds) $238,000,000 
'.f¾'T.OtAiJf DEBPiiEFieVJ.GE;C,GSis( SE_GM.ENTS.1;AND ,2 .. ~¼?~,~n;;i\!l":~"~~ .~{'1!~,:111 ~t¥i(;;$29,11400;ddt1, 

DEBT SERVICE REVENUES (included above) 
SEGMENTS 1 AND 2 
MTA (Interest Companent) $13,350,000 
State (Interest Companent) $13,350,000 
FTA New Starts (Princioal Comoonenll S238,000,000 
FTA New Starts (Reimbursement of 50% of Interest Companent) $26,700,000 

'.il'.i()f Aif DE£1,if;SEl{VICfiR EVENUES.0SEGMENTS' 1tA,NO i 1lf~~;!it;~/;!;fg;W,::1€1-(i'fk8Ki· ;~ff€$291.4oo 000 

OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE COSTS 
Gold Line Phase II LRT Operations and Maintenance Costs 

I.OT;>,\17;:oeERA TIO.NS AND. MAIN<TENANCE COSTS~;fil~t~TI!;i,~i~ii;-;-• ., 

OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE REVENUES 

$588,376,084 

t;?gLt$~~.31~;004 

Gold Line Phase II LRT Fare Revenues $1 58,480,066 
MTA O~t1n2 Support $429,896,018 
fo'ric; QPERATIO.NS·AND'MAINTENANCE REVENUES!i"'',f~~ll!:Z:'~ ~;fii;t;n~:: J,it 2, li!;~/ff'$588~376;084 

BEGINNING ANNUAL BALANCE $0 
ENDING ANNUAL BALANCE $0 

Key Assumptions: 
a) Implementation in 2 segments: 2005·2009, 2009·2013 
b) Initiation of Service: 2010 for Segment 1 area; 2014 for Segment 2 area 
c) FT A New Starts: 50% of Capital and Financing Costs, to $50 Million/Year 
d) Phase II Cities fund Station Costs (4% of Total Capital Costs) 
e) State: 26% of Capital Costs 
f) Advanced Acquisition of Real Estate included as a project cost and revenue source 
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4.2 Capital Revenue Sources 

Table 4.2 summarizes the capital funding plan for the proposed LPA. As shown in the table, all 
federal sources are proposed to comprise 51.5 percent of capital costs. State sources are 
proposed to provide 26 percent of total capital funding, with the remaining 22.5 percent from a 
combination of various local sources and Phase II city contributions for stations. 

4.2.1 Federal Capital Sources 

Federal sources proposed for capital consist of FTA Section 5309 New Start funds and 
FT NFHWA lntermodal funding from flexible sources such as the FHWA Congestion Mitigation 
and Air Quality (CMAQ) program and the Surface Transportation Program (STP) program. Of 
these, FTA Section 5309 funds are estimated to provide 50 percent of project capital funding, 
with 1 .5 percent from FT NFHW A flexible intermodal funding sources. 

FT A Section 5309 New Start Funds: 
A total of $686.3 million in FT A New Starts funding is proposed to fund SO percent of the capital 
cost of the LPA plus interest costs. In light of national competition for FTA New Starts funding, 
this source is assumed to not exceed $50.0 million per year. This annual limitation requires that 
short-term grant anticipation bonds be issued to provide the FT A New Starts 50 percent share 
exceeding $50.0 million in certain years. Thus, FTA New Start funding is projected to include 
$238.0 million for repayment of the principal and for payment of $26.7 million (50 percent) of the 
interest cost. Over the 2003-2013 period, FT A New Start funds are used directly for capital, 
while over the 2014-2018 period, such funds are used for repayment of financing costs. 

The FTA Section 5309 New Starts program provides discretionary capital grants for fixed transit 
guideway new starts and extensions. With the pending completion in FY 2003 of transportation 
funding programs authorized under the Transportation Equity Act for the 21 st Century (TEA-21 ), 
efforts are currently underway to develop legislation guiding the re-authorization of federal 
transportation funding programs and levels for the FY 2004 - 2010 period. This reauthorization 
process provides a potential opportunity for advancing the Pasadena Gold Line Phase 11 project 
for future New Starts funding. 

Competition for FT A New Starts funding is intense at both the national level and within the Los 
Angeles metropolitan area. As of February 2001, FTA was tracking over 110 current planning 
studies considering over $60 billion in major transit capital investments. There are currently 28 
projects in the Preliminary Engineering phase of project development. The total combined cost 
of these projects is $16.4 billion, of which the requested New Starts share will be $8.2 billion, or 
50 percent. In addition, there are 13 projects in the Final Design phase of project development. 
The combined cost of these projects is $3.6 billion, of which the requested New Starts share will 
be $1.7 billion, or 47 percent. Thus, to be successful in securing New Starts funds, the PBL 
Phase II LPA will have to be highly competitive with respect to both its technical merits and its 
level of political support demonstrated during reauthorization. 
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TABLE 4.2 
PASADENA GOLD LINE PHASE II: CAPITAL FUNDING PLAN 

FISCAL YEAR 2002 - 2025 {IN YEAR OF EXPENDITURE DOLLARS) 

TOT AL (YOE $) 
PERCENT, BY 

SOURCE 

CAPITAL REVENUES 
SEGMENTS 1 AND 2 
LOCAL 
SCAG $1 ,400,000 0.1 % 
Interest $2,000,000 0.1% 
BridQe Replacement $13,900,000 1.0% 
Phase I Carryover $10,000,000 0.7% 
Real Estate $101 ,900,000 7.4% 
MTA $124,800,000 9.1% 
JPA $3,800,000 0.3% 

Subtotal, Local $257,800,000 18.8% 
PHASE II CITIES: CONTRIBUTION FOR STATIONS $52,700,000 3.8% 
STATE $355,200,000 25.9% 
FEDERAL 
FTA New Starts * $686,300,000 50.0% 
Federal lntermodal Funds $20,000,000 1.5% 

Subtotal, Federal $706,300,000 51.5% 
BOND PROCEEDS $238,000,000 
(REPAYMENT OF BOND PROCEEDS) ·$238,000,000 
~~'i:I OJJ~'(,.f } ) ~Rl;TA.'/Y£ffE,VF}:JIJES1SEGMENts1;1t/A't1Q/2;~i~1\rni~ltf1ttmr 1mmill1i!l$;1fs:t210001000 .i!lfff'!i~~,:fi,;{!t';,;;;fUJQ:00%• 

• FTA Section 5309 New Starts revenues include funds for repayment of$ 238 million in principal and $26.7 million 
in interest on short-term grant anticipation bonds. 

Key Assumptions: 
a) Implementation in 2 segments: 2005-2009, 2009-2013 
b) Initiation of Service: 2010 for Segment 1 area; 2014 for Segment 2 area 
c) FTA New Starts: 50% of Capital and Financing Costs, to $50 Million/Year 
d) Phase II Cities fund Station Costs (4% of Total Capital Costs) 
e) State: 26% of Capital Costs 
f) Advanced Acquisition of Real Estate included as a project cost and revenue source 

Sharon Greene and Associa tes January 6, 2003 



FT A/FHWA lntermodal Funds: 
A total of $20 million in FTA/FHWA lntermodal funding is proposed. These revenues would be 
used for station-related costs and would be derived from various flexible funding programs, 
including CMAQ and STP. Such funding is allocated on a competitive basis to individual 
projects through the MTA Call For Projects. · 

4.2.2 State Capital Sources 

A total of $355.2 million in State funding is proposed. This revenue includes $341.9 million for 
capital and an additional $13.3 million for payment of 25 percent of the interest costs on short
term grant anticipation bonds. These funds could be provided from various State sources, 
including future funding through the Transportation Congestion Relief Program and from future 
funding measures. 

In light of the fiscal constraints presently facing the State of California, State funding is not 
proposed as a major source until after 2007. This will provide the opportunity for future funding 
measures to advance in the Legislature and will allow time for the Gold Line Phase II project to 
be programmed in future State Transportation Improvement Programs for federal and state 
funding. 

4.2.3 Local Capital Sources and City Capital Contributions for Stations 

Local sources are projected to provide $257.8 million in capital funding, with an additional $52.7 
million provided by the Gold Line Phase II cities in the form of capital contributions for stations. 
These sources include contributions from Southern California Association of Governments for 
planning (.1 percent), accrued interest (.1 percent), Bridge Replacement funds (1 percent), 
Phase I carryover funds (.7 percent), real estate previously acquired for the railroad right-of-way 
(7.4 percent), MTA (9.1 percent), and contributions from the Gold Line Phase II Joint Powers 
Authority (.3 percent). 

MTA is responsible for programming the majority of the transportation funds expended in Los 
Angeles County. Funds programmed at the discretion of LACMT A include 75 - 80 percent of LA 
County's Proposition A and C half-cent sales tax funds (other than the Local Return 
components of these measures), as well as LA County's share of the 75 percent of the federal 
and state funds comprising the State Highway Account that get programmed in the Regional 
Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) component of the State Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP). 

Through its Call for Projects, MTA prioritizes multiple types of projects using a variety of federal, 
state, and local MTA funding resources. The types of projects programmed through the Call 
include Regional Surface Transportation Improvements, Arterial Goods Movement, Signal 
Synchronization and Bus Speed Improvements, Transportation Demand Management, Bikeway 
Improvements, Pedestrian Improvements, Transportation Enhancements, and Rideshare 
Services, as well as Freeway Improvements and Gap Closures. Among the types of funding 
sources programmed through the Call are Proposition C 25 percent Transit-Related Highway 
Improvement funds, the Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) component of 
Federal Highway Administration's Surface Transportation Program, and FHWA Congestion 
Mitigation and Air Quality Program (CMAQ) funds. 
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Among the capital components comprising the Gold Line Phase II, it is likely that the local 
jurisdictions along the corridor will seek funding through the Call for multimodal transportation 
centers that can be implemented in the short and intermediate term and then be adapted for use 
as LAT stations. The funds potentially received through the Call would be matched with local 
funds contributed by the corridor jurisdictions. 

At the discretion of the MT A Board, funding from key sources is programmed for major transit 
corridor projects. Among the funding sources programmed for these types of projects are 
Proposition A 35 Percent funds for rail development, Proposition C 40 Percent Discretionary 
funds, and RSTP funds. 

With respect to City Contributions for Stations, the local jurisdictions along the Gold Line Phase 
11 corridor have indicated their commitment to assist in funding the capital cost of the project. 
This assistance could be in the form of local acquisition and development of right of way for 
future stations. The stations could be developed incrementally, starting as transit centers and 
then adapted to multimodal centers serving the rail line. 

Local jurisdictions could potentially use a variety of funding sources for their local station 
projects. Among these are Proposition A 25 Percent Local Return, Proposition C 20 Percent 
Local Return, local gas tax subventions, tax increment financing revenues from redevelopment, 
and joint development. 

4.3 Operations and Maintenance Funding Sources 
As shown in Table 4.3, two sources are proposed to fund the $588.4 million in O&M costs 
projected over the FY 2010-2025 period, during which the LPA project is assumed to be in 
operation: These sources are Gold Line Phase II LAT fare revenues and MTA Operating 
Support. In constant 2002 dollars, the annual O&M cost of the Gold Line Phase II LAT LPA are 
estimated to be $23.6 million per year at full operation. As service is proposed to be 
implemented in two increments (Segment 1 area by 2010, with extension to Segment 2 area by 
2014), O&M costs were assumed to ramp up from 45 percent of the total in 201 0 to full 
operation by 2016. 

Gold Line Phase II LAT Fare Revenues 
Over the 2010-2025 period, LAT fare revenues are projected to fund a total of $158.5 million 
(26.9 percent) of total O&M costs. Farebox recovery levels are projected in ramp up from 20 
percent farebox recovery at the initiation of service in 2010, to 25 percent by 2015, and to 30 
percent by 2020. This level of performance is consistent with existing MTA LAT services and 
with MT A policy. 

MTA Operating Support: 
Over the 2010-2025 period, MT A operating support is proposed to fund a total of $429.9 million 
(73 percent) of total O&M costs. In 2002 constant dollars, this is equivalent to approximately 
$17.2 million per year. This level of operating support would be added to the funding MTA 
currently provides for operation of public transportation services, totaling in the billions of 
dollars. 
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TABLE 4.3 
PASADENA GOLD LINE PHASE II: OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE FUNDING PLAN 

FISCAL YEAR 2002 - 2025 (IN YEAR OF EXPENDITURE DOLLARS) 

TOTAL (YOE$} 
PERCENT, BY 

SOURCE 

OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE COSTS 
Gold Line Phase II LRT Operations and Maintenance Costs $588,376,084 100.00% 
TOTAL, O~l:RATIONS A~D MAlNTENANCE COSTS : ·:·i1,".:•:~:;'!t') '· ;-, · "$588,376,0P4 :;;; "' . . #".:.".• ·t 00 00°/c 

"->:.: e,; -.::: 1!_ ~A 1 • 0 

OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE REVENUES 
Gold Line Phase II LRT Fare Revenues $158,480,066 26.94% 
MT A Operating Support $429,896,018 73.06% 
TOTAL, q~ER.ATI.ONS AND MAl~TEN.ANCE RE\(ENUES · ?$·:t{· i!(::; ; . ''$588,376,084 _:~ .' :'.';;.,, 100;00% 

Key Assumptions: 
a) Implementation in 2 Segments: 2005-2009, 2009-2013 
b) Initiation of Service: 2010 for Segment 1 area; 2014 for Segment 2 area 
c) Farebox recovery assumed to increase from 20 percent in 2010 to 30 percent by 2025 
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4.4 Financial Plan for the Gold Line Phase II LAT LPA 

Tables 4.4. 4.5, and 4.6 contain detailed cash flow analyses of the costs and revenues required 
for the capital and O&M components of the Gold Line Phase II LRT LPA over the FY 2002-2025 
period. In Table 4.4, the costs and revenues required for the two segments are combined to 
present total costs and revenues for the two segments. In Tables 4.5 and 4.6, the costs and 
revenues are shown separately for each segment. 

As shown in both tables, the capital costs for Segment 1 (Sierra Madre Villa to Irwindale) are 
projected to occur over the FY 2005-2009 period, with operation of service within the Segment 1 
area proposed to begin in 2010. The capital costs for Segment 2 (Irwindale to Claremont) are 
projected to occur over the FY 2009-2013 period, with operation of service extended to the 
Segment 2 area beginning in 2014. 

4.5 Next Steps 

In concert with the completion of the ANDEIS and PE/FEIS, the Pasadena Gold Line 
Construction Authority, in conjunction with the San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments and 
the local jurisdictions in the corridor, will refine the financial strategy and plan for the Gold Line 
Phase II project. These efforts will include: 

• Refinement of capital and operating costs and refinement of the project implementation 
schedule specifying the level of capital and operating expenditures projected by year; 

• Refinement of potential revenue sources, potential funding partners, respective financial 
contributions, and short-term and long-term financing requirements for the Gold Line 
Phase II project; 

• Inclusion of the Gold Line Phase II project into the financially-constrained component of 
the MTA Long Range Plan and the SCAG Regional Transportation Plan; and 
enhancement of opportunities for securing federal, state, and local revenues for the 
project through existing and newly proposed funding and financing programs; 

• Work with FT A to incorporate the Pasadena Gold Line Phase II project into the FT A New 
Start Program and into federal legislation reauthorizing transportation funding programs 
and levels through the reauthorization of TEA-21 ; and 

• Work with local jurisdictions in the corridor to develop, advance, and fund early-action 
transit center and multirnodal facility projects that can be adapted to serve as future 
stations for the Gold Line Phase II project, including opportunities for joint development 
and for transit-oriented development along the corridor. 
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Key Assump11ons: 

b) lnHiation ol Ser.tice: 2010 for Segment 1 area: 2014 for Segment 2 area 
c} FT A New Slarts: 50% of Capital and Financing Costs, to $50 Milliorv'Year 

TABLE 4.4 
PASADENA GOLD LINE PHASE II: COMBINED FINANCIAL PLAN, SEGMENTS 1 AND 2 

FISCAL YEAR 2002 - 2025 (IN YEAR OF EXPENDITURE DOLLARS) 

I SEGMENT2 I e) Stale: 26%ot Capilal Cosls r-----:-------'l!'l!~•-=umll!'<~.,l'l'"T" , -----J...-----,-----,..;;.::..=..:=.;.;..;;_ _________ ---' 
f) Advanced Acquisition ol Aaal Estate included as a projecl cost and revenue TOTAL (YOE$) Actual through 2002 2003 2004 .2005 / 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 
CAPITAL COSTS , 
SEGMENTS 1 AND 2 

ANFEIS/PE $24,400,000 $560,000 $1 ,540,000 $22,300,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Administ,ation $82,400,000 $40,000 $100,000 $0 $993,3$3 S6,930,862 $7,148,980 $9,503,64-1 $15,597,500 $8,172,687 $8.142,519 $10,461,307 $15,3 11,130 
Proaram Manaaement $81,400,000 $200,000 $400,000 SO $0 $4,408,133 $11,080,751 $14,189,654 $10,523.462 $4,723,983 $1 1,478,352 $14,20 1,746 $ 10.195,917 
Final Desion $45,100,000 $0 $0 SO $22,200.000 SO • $0 .$0 $22,000,000 $0 SO SO $0 Real Estate 

Existino $101,900,000 $ 101,000,000 $0 SO . $0 $32.100,000 $0 SO $0 $69,800,000 $0 SO SO 
Future $61,800,000 $0 $0 SO $34,202 $41,309,500 SS,344,588 $5,511,649 $795 $7,440,000 $930,000 $929,205 $0 
Total $183,400,000 $101 ,000,000 $0 $0 $34,262 $73,409,500 $5,344,588 $5,511,649 $795 S77,240,000 $930,000 $929,205 $0 

Procurement (# vehicles,w soar es) (18 Vehicles) 

Cost $201,900,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $27,915,299 $7,983,096 $30,501,605 $0 $59,047,288 $ 16,295,766 $6-0,156,946 
Construction $539,300,000 $0 SO $0 . $0 $1,060 964 $39,045,544 · $113.279,152 $119,814,339 $1,119,149 $39,794,057 $ 111,546,610 $ 113,840,184 
TeSlino & Startup $20,900,000 SO SO $0 $0 $0 . $0 $0 $6,300,000 $0 $0 $0 $14,600,000 
Misc Other $42,000,000 $0 S380,000 SO $1,454 $288,711 $1,976,436 $2,921,778 $14,855,392 $337,300 $2,246,543 $3,208,772 $15,805,613 

Subtotal $1,200,800,000 $102,700,000 $2,400,000 $22,300,000 $23,229.109 $86,004,171 Sn,509,598 $1!,3,388 972 $220,203,093 $91,593,099 $ 121,638,758 $ 156,843,408 $229,909,792 
Proiect Reserve $117,800,000 $ 13,900,000 $250.000 $0 $2,319,911 $8,809 417 $9,250,000 $15,338,897 $22,042,309 S9 159,310 $12,183,876 $15.864.341 $23,000,980 
Interest Component of Debt Ser,,ice on Short Term Bonds $53,400,000 $1 ,400,000 . $4,320,000 $4,320,000 $4,900,000 $6,320,000 

¥!,TQTAt'.'CAPitiit1COSTS: SEGMENTS I.ANO 2•-~;;~,,,_,;..,, • .,,.,,.,,"' 'St•3,72·00i) 000 ,,,.,m •f 16-.,= oo·o 1it~l2 650 OC<i :ns22 300 000 c 1$25 ~g·oao. - •IH 703'5U ·i $101 760 558 'iSt6a·i 27. 169 S$243'1'.3S: 402 !stfos:'07.2·40i :t-$131'122 '134 '.'5171.207. 748 , 1259 23/htt 

CAPITAL REVENUES 
SEGMENTS 1 AND 2 
Lu<..AL 

SCAG $1 ,400,000 $600,000 $800,000 
tnteresl $2,000,000 $200,000 $300,000 $1 ,500,000 
Bridac Replacernen1 S13,900 000 $13,900,000 $0 $650,000 $641,369 $11fl $196 $12,608,319 
PhFtH I Carrvover $10,000,000 $5,000,000 $2,000,000 $3,000,000 

S!_al E
3
lal1t $101,900 000 $101,900,000 $0 $0 SO $32,100,000 $1,242,571 $9,743,061 $15,646,340 $17,614,131 $25,55:'.l,898 

MTA $124,800,000 $850,000 SO SO $5,959,904 $10,918,978 $19,960,189 $30,383,425 $9,430,829 $12.2 19,652 $14,797,722 $ 18,061,502 
JPA $3,800,000 $250,000 $250,000 $250,000 $250,000 $300,000 $300,000 $370,421 $268,852 $356,592 $480,3!,3 $743,781 

Subtotal, Loc•J $257 800,000 $ 116,600,000 $2,000,000 $7,400,000 $2,B91,36!l $38,310 ,019 $ 14,217,174 $20 ,260,189 $44,604,736 $17,542,542 $26,322,584 $30,972,205 $42,459,181 
PHASE' II CIT/E,;: "' NTRIBUT/v,-, FDR !STA uuNS $52,700,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $8,000,000 $4.000,000 S5,937,997 S5,108, 193 $8,775,251 $8,746,709 $ 14,131 ,850 
STATE $355,200,000 $4,000,000 $8,893,548 $8,407,672 $28,543,384 $56.487,680 $66, 192,670 $28,521 ,874 $37,124,799 $47,588,834 $66,739,740 FEDERAL 

FTA New Slar18 $688,300,000 $650,000 $1 0,900.000 $12,784,103 $46,985,897 S50,000,000 $50,000,000 $50,000,000 $50,000,000 $50,000,000 $50,000,000 $50,000,000 
Federal lntermodal Funds $20,000,000 $2,000,000 $0 $3,000,000 $3,000,000 $4,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 S2 ,000 ,000 $2,000,000 

Subtotal, Fod•n,1 $706,300,000 $650,000 $10,900,000 $ 14,764,1 03 $46,985,897 $53,000.000 $!,3,000,000 $54,000.000 S52,000,000 $52,000,000 S52,000,000 $52,000.000 
BOND PROCEEDS $238,000,000 $35,000,000 $73,000,000 SO $14,000,000 536,000,000 $80,000,000 
REPAYMENT Or Su,-,,, ""u' EEDS/ ·$238,000,000 

''TOTAL • CAPJTAt,REVENUES·' SEGMENTSl9ANtt:iJ:t;;-ii£Ji:i;,!libi¾ii! t"Y$:1·372'ooo 000 :m,.• !116 60/f 000. 'J'!i'f:S2 65/f 000 !1$22-300 ODO ':)'$25'5.49:020 <ITI$94 70'3'688: ,,;s;o·, 760'556. "$168 727.&69 $243 ns 402 } $103'172·409 '!c$t36'22Z'634. '5175.3//1'. 748. ($257;330771 

DEBT SERVICE COSTS (Included above) 
SEGMENTS 1 AND 2 

Interest Comoonenl al Debt Service on Shor1 Tenn Bonds $53,400,000 $1 ,400,000 $4,320,000 $4,320,000 $4,900,000 $6,320,000 

: rincipal eo.~ponenl (Repnym?~,1 .al _l3ond Pr~ceeds~.... __ . . _ $238,00Q,~ _ , __ , ~- _ _ _ . .. _ _ _ --~ ., , . , __ _ _ .. _ $0 __ _ _ _. $0 . . . .. .. . $0 _ , , $~ _ __ $0 
;•~TOTAtt OEBT SERVICE·COSTS ''SEGMENTS:,, AND'i '.~~Sd.-1~ ,J;!~'i ;;·. v;- S291;40() 000, '.ttilt~}llftj*fr~i~~••:stJ ',~ j;;mWrtt SO ·~·•f?Sti\ki!if!.•lSO ~l'.!n·t•l')(tc~·-s·o XM)l' !'"-',~'lt'.$Q ;'r~:,.'"'4,l1i'l'-l$ 0 "'&-¼ifti1tfi~h~:>i'.SO ·1\<;'.S1"400 000 ~il;,;·3i!f 32(1:000 * Rf $4 320 000 ;5:;v:<'"$4'900. 000 ••~ $6 320 000 

DEBT SERVICE REVENUES (Included abovel 
SEGMENTS 1 AND 2 

MTA flnteresl Component} $13,350,000 $700,000 $2 ,160,000 $2, 1GO,OOO $2,450,000 $3,160,000 
Stale Interest Component) $13,350,000 $700,000 $2 , 1ea,ooo $2,160.000 S2.450,000 $3,160,000 n A New Starts (Princioal Compar.enO $238,000,000 
FT A New s,~uts lAeimbur~ement of 50%, af tntereit Comoonenll $28,700,000 

' TOTAL'',l)EBl"SERV/CE REVENlJES• SEGMENTS ·! .'AND 2, .... ,".'h .. ,;1,,.HU$291'400 000 .;,•'ciih'"1e,Zi'jp,ff:iTtiSO .bd FHH¼rt;..,, ;$0 "" ,!;i,f,•:'!<$0 ~,,_,ch· !if<',; .!0 n1-~,t,;,;,1>:,r$0 ',¥,ljj:f-,in, $0 ''""' ii'·"'"",'$0 ·:::;;;,$('40/] 000 '1£e,f4 320~000 " ,$4 32// 000 ·.,H$4 90Q 000 ¼:ic-$6 320 .000. 

OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE COSTS I I I I I I I 1 1 1 Operallon Wl!Nn Segmenl1 AreaOntt 

$13,001,234 $17,68-0,001 $ 19,940.830 $22,358 ,656 
ENANCE.COSTS:ccw', -'U13,9&1'234 ;;., S17,66Q ~l , '$19940 830 :-1"$22;358,856 

OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE REVENUES 

BEGINNING ANNUAL BALANCE 
ENDING ANNUAL BALANCE 

Sharon Groom, and A.$soci1ttM 

$158 480 068 $2,792,247 $3,!,32,192 S4,388,983 S5, 142,491 

so 
'so 

so, 
$0 

$1 1,168,987 $14.1 28,768 $15,553,847 $'7,216,165 
kzGitttf!\¥$0 ,f.Wlr~:w4'~1~;$.0 i:'i.~jj,~-#H(S0 't-'/¼r',1Mt ?f{jt .$0 !i)~~yj;:'~~?-)ri $0 )i-,M?~~'~) t-:;;$0 :~;s&'f-t~:._,:'l',SO ·~·: sJtf961'234 ;i;S1'(6(Uf96,1 ;k; S·19'"94(J"B30 --:,;,$22.358'6~6 

$0 $0 
$0 $0 

so 
$01. 

$0 
$0 

so $0 
$0 $0 

$0 $0 $0 $0 so 
$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

J anuary 6, 200:'.I 



Key Assumption,: 

b) lnitialion of Service: 201 O lor Sogment 1 area: 2014 !or Segment 2 area 

c) FT A New Stan1: 50% ol C8pital end Financing Costs, lo $50 MllliorVYear 

d) Phaae II Cities fund Slation Costa (4o/. of Total Capital Costs) 

e) State: 26% of Capilal Costs 

f) Advanced Acquisition ol Real Estate included as a project cost and revenue 

:cAPIT AL COST S 
,SEGMENTS t ANO 2 
IAAIFEIS/PE 

TABLE 4.4 
PASADENA GOLD LINE PHASE II: COMBINED FINANCIAL PLAN, SEGMENTS 1 AND 2 

FISCAL YEAR 2002 - 2025 (IN YEAR OF EXPENDITURE DOLLARS) 

TOTAL (YOE $) 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

$24,400,000 

2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 

IAdmlnastrahon I $82,400,000 

IProgr,m Managomont I $81,400,000I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
Fin11.I Oes1Qn $45,100,000 
IAeal Estate 

ExlstinQ 
Future 
Tolal 

[Procur·emenl (# vehicles,w scares) (18 Vehicles• 
Cost 

IC.Onstruction 
:Testina & Slartuo 
Misc Other 

Subtotal 
Project Rescrvo 

$101,900,000 
S81,Soo,OOO 

$163,4_00,000 

$201,900,000 
$539,300,000 
$20,000,000 
m:ooo.ooo 

$1,200,800,000 
$117,800,000 

$53,400,000 S9,520,000 $8,120,000 $6,660,000 $4,640,000 $3,200,000 Interest Componenl o f Debi Service on Short_ Term Bonds 

fiTOTAl!;'CAPITAL'COSTS,,SEGMENTS f ·ANO:Z '"''f'Af,~~,:~•.7,Jl] p\;1 st;31.2;oq_Q~'Q{j(), g~~i-$~,,~~g~_OQQ Vi~iS.,1120.00.0 i-,f'4J_t§_6_Q~P_QQ_ 0f--t_s_4,~_Q,J)()_o / <.s3,200,o.oo o ·i;,,.}i~"~~:;::'1~+;1:_~Ql- ~tEr~-~}:X1:JQ I :;~t-.. "~t t·· $_o_l: ziJJ · ·-.1~,so h.U;:::J~:~![:·;s-o 
CAPITAL REVENUES 
!SEGMENTS 1 AN02 
iLOCAL 
$CAO 
Interest 
Bridge Replacement 
Phase I Canvover 
Real [.slate 
~ 
JPA 

Subtotal, Local 
PHASE Ii CITIES: CONTRIBUTION FOR STATIONS 
STATE 
FEDERAL 

$1 ,400.000 
$2,000,000 

$13,000,000 
s,0,000,000 

$101,900,000 
$124,800.000 

$3,800,000 
$257,800,000 
$52,7oo,OOO 

$355,200,000 

FT A Now Slarts $666,300!000 
Federal lnlermodal Funds I $20,000,000 

Subrotal, Fed•r•I I $706.d__~OOO 
$238,000 000 

$0 

$2,660,000 

$35,000,000 $36,500,000 $43,500,000 $43,000,000 sao.000,000 

so $6,500,000 $13,500,000 $43,000,000 $80,000,000 

EEO ) -$238,000, 000 -$35,000.000 

' ' .TOTA~ ·cAPITAL''REVENUES. SEGMENrs.1,ANDj-iiit~,lE~';Jll.2itij l•,tti::si,312,·ooo,oool,i. s2.sfi(i,ooo 
~ 

'.')-,.:,.~~~.(:,;$0, 
·S43,500,000! ·$43,000,000! ·SB0.000,000 

, ): l?T':ff/t:$0 llfutxttk~f!W~$() billiHillil.t_fFJ§IP_l~~tGt~Y3~i~l~, $01 -~~'~: ,~;:,:· ., :.?,'°$0 l,l½·:if ::;':'¢~ J:so I ~¾::~~r; :~:rzm' to'I !1PfFtf'.-~}3ii'.:So I, :;;SiBiflrf~±~~ff$GI I ;1~<1-4 '.;,:: ~ <>:;~~ $0 

DEBT SERVICE COSTS (Included above) 
SEGMENTS t ANO 2 
lntere~t Com nent ot Debt Service on Shor1 Term Bonds $53,400,000 $9,520,000 $8, 120.000 $6,660,000 S4,S40,000 $3,200,000 
Principal Component (Re_p~l_!!enl ol Bond Proceeds) $238,000,000 $35,000,000 $36,500,000 $50.500,000 $36,000,000 -~80,000,000 

t'ror At;-"DEB:r.'$~RVICE cosrsl $EGMENrs.1-AND 2 r\L<t:JiZ,1~::t·i ~im::J, s291,~oo,ooollc, S44,s20;000 l'Hii4,620,ooo I :}'ts1, 160:0oo j;,1 S40:64..P.,QOOTu~,1.~oo,oool\y+,hn;:l••·so l.·,,n,• :;•'•& , so · _, . ., ,!: ;.~i sok;,<,,s,,t;,%,€so h,,n ,;;;-,:,•; s o b ';:: x,,,;;;;u, :so c' ;,,;-,::;,}i':"!o· 
DEBT SERVICE REVENUES (Included above) 
SEGMENTS 1 ANO 2 

MTA (Interest Component) I $13,350,oool $4,760,000! 54,050,000! $3,330,ooo! $2,320,oool 
State (Interest Component) I $13.350,oool 54,760,oool 54,050,oool -· $3,330,oool S2,32o,oool 
FT A New Starts (Principal Component) I S238Looo,oool 535,ooo.oool $36,soo.oool $50,500,()()(II ~-, S36.ooo,oooi 
FTANew$Iarl~~~~r~'!l.entof 50"/oof Interest Componont} I $25,700,oool sol sol sol sol 
~,ror AiJ'oEer SERVJCE.REVENuEs,'seGMENTs ,1. AN0'2,-ff.,,,v"d •,.,t/",-s2~4QM00 h' $44,S20;cafilill[:$5;4;62g;Oj)o bttss7, 1'60,000 I '· s4o,64o,ooo 

$1,600,l)()()l ~ ·S13,350,000 
$1,800,000! ·$13,350,000 

$60,000,0001 so 
so $26,700,000 

. s83,200,ooo I "$:l'i%?1,wi,'sol?•:!'~£z4fg-so ls:;:01:2,~;,{i/ s~ I¥.;, ,;.:s.;. 3fo:.so l -,iL wf. sol,;#•,:':n'"Sol.J. , '"''t,;1hs~ 

OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE COSTS I I Op<>ralion.Withln Segment 1 and Segment 2 Areas 
Go!d Line Phase II LATO orations and Maintenance Cost& $588,376,084 $32,041,674 $35,005.5-26 $38,137,602 $39,472,4 18 $43,763,775 $45,295.508 S-46,880,850 $48,521.680 $50,219,93!) $51,977,637 

T TAL,'OPERATIONS'ANDMAINTENANCE COSTS''':;}, , Ve,, •<>,,: ,,,~L!,$5 ,,3,76,084 i'f,$;12,041-614 :,¥,$35,Q!>!!,5.28 :f1i$38137,602 , '1'$39,472· 18 , :;($43 7,63;775 )'\'.-$45;295'508 ,,;!'$46 880 850 ''i S48 521 680 ,';$50,219,939 ',, $5l ;9TT;637' 

OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE REVENUES 

Gord Line Phase II LAT Fare Revenues $158,480,066 S7,690,002 $8,751,382 $9.~,400 $9,868,105 $10,213 ,488 $10,570,960 $13,129,133 S13,5BB,652 $14,064,255 $14,556,504 $15,065,982 $ 15,593,291 
MTAOpcrating Support . . . , . . . $429,896,018 $24,351.672 $26,254,146 $28,603,201 529,604,314 $30,640,464 $31,712.881 $30,634,643 $31,706,855 . $32,816,595 . $33,965,176 . $35,153,957 . $36,384,346 
TOTAL',·OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE REV,ENUES ,,,,;p,;,s)i,'1;:,,7 ,f,7%,$588 376 084 ,;: $32 041 874 ,1\,$35,005 528 i<iS38137'602 :i,,,$39 472,418 :.'1':$Mf853,953 t":$42;283 841 t:'i/-S43 763' TT5 -t' S45 295 608 ,ffi,,$48'880 850 ·,,,:$48,521 880 ·, ·,· $50,219,939 "\,$51 97-7;637 

BEGINNING ANNUAL BALANCE 
ENDING ANNUAL BALANCE 

$0 so $0 . $0 sol so 
$0 $0 so so sol $0 

Sharon Groom, and AssccJat8s 

$0 
$0 

so 
$0 

$0 
so 

so 
$0 

$0 
$0 

so 
$0 

January 6, 2000 

so 
$0 



Key Auumptlana: 

a) Implementation in 2 &egmenls: 2005-2009. 2009-2013 

b) lnilla1ion of Service: 2010 for Segment 1 area; 2014 for Segment 2 IUefl 

cl FTA New S larti.: 50% ol Capital and Financing Costs, lo $50 Million/Year 

d) Phase II Cities fund Slalion Costa (4% of Total Capital Cosls) 
e) Stale: 26% of C3Pllal Co3IS 

f) Advanced Aoquiaition ol Real Estate included as a project cost and revenue 

ICAPIT AL COSTS 
SEGMENT I 
IAAIFEIS/PE 

!Final Design 
:Real Eslale 

Exislina 
Fuiure 
Total 

Procurement l# vehk:les,w spar~18 Vehicles) 
Cost 

Construction 
T esliOQ & S1ar1lip-
IMisc Other 

Subtotal 
!Project Reserve 

TOTAL (VOE S) 

$24,400,000 
$39,100,000 
$40,800,000 
$22,200,000 

$32,100,000 
$52,200,000 

TABLE 4.5 
PASADENA GOLD LINE PHASE II: FINANCIAL PLAN FOR SEGMENT 1 

FISCAL YEAR 2002 • 2025 (IN YEAR OF EXPENDITURE DOLLARS) 

SEGMENT 1 
Actual through 2002 2003 2004 2005,• -200& 2007 

$560,000 $1,540,000 $22,300,000 ' 

$40,000 $100,000 $993,300 $8,930,862 $7,148,980 
$200,000 $400,000 $() $4,406,133 $11,080,751 

$0 $22,200,000 so so 
$0 

$101,000,000 • o $32,100,000 $0 
$34,262 $41,309,500 $5,344,588 

$44,300,')()0 _ $101,900.000 $34,202 , . . $73,409,500 · SS,3«,588 

2008 2009 

' ' 
- $9,500,843 $14,385,122 
$14,189,654 $10,523,462 

so $0 

$0 $0 
$5,511,649 so, 
$5,511,049 so 

s86.•oo.0001 1 I I sol · sol s21.s1s.299i $7,983.0961 S30,so_1,oos! 
$273,000,000 SO S1,0tl0,964 $39,045 544 S113,279, 152 $119,614,339 

$&,300,000 $0 SO SO SO SB,300,000 
$20,400 000 $380.000 $1,454 $26&,711 $1,976,436 $2,921,778 $14,853,621 

S576,900,000 S102,700,000 _ $2,400,000 $22,300,000 $23,229,109 $88.094,171 $92,509,598 $153,388,972 S196,178,1491 

SEGMENT2 I 

2010 2011 I 2012 I 2013 

I I 
I 

!interest Component of 08b1 Service on Short Tonn Bonds 
s5s.•oo.0001 s13.ooo.ooof s 2so,oool sol s2csJ9.s11 i sa,609,,1,L_._ s9.2so,9601 s 1s.338.s971 s1s,630.e15 

,bn$Ui!lto;TM;,SEGMEN7' 1 CAP/TAkJ)OSTS) 'ft"'J:t' ,l';'i)T;,,Je<•Wr 
$24,000,0001 I I· I I I I I s1.•oo.oool S3,eoo.oool » .aoo.oool SS.600.0001 SJ.aoo.ooo, 

",k,''$656',300,-0WjPlli\t'll!lf tt,'tod,ooo I ,im.12:650,000 I *122/Joo;orfO l,,'!':12S,5-411020 I, -.sg,ro31~b11d1;tso;ssa trs 16',12t;'8:o.~ l,,m1,2oa,91$4 I·;;,,. $,M0¢,Q/!Ql.hllli13,8J10,000,J ':'~'.;S3;aoo,OQQ l•"J'i'S3,a/Jo,'ooo 
CAPITAL REVENUES 
SEGMENT 1 
. OCAL 

ISCAG 
lnlereat 
Hridae Reolacement 
Phase I Carrvover 
'Real Estate 

MT A (includes payment of inlorest on Short Term Bondsl 
:JPA 

Subtota~ Local 
PHASE II CITIES:'coNTRiBLJTION FOR STATIONS 

IS....I_ATE (ncludu m•nr ollnt•rnt on Shott T•rm Bonds 
FEDERA 

$1,400,000 
$2,000,000 

$13,900,000 
s10,ooo,ooo 
$32,100,000 
$71,200,000 

$1,900,000 
$132,500,000 

~ 
$188.l>OO,0OO 

$600,000 
$200,000 

$13,9001000 

$101,900,000 
- - $-0 

$116,§00,000 

$0 

FT A New Slarts I $328,300.oool so 
Federal ln1e,moda/ Funds $10~000 

Subtot•~._Fedttral j p38,3oo,oool $0 

BOND PR~ I $95,000,0001 
'REPAYMENT OF BOND PROC ) -$95,000,000-

saoo.oool 
$300,oool S l,500,000 

$650,000 $041,369 
$5,000,000 $2,000,000 

$650,000 so so 
$250.000 $250,000 $250,000 

$2,000,000 $7.400,000 $2,891,369 
$1,000,000 

so $4,000,000 $6,893,548 

$650,000 $10,900,000 $12,704,103 
$2,000,000 

$650~ $10.900,000 $14,764,103 

$116 $196 I $12,806,31'!] 
$3,000,000 

$32,100,000 
$5,959.904 $10,916,976 $19,960,189 $28.412,929 $ 1,000,000J $1,900,000J $1,900,0001 $1 ,900,000, 

$250,000 $300,000 $300,000 $300,000 
$38,310.019 $14,217, 174 $20,280, 189 $41.321.248 

$1,000,000 $6,000,000 $4,000,000 $4,800.000 
$8,407,672 S26,543,384 $56.467,680 $59,267,716 $1,900,0001 $!,900,0001 $1,900,0001 $1,900,000 

I I I 
$46.965,697 SS0,000,000 $50,000,000 $50,000,000 SOI $0,j $0.j, $ 0 

$3,000,000 $3,000,000 $2,000,000 
$46,985,897 $53,000,000 $$3,000,000 $52,000.000 

$35,000,000 $60,000,000 

,,,,OTA/!;-CAPiTAi• REVE"1,UES:'SE(;MEl(J':i ;h,,h;f,M!1"''"c . " il!:": )'. ,le S656,3/10,00C, ."Wif':H!$rt6 600 000 'w sa:sso:61X!f 1),!f~,300,oQO l1,,s2s,m:1uo l'fl•s94,m,sss ks101,160Jss I· t1u;m;ugl '$21ugu5;,1 h!iFt$1J&J;ooo I ->1s1;900;000J;;;::-s1;!/0Q,ooo I ""'1f,pg,.o.ooo 

DEBT SERVICE COSTS (Included above) 
!SEGMENT 1 

$24,000,000 $1,400,000 $3,800,000 $3,800,000 $3,800,000 
$95,000,000 

ttt'-:,~sr~i~$ Jtrt:1111'1.s ooo. 000 t\tSViii.t:imtit:itfrKW:so : "'µ;;1~0~ tt/; :tN: :so· :;t;,1J~!iH:s;J:~-so ~;,,;s1 400 tJdo J':¥t"'3 soo·ooo ·@:; 13 Boo ooo '.?&.,'·fo 

IDEBT SERVICE REVENUES (Included above) f I I I I 1 
!SEGMENT 1 
IMT A (Interest Comoonent) $15.000LOOO 
!State (Interest Component) I $6-1000,000 
1

FTA New Staru (Principi,I Component) I $95,000.000 

$700.000 
$700,000 

$0 

$1 ,900,000 
$1,000,000 

$0 

$1,900.000 
$1, 900.000 

$0 

s1.9oo,oool 
s1 ,900,oool 

sol 

$1 ,900.000 
$ 1,900,000 

$0 FTA NAw Starts Reimburscmont of 50% of lnteresl Com nenl) $12,000,000 

·,-ToTALXDEBT,SERVICE,REVENIJEs:CsEGIAE/.ir rs, > 'ci••!'?",:,",,,; ,r ,, "-'St1s,ooo.ooo '·•::. , ;,Jilli1illili!·SO ,1,,10,sli AF~z, !c,O!'so ,,,,,:, "·'¥ qo ,,, h,b,ti'1Mo ~"-'_,]~"!'" so "~'!;'i''H~,,;k soh,,ts1;,ioo:ooolP:~!S3,11oo;oooh,,>Ms3,soo;ooolgt,• p,aoii;oool<;·;s3;.;oo,oool 

OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE COSTS I I I I I I I I I I Ope,.,ion W;thln Seomenl 1 Area Only 
Gold lino Phase II LAT O erat1ona and Maintenance Costs $588,3715,084 $13,961,234 $17,660,961 $ 19,940,830 $22,358,656 

,fQTALf 0PERATI6N~fAND MAJNTENANCE'C ST$(}ff,i,~J '~ .:s,'f'~½~ w .\i:4588" 7,& 084 ;:_:pt; -~ ,;~;;w;;.t6_'}$0 :Jr.rt.r:!h\: .-:~so .",1;:,¼·,'1,ff:W?S0 :~JLi~t t ,. ,$0 ·:TW'.!h;);r:/2;.J;$0. J;:qs!f;, A1Wir.$0 i,Hi' :~ $0 .:1A,,.f:\' \f~/,JS0 ;q~.$13 96i ' 34 (4JS:l7 660 96J ~~~·$19 9'4Q'830, JM,s2a: 58'656 

OPERATING AND MAINT ENANCE R EVENUES 

BEGINNING ANNUAL BALANC E 
ENDING ANNUAL BALANCE 

~Mron Grb6h6 ana Assodati.i 

S158 480066 $2,782,247 $5,142,491 
$429,896,018 $11,168,987 $17,216,165, 

. ;~;:rh~ :i'f; '+ , ,$~8$,37=$,084 ½_,~,,,. ;.,~ ;:~~J1:'~ $0 :mltMU~ 'w ; ;Wf:S~O JWM11\l~ ': J$0 ·~ "·.,, JtL\1~1 /t,'! ;tf$'0 4wt;Sl3',961";2a4 ~ $22'358 656 

$0 $0 
so 

$0,. $0 $0 so so so so $0 
$0 

so so $0 so $0 
so so so 

$0 
so 

so 
so 

Janu.,ry u. 21.KXJ 

so 
so 



TABLE 4.5 
PASADENA GOLD LINE PHASE II: FINANCIAL PLAN FOR SEGMENT 1 

FISCAL YEAR 2002 - 2025 (IN YEAR OF EXPENDITURE DOLLARS) 

Key Aasumptlon, : 
a) lmplemenlalion tn 2 segments: 2005"2009, 2009·2013 

b) lniti~l ion ot Service: 201 0 tor Segment 1 area; 2014 lot Segment 2 area 

c) FT A. New Star1s: 50% of Capital and Financing Costs, lo $ SO MilliorvYear 

d) Phase II C it ies furxl Station Costs (4o/, of To tal Ct1piIal Costs) 

e) State: 20% of Capllat Costs 

I) Advanced Acquisi tion ol Real Estate included as a p roject cost and revenue 

CAPITAL COSTS 
SEGMENT I 
[AAiFEIS/PE 
IAdmlnlslralion 
Pro~eim Man.agemenl 
Final Des.ian 
Real Estate 

E:,clsting 
f uture 
Total 

Procurernenl <• vehicles.w spares) (18 Vehic les) 
Co,t 

Con., lrvct1on 
Testma & Startuo 
Misc Olhet 

Subtotal 
Prolecl R~erve 

TOT Al (YOE$) 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 201 9 

$24,400,000 
$3Q,100,000 
$40,800,000 
$22,200,000 

$32,100,000 
$52,200,000 
$84,300,000 

$66,400,000 
$2n,ooo,ooo 

$6,300,000 
$20,400,000 

$576,QOO,OOO 
$55,400,000 

Interest Com )('lnant of Debt Sarvice on Short Term Bonds $24,000,000 $3,800,000 $2,400,000 $1,200,000 
';:f;>rsusroo.c~sEGMENT 1' CAPITAL COSTS ,*[''.' ;,.,, ,,,,,.;,, "'h,i :,,,,,z, $656 /j(J 000 Rs.fi ooooo·+½~<'i~Y~$2;;,=;40..;0cc0:.:00-',;.fi~_;-;,:~:,~s,;1=00;=00;;;0,+:?--•-X-,\.,,'k-.'<;-,-,,~, "'"oj,,,.Lc-, -,,;-,,,-r-,,-;z-•J""o; =0"'>1~:h<-.. -•. ~ •• -.,,~,,,=o 

CAPITAL REVENUES 
SEGMENT 1 
LOCAL 
SCAG 
lnte1est 
Bridge Replacement 
Phase I Carryo'll'et 
Real Estate 
MTA (Includes Davmenl of interest on Short Term Bonchl 
JPA 

Subtotal, Lac• / 
!PHASE II CITIES: CONTRIBUTION FOR STATIONS 
STATE (lncfudu p•ym11nt of int11re1t on Short T11rm Bonds) 
ffiIDiA[ 

$1,400,000 
S2,000,000 

$13~ , ooo 
$10,000,0001 

~ 
S71,200,oool 
$1,900,000 

$132,500, 000 
~ 

$168,900,000 

FT A New SI a rts I $328,300,000 
Federal lnlermodal Funds I $10,000,000 

Subtotal, F«J•ral I $338,300, 000 

$1 ,900,000 $1,200,000 $600,000 $0 $0 -se,000.0001 

$1 ,900,000 $1,200,000 S&Xl,000 $0 so ,$6,000,000[ 

$35,000,000 $30,000,000 $30,000,000 so $0 s , 2.000.0001 

2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 

foL:L"="''"" ,~1 ;,:L· i,c•,,+$0,.,,., ·,;,,• $() I,,,,;, ,r :: $01 ·:,;,;, ·,,so 

soNo PR~ CE~os I m.000.000 
'REPAYM NT F BOND PROCEEDS) -$95,00D,ooo 
+ TOTAL; CAPITAt' REVENUES,.SEGMENT 1; \ ,~, +ti';Mt,\ ,::cA•; ~q I .<,~<[:e$656,'30(i;'OOO 

-$35,000,000 -$30,000,000 -$30,000 000 
~,rs1~soo.000 ~;~$1,2()0,000 -~:,;,;y\+$600,000 ;/_,;,~!~f ~;,-;(,so ;¾:\<i~;t;'.,r(i :$0 ~' lii $6,DOO:ooo ,i?lf, :~c~i'1_.(~~ so 'c :f'.;-'i:ij.;}'y ,~ :s o . ''./#~·-)\ . ''-.;<,$0 ·r&r. 4\r-A&:so j:J;..<i:;,;!1 ;', ~:isol:,i~)~ttJ;0~·,o 

DEBT SERVICE COSTS (Included above) 
SEGMENT 1 
lnlereat Component of Debt SeNice on S hor1 Term Bonds j $24,000,oooj $3,800,000 j S2,400,oooj $1,200,000 
Pdndpal Component (RepaymanI ol Bond Proceeds) I S95,000,0()0_L~ $:l5,00(),00()L ~0.000,00()[ . . $30,000,000 

!TOTAL; DEBJ:SERVJCE cosrsf sEGMENr:1,~f/'.!!'j,0u;.,':<· .4fr',''"' I.' r:%$119,POO;ooo I!, # s,soo,ooo jt1;s32,4oo;ooo I :±:$31;.joo,oooW'fm,Pi!l--0',:,:so l,:t,c,,,,_ -.,, ' ,, so I ,,,••nLiM.:$0! ,F~),:;',,;•,,so I :,+,ik.;i:l"ci--:ti $O l·nT>~ ••bH:ts,,,jH, ,tol, ''i' '{"'' ' sol "'',!ye,,;;, so 
DEBT SERVICE REVENUES (Included above) 
SEGMENT1 
MTA (lntere&I Component) $6,000,000 
S!ale (lnl~_/8~1 Component) I se.000.000 
FT A New Starts (P~~lpnl Component) J $95,000,000 

$1 ,900,000 
$1 ,900,000 

$35,000,000 
FT A New Starts (Reimbursement of 50% of Interest Compo non!) I $12,000,000 

;;;,ror:i1~;• DEEl'l;:SERYJCEBEVENUES, SEG41ENTJ ,,;,;,. :~>•~:y!, _,.,;, I r;c4:½\·s H9,ooo,oool ""S3a;soo,ooii 

S1,200,000 
$1 ,200.000 

$30,000,000 

,it$'12,400,000 

$600,000 
$600,000 

$30,000,000 

so 
$0 
$0 

SJi:ZDO,ooab;,),i,'f,c, .'JO 

so so so 
~ 
~ 

s12,ooo,oool 
· ">A,1<>:soh t>'!iltC.·solVi\\ m,H,,i+'sol,,•~•-'#} •, sol ;~71 ,,;,,, · sol,;;.,,,,."'""~ l~-:"..;;m:;;,:,joj:u-scf,1:'Yff'\,p 

OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE COSTS I I Ope,ation With;n Segmen11 and Segment 2 Areas 
Gold Line Phaso II LRT O orations and Ma inlonanca Cosls $588,376,084 $32,041,674 $35,005,528 $38,137,602 $39 ,472,,.18 $40,853.953 $42,283,841 $43,763.nS $45,295,508 $46,880,850 $48,521,680 $50,219 ,939 $51,977,637 
TOT~. CiPER.6,TIONS ANO MAINTENANCE COSTS · ,,t.~t,., 'X •;;;';t,:i:$588 371i 084 ,; $32041 &7.4 :ih,$35 005 528 .\;,$3ll f3 ,,602 ''*$39 472 418 n S40 853,953 'i:$42-283 841 M $43 7'3,n5 "0$45,295,508 ;, $4~;8ll0;850 ,0!!$48 521 680 ilfsso219 939 c:;,· $51 9i7 637 

OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE REVENUES 
$ Hi8 480 <>Ge $7,690,002 $8,751,382 $9,534,400 $9,808,105 510 ,213,488 $10 ,570 ,960 S13, 129,133 $13 ,588,652 $14,064,255 $15,065,982 $15,593 ,291 
$42Q,896,018 $24,351,672 $26.254.146 $28.603.201 $ 29,604,314 $30 ,640 ,464 $31,712 ,881 $30,634 ,643 $31,708,855 $32,818,595 $35,153,957 $36,384,346 

•20;c01 ssa-a-,37s ;o114 :;;• $32,041 s14 /.Us,oo&,s2a ,,s:iei$7,6~ '0'$38,47M18 ,,:$40;os;953 ·it::S42,2a3 841 t,,S43;763,77.5 <'i1$45,28Moa •;, $46.$80'850 ·;ijs 50;219;839 )ffS51-877;&37 

BEGINNING ANNUAL BALANCE SO SO $0 $0 SO SO SO SO SO SO $0 $0 $0 
ENDING ANNUAL BALANCE $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 $0 SO $0 $0 SO $0 $0 

511.!irbh GIM/16 llnd Taffifarylr,20(13"" 



Key Anumptlona: 

a) lmplementa llon In 2 aegmenta: 2005-2009, 2009-2013 

b) Initiation of Service: 2010 for Segmenl 1 area: 2014 for Segment 2 area 

c) FTA New Starta: 50% of Capital and Financing Coa11. to $SO Milnon/Y ear 

d) Phase II Cities fund Station Cosls (4%of Total Capital Coats) 
e) State: 26% of Capita\ Costs 

TABLE 4.6 
PASADENA GOLD LINE PHASE II: FINANCIAL PLAN FOR SEGMENT 2 

FISCAL YEAR 2002. 2025 (IN YEAR OF EXPENDITURE DOLLARS) 

- - -- - - l 
f) Advanced Acqulallion of Aeal Eslate Included aa a project cost and revenue TOT AL (YOE Si I Actual through 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 J 2007 I 
CAPITAL COSTS 
SEGMENT 2 

!Administration 
Program Management 
Final Deaign 
R<lal Estate 

Existing 
Future 
Total 

[P,OCuremenl (# vehlcl83,w sparsa) 

~ 
S40,800, ooo, 
s22.ooo_!oooi 

sso,000.0001 
S9,300,oool 

$70, 100,0001 

Cost $135,500,000 
!Cons I ruction j $266,300,000 
1Test!ng & Startuo $14,SOO,OOO 
Misc other s21,eoo,000 

Subtoiii I $&23,900,000 
'Pro"ectf.ieseNa $62 400,000 
lnteresl Componenl ol Debt Seivtce on Shon Term Bond! $29A.__00,000 

2008 

I SEGMENT2 

I 2009 2010 2011 201 2 2013 

$1,212,376 $8,172.667 $8,142,519 $10,461,307 $15,311,130 
$0 $4,723,983 $11,478,352 $14,20 1,748 $10,195,917 

$22,900,000 so $0 $0 $0 

so $69,800,000 $0 $0 $0 
$795 $7,440.000 $930,000 $929,205 $0 
$785 STT,240,000 $930,000 $929,205 $0 

$0 

i $1,119,149 $39,794,057 $1 11,546,610 $ 113,840,184 
$0 s o $0 $14,600,000 

$1,771 
$24,114 ,9431 

~ $59,047,2881 $16,295,7881 S60, 158,946 

$337 ,3001 $2,248,543! $3,208,7721 $15.805.613 

$2~~~ .494 
$91,593,0991 S121,838,7581 $158,643"4081 $229,909,792 

$9,159,310 $12,163.876 $15,664,341 $23,000,080 

·,iJ;I.QJltl/i$E_tlJ.!E_NT2 (;Af?JM •~_9_$_I;s.l11iFil\rfi,it~ °""" 
CAPITAL REVENUES 

$520,000 $520,000 $1,100,000 $2,520,000 
ill',lQ.!ci~'-!l>'li51iJWt" $0 l,H+~'i¾t,¾ w· $0 I !l;/);l~ T✓.i11soHir,fe.:¥~1ufso I ~§'¥;Mmt,!rl!so 1&~$26,526;438 h S 101 ;212;409 j ?$1:14;322,634 h $1 )'.3,~07,748lt.t 2SS:430.'771 

SEGMENT 2 
LOCAL 

ISCAG 
ffnteresl 
!Bridge Replacarnant 
[Phase ! Carryover 
IReal E1uare 
IMTA (includes paymen1 of intere!!-t on Short Term Bonda) 
l:iPA 

Subtotal, Loc•I 

!PHASE II CITIES: CONTRIBUTION FOR STATIONS 
STATEtincJud-, paymont o r fnter.sr on Short T•rm Bonds) 
FEDERAL 

$0 
$0 
$0 

---S-0 

$69,800,000 
$53,800,000 
$1,900,000 

$125,300,000 

$36,100,000 
$188,300,000 

FTA. New Starts 
Federal l111ermodal Funds I s;;:::::: 

Subtotal, F«Jera/ / $368,000,(J(}() 
BOND PROCEEDS $ 143,000,000 

$ 1,242,571 
$ 1,970,495 

$70,421 
$3,283,487 
$1,337,997 
SG_,904,954 

so 
$2,000,000 
$2.000.000 

$13,000.000 

$9 ,743,061 $15,646,340 $17,614,131 $25,553,898 
$7,530,629 $10,319,652 $12 ,897,722 $16,1 61 ,502 

S268.852 5356,502 $460,353 $743,781 
$17,542,542 $26,322,584 $30,972.2 05 $42,459, 18 I 

SS, 108,193 SS,775,251 $8,748.709 $14,131.850 
$28,621 ,674 $35 ,224,799 545,688,834 $66,839,740 

S50.000.000 S50,000,000 S50.000,000 $ 50,000,000 
$2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 

$52,000,/JOO $52. /JOO, /JOO $52.000./JOO $52,000, /JOO 

_U _4,~ 1000 $38,000,000 $80,000,000 'REPAYMENT OF BOND PROCEEDS) I -$143~000,000 

TOTA/:1CAfJIAL-REV,ENUES:'$EGMENT,2 •'i.>.:t ,-'!;,LjLif{~P"i,'t ']j'§,_,; $1.15;700,000 ,,,,ibi.'\i-.~. ;'if$Q :ii!litJ ,iU;'k,.,$1:i Ji!iihii'!f:'1"'4$0 ·,;,, ..i,tt;;,Jstso l'\bi,'f,s_;:f; SO ,;i;,¾1,,<lc ... n!'SO i<L¥!\1ffi( .~•,·SO i]/,$26 626'438 i.$101' 272'409 <$134 322 634 1·'$173 407. 748 $255 430 77,1. 

DEBT SERVICE COSTS _lfr1cluded above) 
ISEGMENT2 
!Interest Componen t of Debi Service on Sho11 Term Bonds I $~~oool 

!DEBT SERVICE REVENUES (Included above) 
:sEGMENT2 
0

MTA Ont&"&al Cof!1ponent) 

$143,000,000 
,:~~ T£~½'$f 11400,00Q µ'¢~ 

I $7,3so,ooo 
Stale (Interest Companent) $7,350,000 
FT A. New Stans (Principal Component) I S143,000,000 

$520,000 $520,000 $1.100.000 $2,520,000 

YN O 1,n:r,:n,,,, • ,,. Sb I •:c~~ii@)i\,q,$0 ! ;.J~;;!iPiiiki'Sol >diip ,,,,:ur so hn;;•,•:q,,s,, $0 b,Si, ,, ,,~3';"$ol_;g_~ ;ss20,ooo I ;,,,,1,\,$520,000 kil4$t. f/)(1,(f00 lf0:1:12,520.ooo 

50 
50 
so' 

$260 ,000 
$2GO,OOO 

so 
$260.000 
$280,000 

so 
$5500001 

000 
$0] 

$1 ,260,000 
S1 ,260,000 

so FT A New Starts: Reimbursement o f 50%, of Interest Com -llenl) Sl4,700,000 

,,roTA ·
0
'0EBT,Slf!RVICE'REVENUES' SEGMENT2 ,.,t.,:, ,,·tT<i·; .,,,,~,$ 72 !IOO 000 ;, , 0 'c"l'<W,,,1,1tso ·'·' ''""''"''"! SD '.;' ' ii'h,fai?;•$0 j,,c;j.;;J,NJ,,!'$0 0 {1/c1YLHnLS$0 M,;,, $520 000 l'f'J 20 000 ,,•t 1100 000 .J:V$2 5:lO'OOO 

OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE COSTS Opo,a1<>n Within Se~cmnl 1 Area Only 
Gold Line Phase II LAT Ope,ation.s and Mainlenance C.Osls $588,376,084 $13,961 ,234 $17,660,961 $~9,940,830 $22.358,656 

TOTA ''Of>ERATIONS"AND'MAlNl:E;NANCE COSTSP'<s'Jf'l!i;ri;,!'"l'ii/ C\I-c,/ i $58B' ns'OB4 '11~;;_,~,,;;,.,,<'"i~ie.SO '½fr~i"°"'~••-; So '1,,,;;;,;;,.-li SO ,m;~:w,$',;,l<li'$0 µJ:;ill, '!>i,~,4•$0 t;~•••t,J½•c'"'''$0 ¼lJ :.' ' . '\dO •<i$13 961;'234 i":'S17'66096i H~l$19 940,830 i;,i $22,358 656 

OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE REVENUES 

$168,480,06f:I $2,792,247 $3,532,192 $4 ,386,983 $5,142,491 
$429,896,018 $11,166,987 $14,128,768 $15,553,847 $17,216,165 

. "',;c\MM °£ ·1,,i,< ·$5$8'~711',084 ~-[,,,,.,;\ f;;>,l)Wx$9 li!t:,!ikA!L1,$b np,; ,,i ;/;) ,$0 ,;(#s,'f%H,J8tfci.$0 •f ,,, ... AlJ i;i$0 c!N\i½jjiiif,,,$0 Jl'ii'.ii",'i -~so ;Jlj,:;,;ii;~;r ,/,$Q .,,:ff3"961 ;234 ,,:ttt&&O ~1 f:$J9 94o;a~o {;)':$22'358,656 

BEGINNING ANNUAL BALANCE 
ENDING ANNUAL BALANCE 

so $0 so $0 
$0 $0 

$0 
so $0 so so so so so so so so $ 0 $0 $0 

$0 so so so so so 
Sharon Groono and AssociaffM 

January 6, 2003 

I 



TABLE 4.6 
PASADENA GOLD LINE PHASE II: FINANCIAL PLAN FOR SEGMENT 2 

FISCAL YEAR 2002 - 2025 (IN YEAR OF EXPENDITURE DOLLARS) 

Key Auumptions: 

a) lmplemenlalion in 2 segments: 2005·2009, 2009·2013 
b) lnil iaIion of Service: 2010 for Segment 1 area; 2014 tor Segment 2 area 

c ) FTA New Star1s: SO% of Capital and Financing Costs, lo $50 Million/Year 

d) Phaise ti Cities fund Slalion Costs (4% of Total Ct1pilll:1 Costs) 
e) Sta te· 26% of Capilal Costs 

I) Advanced Acquisition ol Real Estate included as a project cost and revcnuo 

ICAPIT AL COSTS 
,SEGMENT 2 
AdminislrHlion 
Pr~ram ManaQemenl 
l~~n 
IReal Es1a1e 

Existing 
Fulure 
Tolal 

TOT AL (YOE$) 

$43,300,000 
$40,600,000 
$22,900,000 

$69,800,000 
19,300"000 

$79,100,000 
IProcurcmcnl (# vchidos,w spores) j 

Co• t 1135,500,000 
IConslruction I $266~000 
IT ~•ting & Slartup I S14,600,000 
Misc Other $21,600,000 

Su biota/ I $823,9001.000 
1Proiect R~arvtt I S62,400,000 

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 

llnte,esl Component of Debi SeNlce on Shon Tenn Booo• I $29,400,oool ss.120,000! $5,720,oool $5,460,oool $4,040,oool $3,200,000 

:;'!t.TQ!tl.J;;LS.1;.Q,i,!~r~t,?.P.!\l;'ff-'!b9.0S.IS.!W;f;t!;)i,::;;;;_~2~t;tl•;;-: 'sns,7001000 l;t",$5;120;001} "',t $5,720,000 I ;ii• :ss;~6o;ooo I:;!<. $4,640,000 1 · "$31200,0001 ,,,~,, ·•;,P\i"' so I •i,;* .. ;"3,i;"':·so k,on:J,H"' ··so l,1, ,,",;,; ,,,l,>:fol ;c:,,_;cc;t;.21~sg I !t,;c.:'Gl!' so I ,·:"fJ\;;:rJ,:,$0 
:CAPIT AL REVENUES 
ISEGMENT 2 
'LOCAL 
!sCAG 
ilnleres1 
Bndge Replacement 
?hase I Carryover 
~ 
IMTA (include& oavment of interest on Short Term Bonds) 
iJPA 

Subtotal, Loc• I 
PHASE II CITIES: CONTRIBUTION FOR STATIONS 
STATE lfncJude• payme-nt of Inter.st on Sharl Term Bands) 
FEDERAL 

so 
so so 
so 

$69,800,000 
$53,600"000 

$1,000,000 
$125,300,000 

$36, 100"000 
$186,300,000 

sol 
s2.eoo.oool 

$2,860,000 

S2.860,000 

FTA New Stan, I $358.ooo,oool so 
Federal lntermodal Funds I $10,000,000 

Subtot,t, Fod•r,t I $368,ooo,oool so 
BOND PROCEEDS I S l43,ooo,ooo 

$2,880,000 $2,730,000 $2,320,000 $1,800,000 -$7,650,000 

$2,860,000 $2,730,000 52.320,000 S t .600,000 ·$7,650,000 

$2,860,000 $2,730,000 S2,320,000 $1 ,600,000 ·S7,350,000 

SG,500,000 $13,500,000 $43,000,000 $80,000,000 $15,000,000 

$6,500,000 $ 13,500,0<X) $43,000,000 $80,000,000 $ t 5,000,000 

l tREPAYMENT OF BOND PROCEEDS> ·$143,000,000I I •SB,500,oool •113,500,000I -143,000,oool -SB0,000,000 
1>:TOTAL<CA.PITA.l:'R~VENUES' SEGMEN't2,),;~.i~~Ji§ii<;Vi!t) · </,,4.Jft "".'Q\i· i'.$715'7® ODO. ??f:$5.'f2() 000 'tf:,,¥'$5-720.00b --~Ji,s 460 000 <11$:~$4 $'40 000 %t.s3· CO 000 ~':f:•() i?·itl:f1it·SO. f)<i' :,;<'-'1".¥:A :to ;:p!~';,,/-;.-:J;=:;gf$0 *$•,';< :,:,;..':i :J$0 , ;5!~~-.·(;~:~~.$0 s;";1t;r+t/·:hSd ':;:i.iih''Id~'ffd'.$0 

DEBT SERVICE COSTS (Included above) 
SEGMENT2 

S29,4DO,OOO $5,720,000 S5,720,000 $5,460,000 $4,640,000 S3,2DO,ODO Interest Component ol Debt Service on Shot l Term Bonds 
Principal Component tRepaymcnl o l Bond Proceeds) 

'.,TOTAC, DEBT SERViCE'COSTSi SEGME/IIT:2 :¥ii1hu:. 0,+o<n,,3/'.,~~ 
$143,000,000 $8,500,000 $ 20,500,000 $36,000,000 $80,000,000 

.-:,s112,4oo;ooo k,.,,ss,12o;ooal"' $'l,t220,~ogJ.'.fJg$,~o,ooo 1",;;:s40,64o;ooo I.,~ ssJ,200,0001 ,, ''·.v);:o;t· so I :.,.,p,,,70,,so ' ""~-•;;:: ,:,+,so F:C::,Y ""'"" sol!:~" :o~·h.,,.:t SQ:r::±'::=£~ ,to lcL'i + 'so 
DEBT SERVICE REVENUES (Included above) 
SEGMENT 2 
MT A (lnteresl Compone~ 
Stole (Interest Componunt) 
FT A New Slarts {Principal Component) 

$7,350,000 

$143,000,000 
$7,350,000 

$2,860,000 
$2,880,000 

$0 
FT A New Slarts ReimbUfsemenl of 50¾ of Interest Com anent $14,700,000 

~ 
$2,860,0001 

se.soo,ooo 

$2,730,000 
$2,730,000 

$20,500, 000 

$2,320 ,000 
$2,320,000 

$38,000,000 

$1,600,000 
$1,600,000 

$60,000,000 

-$7,350,000 
•$7,350,000 

$14,700,000 
, ,TOTAL;''DEBT S_ERYICE REVENUES; SEGMENT 2 ' "" '•, Sc''f:{_c'{!'g ,;tl;foli$172,400,O00 '"·, $5, O,tJM •""$12,220.000 •c:S2s,1Uo.ooo ;.'$40.640.000 <>J63.2Po,ooo. 'we,, ,; ,,.-,.,, so .,,,;,,. :J>,:'0.:so lt'. ,,,,_,, :,so .,i''·'""',"''" so ,.,,..,~,,o ,,•,so '·"1,,,so !+« 0,;,,,!';rso 

OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE COSTS I I Opo,atlon Within Segment 1 aoo Segment 2 A,e., 
Gold Line Phase II LRT Ope,·a1ioos and Maintenance Cosls I $588,378,0841 $32,041,6741 $35,00~.5281__ $38,_137,13021 $39,472,4181 $40,853,9531 $42,283,8-41I $43,763,7751 $45,295,5081 $46,880,8501 S48,521,680I $50,219,939) $51,977,6371 
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Chapter 5: PUBLIC AND AGENCY INVOLVEMENT 

• Public Outreach was coordinated across the 11 corridor cities including: Pasadena, 
Arcadia, Monrovia, Duarte, Irwindale, Azusa, Glendora, San Dimas, La Verne, Pomona 
and Claremont 

• Station area workshops were held at nine of the 11 corridor cities to discuss the 
purpose and needs as well as goals and objectives of the study in the context of the 
transit oriented development opportunities that exist and may be considered for future 
planning purposes. 

• Comments from the public were solicited through individual city outreach activities, 
through general plan amendment reviews, through open-house meetings, and through 
the Study Steering Committee. 

• Monthly meetings of the Study Steering Committee were held to solicit input from 
regional representatives and the 11 cities located in the Corridor. 

• Consensus on selection of a Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) was achieved through 
the outreach process involving local and regional government together with community 
input during key milestones of the Alternatives Analysis process. 

• Resolutions or letters of support were received from all 11 of the corridor cities 
recommending Alternative 4: Light Rapid Transit as the preferred option. Copies of 
their resolutions can be found in Appendix G. 

5.1 Overview of the Plan and Program1 

The focus of the public outreach effort along the Phase II Gold Line Corridor was to work with 
each of the cities to develop a city specific work plan to reach the necessary city and community 
members. Each of the cities developed their strategy for garnering input for consideration into 
the Alternatives Analysis (AA) process. 

The purpose of the outreach effort in each city was to exchange ideas and share project 
information to shape the purpose and need, and goals and objectives for the study. Issues that 
were brought forward by the public, city staff and elected officials were also helpful in identifying 
sensitive problems for study consideration. 

In developing the individual city strategies, there were some common elements, including: 

• Council Briefings: A key component in developing an outreach strategy for each city 
was to brief the councils on the status of the Gold Line Alternatives Analysis (AA) study. 
This allowed a free flowing discussion with the Metro Blue Line Construction Authority 
(Authority) project manager and specific study- and city-related questions were 
answered giving the councils a comfort level required for approval of the outreach effort 
needed in their respective city. 

1 Prepared by Arellano and Associates. 
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• Station Area Workshops: Workshops were held with nine of the 11 corridor cities with 
the exception of Pasadena and Azusa -- which was in the process of updating their 
General Plan and had already developed specific TOD concepts surrounding their 
proposed stations. In general, the purpose of the workshops was to listen to the cities 
ideas and desires for future development in the vicinity of the proposed stations. The 
result of the workshops was a clear purpose and need as well as goals and objectives 
for the study as they relate to station area concepts. These concepts were also 
developed with the strong understanding of city specific traffic and development potential 
in mind. 

• Community Meetings: All of the cities held community meetings at key milestones 
throughout the project either to develop the purpose and need as well as goals and 
objectives of the study or later to present the preliminary findings of the AA. This 
allowed residents and key stakeholders to communicate how the alternatives should be 
evaluated and specifically which of the alternatives would most benefit their community 
prior to the selection of a Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) by the San Gabriel Valley 
Council of Governments (COG) and Authority boards. Members of the community that 
were invited to attend included: elected officials, community and ethnic groups, 
businesses associations, public agencies, schools of all levels, and professional and 
civic associations. 

• Stakeholder Meetings: Meetings were held with interested civic groups to update their 
membership on the status of the project and ongoing efforts in the community. 

• Collateral Materials: Individual city fact sheets were developed to assist city staff with 
updating the council members. Power Point presentations were used extensively at the 
council briefings and workshops as well as community meetings. A schedule of 
activities diagram was developed to assist communities with understanding the 
extensive process and key milestones needed to construct the project. A ''frequently 
asked questions" memorandum was developed to answer specific technology questions. 
Flyers and press releases were developed in support of the community meetings. 

• Special Outreach Efforts: Because the study corridor covers such a wide area and 
traverses 11 cities, special outreach efforts were coordinated with each city on a case
by-case basis. Some of the public notices and collateral materials were translated into 
Spanish for the Hispanic communities along the study corridor. Accommodations for 
disabled persons and translation services were also available at public meetings where 
appropriate. 

5.2 Study Steering Committee 
The Gold Line Phase II Study Steering Committee was formed by the COG and Authority to 
provide regional oversight and to manage the planning and city participation in the Gold Line AA 
study. Made up of a single delegate and alternate from each of the 11 corridor cities plus 
representatives from the COG and Authority, the committee met once a month to monitor the 
progress of the study, to review technical reports, public outreach and achieve consensus on 
the results of the AA. 

The Blue Line Construction Authority has representatives from the City and County of Los 
Angeles, City of Pasadena, the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) and 
the Los Angeles Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA). The COG has city 
representatives from each of the San Gabriel Valley cities. By involving both of these agencies 
in the Steering Committee, a regional consensus was fostered throughout the study process 
and final decision making selection of a LPA. In addition, representatives from the Alameda 
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Corridor Construction Authority-East (ACE) and county elected officials offices regularly attend 
the meetings to provide input and help with the consensus building process. 

The Steering Committee provided a critical outreach function in coordination with regional 
agencies and carrying updated project information back to the individual city councils and 
constituents. This critical connection allowed for no surprises during the project and a smooth 
decision making process to occur in the final selection and adoption of a LPA. 

5.3 Project and Public Meetings 
Outreach efforts for the Phase II Gold Line included a progression of information flowing from 
the Study Steering Committee to City Councils to the city staff and the general public. Councils 
were briefed on the project to provide a comfort level necessary to move forward into the 
community to garner input at key milestones and update them on project findings. This tailored 
top down approach, coordinated with the AA study schedule, helped achieve a seamless 
process for community input to be used in the decision making points of the analysis such as 
development of the purpose and need, goals and objectives and decision on selection of a 
locally preferred alternative. For example, station area workshops were instrumental in 
developing a vision for the cities proposed station areas in light of the purpose and needs, and 
goals and objectives of the study. This resulted in a TOD strategy that included conceptual 
planning of the station areas. Finally, communities were given the opportunity to review the 
findings of the AA and propose recommendations prior to selection of an LPA. 

Table 5.1 is a summary of the meetings held in 10 of the 11 corridor cities. 
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Table 5.1 
Summary of Community Meetings and Dates 

Event/City Pasadena Arcadia Monrovia Duarte Irwindale Azusa Glendora San Dimas La Verne Pomona Claremont 

Council Briefing 10/01 5/02 8/01 10/01 1/02 8/01 10/01 12/01 
5/02 4/02 

Station Area Workshop 1/02 1/02 1/02 3/02 1/02 12/01 1/02 2/02 1/02 
2/02 

Community Meeting 5/02 3/02 4/02 4/02 4/02 4/02 4/02 3/02 
4/02 4/02 

Public Meeting with 
Planning Commission 10/01 
and City Council 
One-on-One Briefing 
with Council 1/02 11 /01 
Representatives 

City Gold Line Ad-Hoc 
10/01 Committee Briefing 

Kiwanis Club 
10/01 Presentation 

Council Adoption of 
Locally Preferred 6/02 5/02 5/02 5/02 5/02 5/02 5/02 5/02 5/02 5/02 4/02 
Alternative 
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Chapter 6: EVALUATION OF THE ALTERNATIVES 

• Although all of the "build" alternatives attain the goals established for the study, the 
LRT alternatives rank the highest. 

• The LRT alternatives attract the highest number of riders. 

• The BRT alternatives have lower capital costs. 

• Overall, the alternatives do not cause significant impacts on the natural or manmade 
environment. 

In Chapter 6 the impacts of each of the alternatives are compared to one another and to a 
Future Baseline or "No-Build" Alternative that does not entail a major new start capital 
investment. All of the technical data and screening criteria are considered in this evaluation. 

Section 6.1 begins with a discussion of the application of the Gold Line Corridor goals and 
objectives, and the evaluation criteria to the AA that will lead to the selection of a Locally 
Preferred Alternative (LPA). It also briefly reviews how the AA criteria address the Federal 
Transit Administration's (FTA's) New Starts requirements. This is followed in Section 6.2 with a 
description of the specific criteria and measures used to evaluate the alternatives. Section 6.3 
discusses the cost-effectiveness of the alternatives. 

In a discussion of the ''trade-offs" between the alternatives, Section 6.4 summarizes those 
measures that differ substantially between the alternatives evaluated. This segues into Chapter 
7, which outlines the next steps required to develop the implementation plan for improving 
transit in the study Corridor. 

6. 1 Comparison of Alternatives Against Project Goals and Objectives 
The purpose of the AA is to determine the need for and the nature of transit service 
improvements in the Corridor. The various corridor goals and objectives were outlined in 
Chapter 2, Table 2.6. 

A standard set of evaluation criteria were developed to provide a comparable level and set of 
criteria for use as the basis for system development and to provide those data required for FTA 
New Starts funding evaluation. Subsequent use of these data and the next steps in the project 
development plan are described in greater detail in Chapter 7. 

6.1.1 FT A New Starts Criteria 

Criteria required by FTA for New Starts evaluation, while reflecting some of the same criteria 
and measures as the corridor measures, are fewer in number. They are: 

• Mobility Improvements; 
• Environmental Benefits; 
• Operating Efficiencies; 
• Cost Effectiveness; and 
• Existing Land Use, Transit Supportive Land Use Policies, and Future Patterns. 
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In addition, FTA considers "Other Factors" which are: 

• Degree of Local Financial Commitment; 
• The degree that institutions (loc;;al transportation initiatives, parking policies, etc.) are in 

place and are assumed in the forecasts; 
• Multi-modal emphasis of the locally preferred investment strategy, including the Section 

5309 New Starts project as one element; 
• Environmental justice considerations and equity issues; 
• Opportunities for increased access to employment for low income persons, and welfare 

to work initiatives; 
• Outstanding or unique public involvement program activities, including private sector and 

institutional involvement; 
• Livable communities initiatives and local economic development initiatives; 
• Consideration of alternative land use development scenarios in local evaluation and 

decision making for the locally preferred transit investment decision; and 
• Consideration of innovative financing, procurement, and construction techniques, 

including design-build turnkey applications. 

To provide a visual representation that allows for easier differentiation among the alternatives 
under consideration, many of these quantitative measures have been reduced to qualitative 
measures. A circle system ranging from "Poor'' to "Good" has been utilized. 

6.2 Specific Criteria and Measurement 

6.2.1 Mobility Improvements 

The category of Mobility Improvements includes mobility and access; two terms that describe 
the quality of transportation services. Mobility refers to the choices that are available to make 
trips and access refers to the ability to get to destinations of choice. Each of these terms 
indicates a different component of the ability of a wide range of persons to get from where they 
are to where they want to be, when they want to be there. Some persons have little choice in 
how this takes place and others have a number of choices. Both categories of potential transit 
system customers are important to the ultimate viability and success of a transit system in 
fulfilling its mission in a cost effective manner. The mobility measures are found under Goals 4 
and 5 in Table 6.3. 

6.2.2 Environmental Measures 

This section summarizes the apparent environmental issues and differences that occur between 
the various alternatives. It looks at the positive and/or negative environmental impacts of each 
alternative on the natural and manmade environment. It should be noted that for AA purposes 
the review of the environmental and community effects of the alternatives is only an initial 
assessment of fatal flaws. However, since all of the alternatives use the same alignment, the 
key differentiators for environmental impacts are noise and vibration. All other potential impacts 
would be nearly identical. A Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) would come later in 
the process and examine in detail the extent of potential impacts of all of the alternatives. 
Table 6.1 summarizes all of the environmental measures, although only key measures are 
included under Goal 8 in Table 6.3. 
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Table 6.1 
Environmental Measures 

Alt. 3: Alt. 4: 
Alt. 5: Alt. 6: Alt. 7: 

MEASURES Alt. 1: Alt. 2: 
LRT, time LRT, time Non-compliant Non-compliant Compliant 

TSM BRT 
separated shared 

DMU, time DMU, time DMU, some 
separated shared single track 

15 to 20 acres 15 to 20 acres 15 to 20 acres 15 to 20 acres 15 to 20 acres 
Sizes of parking for maintenance for maintenance for maintenance for maintenance for maintenance 

Number of Acres to be Already acquired areas at facility. Sizes of facility. Sizes of faci lity. Sizes of facility. Sizes of facility. Sizes of 
Acquired as New Right-of- for Route 30 individual parking areas at parking areas at parking areas at parking areas at parking areas at 
Way (1} project stations have individual individual individual individual individual 

not yet defined stations not yet stations not yet stations not yet stations not yet stations not yet 
defined defined defined defined defined 

Typical impacts: Typical impacts: Typical impacts: Typical impacts: Typical impacts: Typical impacts: 
noise, traffic, noise, traffic, noise, traffic, noise, traffic, noise, traffic, noise, traffic, 
visual, potential visual, potential visual, potential visual, potential visual, potential visual, potential 

Potential for Negative Minimal beyond land use land use land use land use land use land use 

Impacts on Communities those already changes. changes. changes. changes. changes. changes. 

(2) 
addressed in Magnitude of Magnitude of Magnitude of Magnitude of Magnitude of Magnitude of 

Route30 project changes changes changes changes changes changes 
probably less probably greater probably greater probably greater probably greater probably greater 
than for LAT or than BAT, but than BAT, but than BAT, but than BAT, but than BAT, but 
DMU similar to DMU. similar to DMU. similar.to LAT. similar to LAT. similar to LRT. 

No additional Low potential for Low potential for Low potential for Low potential for Low potential for Low potential for 
Potential Impact to beyond those impacts to impacts to impacts to impacts to impacts to impacts to 
Cultural Resources already historic historic historic historic historic historic 
(3) addressed in properties in properties in properties in properties in properties in properties in 

Route 30 project Corridor Corridor Corridor Corridor Corridor Corridor 

No additional Minimal potential Minimal potential Minimal potential · Minimal potential Minimal potential Minimal potential 
Potential Impact to beyond those to affect area to affect area to affect area to affect area to affect area to affect area 
Ecologically-Sensitive already adjoining rail adjoining rail adjoining rail adjoining rail adjoining rail adjoining rail 
Areas (4) addressed in ROW at Santa ROW at Santa ROW at Santa . ROW at Santa ROW at Santa ROW at Santa 

Route 30 project Fe Dam Fe Dam Fe Dam Fe Dam Fe Dam Fe Dam 

Minimal impact Potential for Potential for Potential for Potential for Potential for 
No additional impact to impact to impact to impact to impact to 

Potential Impact to Flood beyond those to floodplain floodplain if floodplain if floodplain if floodplain if floodplain if 
Level or Floodplain already from additional Irwindale site Irwindale site Irwindale site Irwindale site Irwindale site 
(5) addressed in 

paving of rail 
chosen for chosen for chosen for chosen for chosen for 

ROW for BRT Route 30 project 
lanes maintenance maintenance maintenance maintenance maintenance 

facility facility facility facility facility 
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Table 6.1 
Environmental Measures 

Alt. 3: Alt. 4: Alt. 5: Alt. 6: Alt. 7: 

MEASURES Alt. 1: Alt. 2: LRT, time LRT, time Non-compliant Non-compliant Compliant 
TSM BRT separated shared DMU, time DMU, time DMU, some 

separated shared single track 

No additional 
Potential for Impact to beyond those Low to moderate Low to moderate Low to moderate Low to moderate Low to moderate Low to moderate 
Hazardous Materials already potential to potential to potential to potential to potential to potential to 
Sites (6) addressed in encounter encounter encounter encounter encounter encounter 

Route 30 project 

Low to moderate Low to moderate Moderate Moderate 
potential for potential fo r potential for potential for Moderate 
noise impacts noise impacts noise impacts noise impacts potential for 

Low potential from electrically from electrically from diesel from diesel noise impacts 
beyond those Low potential for powered LRT powered LRT powered powered from DMU 

Potential for Noise 
already noise impacts vehicles on rail vehicles on rail vehicles on vehicles on vehicles on 

Impacts (7) 
addressed in from buses on ROW. Mitigation ROW. Mitigation ROW. ROW. ROW, since 

Route 30 project rail ROW usually focuses usually focuses Mitigation must Mitigation must freight trains 
on blocking on blocking focus on focus on 

already affect 
noise from noise from blocking noise blocking noise ambient noise 
wheel/rai l wheel/rai l from high-level from high-level 
interface. interface exhaust. exhaust 

No additional No Direct No Direct No Direct No Direct No Direct No Direct 

Potential Impacts to beyond those Impacts Impacts Impacts Impacts Impacts Impacts 

Parklands (8) already Potential noise & Potential noise & Potential noise & Potential noise & Potential noise & Potential noise & 
addressed in visual impacts at visual impacts at visual impacts at visual impacts at visual impacts at visual impacts at 

Route 30 project 9 parks 9 parks 9 parks 9 parks 9 parks 9 parks 

No additional 

Potential Section 4(f) beyond those 
None anticipated None anticipated None anticipated · None anticipated None anticipated None anticipated 

Issues (9) already for parks for parks for parks for parks for parks for parks 
addressed in 

Route 30 project 

No additional No suitable No suitable No suitable No suitable No suitable No suitable 
Potential Impact to beyond those habitats for T& E habitats for T& E habitats for T& E habitats for T& E habitats for T& E habitats for T& E 
Threatened and already species species species species species species 
Endangered Species (10) addressed in identified in field identified in field identified in field identified in field identified in field identified in field 

Route 30 project review review review review review review 
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Table 6.1 
Environmental Measures 

Alt. 3: Alt. 4: Alt. 5: Alt. 6: Alt. 7: 
MEASURES Alt. 1: Alt. 2: 

LRT, time LRT, time Non-compliant Non-compliant Compliant 
TSM BRT 

separated shared DMU, time DMU, time DMU, some 
separated shared single track 

Low potential for 
Low to moderate Low to moderate Low to moderate Low to moderate Low to moderate Low to moderate additional 
potential for potential for potential for potential for potential for potential for Potential for Local impacts beyond 
impacts near impacts near impacts near impacts near impacts near impacts near Traffic effects ( 11) those already 
stations and at stations and at stations and at stations and at stations and at stations and at addressed in 
grade crossings. grade crossings grade crossings grade crossings grade crossings grade crossings Route 30 project 

Change most Change most Change most Change most Change most Change most 

likely in vicinity likely in vicinity likely in vicinity likely in vicinity likely in vicinity likely in vicinity 
No additional of stations. of stations. of stations. of stations. of stations. of stations. 

Potential Impact to Visual beyond those 
For line For line For line For line For line For line 

Quality (12} already 
segments, a segments, segments, segments, a segments, a segments, a 

addressed in overhead wiring overhead wiring new type of new type of new type of 
Route 30 project new type of 

and a new type and a new type vehicle passing vehicle passing vehicle passing vehicle passing 
of vehicle of vehicle by (no overhead by (no overhead by (no overhead by 
passing by passing by wiring} wiring) wiring} 

Moderate 
Low potential for Low potential for Low potential for Low potential for potential for 
impact, little impact, little impact, little impact, little Low potential for 

impacts, arising 
change in runoff change in runoff change in runoff change in runoff impact, little 

No additional 
from additional 

from rail ROW from rail ROW from rail ROW from rail ROW change in runoff 
beyond those 

paving of rail 
when LAT when LRT when DMU when DMU from rail ROW 

Potential Impact to Water ROW for bus when DMU 
Quality (13) already lane. added. added. added. added. 

added. addressed in 
Impacts for Impacts for Impacts for Impacts for Impacts for 

Impacts for Route 30 project station parking station parking station parking station parking station parking 
the same for al l the same for all the same for all the same for all station parking 

the same for all 
build build build build the same for all 

build build alternatives 
alternatives. alternatives. alternatives. alternatives. alternatives. 

No additional Low potential for Low potential for Low potential for Low potential fo r Low potential for Low potential for Potential Impact to beyond those impact at impact at impact at impact at impact at impact at 
Jurisdictional Wetlands already wetlands along wetlands along wetlands along wetlands along wetlands along wetlands along (14} addressed in San Gabriel San Gabriel San Gabriel San Gabriel San Gabriel San Gabriel 

Route 30 project River River River River River River 
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MEASURES Alt. 1: 
TSM 

Alt. 2: 
BRT 

Notes: 

Table 6.1 
Environmental Measures 

Alt. 3: 
LRT, time 
separated 

Alt. 4: 
LRT, time 

shared 

Alt. 5: 
Non-compliant 

DMU, time 
se_Q_arated 

Alt. 6: 
Non-compliant 

DMU, time 
shared 

Alt. 7: 
Compliant 
DMU, some 
sin_g_le track 

The Baseline Alternative is defined as the future bus network, including Foothill Transit Express Bus on 1-21 0/SR30. This table considers only the 
impacts of those future bus operations, not impacts associated with building the State Route 30 extension. Those construction impacts were 
addressed and mitigated in an EIR/EIS and are considered here as if the project were already completed. 
1. The sizes of parking lots that would be necessary or desirable at each BRT/LRT/DMU station have not yet been determined. For the LRT and 

DMU alternatives, it is assumed that a maintenance facility in the corridor is required; for the BRT alternative, it is assumed that buses will be 
maintained at facilities outside of the study corridor. 

2. For the Baseline alternative, construction impacts would occur from building SR 30 (the 1-210 extension) . The location of these impacts is well 
removed from the Phase II study Corridor. The Baseline alternative also includes widening of San Dimas Avenue; those impacts would be near 
the Corridor. Impacts for the LRT and DMU alternatives would be very similar in type, location and magnitude- noise, traffic, visual, and potential 
land use changes. 

3. A fu ll identification of cultural resources has not been completed. Areas with known or likely historic resources along the Corridor ROW should 
not be negatively affected by the "build" alternatives. 

4. The only ecologically sensitive area identified from database searches and field review is at the Santa Fe dam, where sensitive habitat adjoins 
the rail ROW. Sensitive plants also occur on the rail ROW, but can probably be avoided. 

5. The BRT alternative would have minimal impact on the floodplain of the San Gabriel River from paving part of the rail ROW for bus lanes. The 
LRT and DMU alternatives would have virtually no impact. 

6. Full investigation has not been completed. 
7. Rail corridors typically have had some hazardous material incidents over time. 
8. The BRT alternative would include noise generated by buses, which are typically not significant. The LRT and DMU alternatives have the 

potential for noise impacts, which are most likely to occur at intersections when warning gate bells and train horns are used. LRT veh icles are 
electrically powered and are substantially quieter than diesel-powered DMUs. For the purposes of forecasting noise impacts, the occasional 
noise generated in the corridor now by freight movements does not create a "noisy'' ambient condition, so the amount of noise that can be 
generated before reaching a significance threshold would be low. 

9. No acquisition of park land is anticipated. The BRT, LRT and DMU alternatives all have the potential for noise and visual impacts for the nine 
parks along the rai l corridor. 

10. No direct impacts to park resources are anticipated. 
11. No evidence of threatened or endangered species or habitats was found from database searches and field review. As discussed in item 4, an 

ecologically sensitive area exists in the Santa De Dam area. 
12. Local traffic impacts could occur in the vicinity of new stations, and potentially at grade crossings. 
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Table 6.1 
Environmental Measures 

Alt. 3: Alt. 4: Alt. 5: Alt. 6: Alt. 7: 
MEASURES Alt. 1: Alt. 2: 

LRT, time LRT, time Non-compliant Non-compliant Compliant 
TSM BRT 

separated shared DMU, time DMU, time DMU, some 
separated shared single track 

13. Changes in the visual environment would be most likely to occur in station areas, depending on where and how station facilities and parking are 
created in each community. Along the line segments, the LRT alternative would require building an overhead wiring network for power. The 
BRT and DMU alternatives do not require overhead wiring. 

13. The BRT alternative has some potential for water quality impacts due to run-off from its paved lanes. The LRT and DMU alternatives would 
involve only minimal changes to existing drainage patterns. Parking for the BRT, LRT and DMU alternatives could generate additional runoff, 
depending on where local parking is created, but is assumed to be discharged to existing sewerage systems. 

14. The only wetland are identified in the rail corridor is along the San Gabriel River, which is already crossed by an existing bridge. 
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6.2.3 Operating Efficiencies 
The Operations category addresses the way in which a proposed improvement contributes to or 
detracts from the operating efficiency of the transit system, in terms of vehicle and staff 
utilization, which also impacts cost effectiveness. This is the "supply side" of the evaluation. 

To better measure and compare mobility, access and operations among alternatives and to 
provide data necessary to select a LPA, a number of specific items were selected from those 
generated by the Travel Demand Model. These are found under Goal 4 in Table 6.3. 

6.2.4 Financial Measures 
Capital , operating and maintenance costs will clearly play a significant deciding role in the 
evaluation and choice of a preferred alternative for the Gold Line Corridor. These costs are 
used to estimate the cost-effectiveness of the individual build alternatives. Table 6.2 shows 
various financial criteria or measures that will assist with the comparison of the various 
alternatives. It contains a summary of the initial capital and annual operating and maintenance 
costs for the various corridor alternatives. All costs are in 2002 dollars. The capital costs 
include all engineering, design, construction, facilities, rolling stock and contingency costs 
required to implement the alternative. 

Also shown in the table below is the measure of cost-effectiveness. It is a measure that 
provides a means of comparing the benefits of the alternatives being considered relative to their 
costs. This measure, expressed in 2002 dollar values, is based on the cost per new rider 
following the methodology prescribed by FT A. It offers an indication of the return of investment 
in terms of new transit trips being made as a result of the transportation improvement. 

Once the LPA has been built, it will require additional funding to operate and maintain the 
system. The annual operating and maintenance (O&M) costs summarized in the table include 
all the costs related to the fixed guideway component and the support bus service component of 
each alternative. The annual O&M costs are those over and above the cost to operate and 
maintain the future No-Build Alternative. 

Table 6.2 
Financial Measures 

(millions, year 2002 $) 

Alt. 5: Alt. 6: Alt. 7: 

Alt. 3: Alt. 4: Non- Non-
Compliant 

MEASURES Alt. 1: Alt. 2: LRT, time LRT, time compliant compliant DMU, 
TSM BRT separated shared DMU, time DMU, time 

some 
single 

separated shared track 

Capital costs 5,500.0 554.7 896.6 929.9 735.5 802.2 410.9 

Operating and 
1,035.0 3.41 23 .6 23 .6 16 .4 16.4 15 .25 

maintenance costs 

Cost per new rider N/A $23.00 $22 .1 5 $24.45 $21.30 $22.85 $ 13 .90 

1 Assumes 14 buses required to operate in the peak. 

78 



6.2.6 Community Involvement Response 

The people who live and work in the study Corridor are the ones most familiar with the 
Corridor's transportation problems, and best able to evaluate ideas for improvements. Public 
involvement has been an essential element to the project and various methods have been 
employed to involve the local community and other stakeholders in the broader AA process. 
The public involvement plan was used to define key issues and concerns that exist with regard 
to transit and land use in the corridor. The participation process was also designed to inform 
the public of the project and therefore incorporated various information-sharing mediums to 
increase public awareness and knowledge of the study. It also served as an important means 
of obtaining valuable local input to proactively seek the participation and views of the broader 
public and allowed a channel for citizen feedback to be incorporated into the project's decision
making process. 

Numerous outreach efforts and techniques were used as part of the public participation process, 
some of which included, public meetings, station area charrettes, presentations to city councils, 
presentations to the study's Steering Committee, and various other participation techniques 
were also used to distribute key information regarding the project. More details can be found in 
Chapter 5. 

A number of issues and concerns were raised as a result of the public participation process. 
The most common concerns included traffic impacts, noise impacts, safety impacts and visual 
impacts. 

6.3 Discussion of Trade-offs 
The trade-offs analysis is the actual application of the evaluation process in which all relevant 
criteria are considered together, including both quantifiable and non-quantifiable considerations. 
The relevant criteria include only those measures where discernible and significant differences 
can be noted between alternatives. While all of the information collected during the study and 
presented previously was considered in the evaluation of alternatives, some considerations do 
not distinguish between alternatives. Therefore, only those considerations that were deemed 
decisive in differentiating alternatives are presented here. Trade-offs refers to the fact that any 
alternative may have both positive and negative aspects and that selecting a Locally Preferred 
Alternative requires balancing these "trade-offs". Within a corridor, a number of types of trade
offs may exist. Examples of the types of trade-offs are: 

Between alignments: one alignment may serve a greater concentration of existing population, 
for example, while another could stimulate new development and thus a larger future 
population. In the case of the Gold Line Corridor, one alignment was selected early on as the 
preferred alignment to test the technology alternatives since the Burlington Northern Santa Fe 
(BNSF) right-of-way has already been purchased by the Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
(MTA) and it penetrates the downtowns of all of the cities in the Corridor. 

Between modes: a mode that typically has more stations enables a greater percent of riders to 
access the service by walking. However, the more stops the more diffuse and challenging the 
opportunities for transit-oriented development (TOD), and the higher the travel time. 

All of the transit alternatives examined in the AA are feasible, but associated with each are 
varying costs and benefits. To determine how well the Corridor alternatives meet the project 
goals and objectives, an evaluation matrix format was used to summarize key distinguishing 
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data (see Table 6.4). This format will allow decision makers to differentiate between the 
alternatives and determine how well each meets the project goals. 

Table 6.3 
Comparative Summary of Differentiating Evaluation Measures 

Alt. 5: Alt. 6: Alt. 7: 
Alt. 1: Alt. 2: Alt. 3: Alt. 4: Non- Non- Compliant MEASURES LRT, time LRT, time compliant compliant TSM BRT 

separated shared DMU, time DMU, time DMU, some 

se arated shared single track 

GOAL 1: To reduce • ~ ~ ~ - - -auto dependency 

• Daily transit trips in 
1,563,600 1,569,400 1,575,500 1,575,500 1,573,800 1,573,800 1,573,800 

Re ion 
• Number of new 

0 5 ,800 11,900 11,900 10,200 10,200 10,200 
riders 

• Travel time between 
AM peak: 

Claremont and 
90 min. 

34.5 min . 32 min. 32 min . 33 min. 33 min. 33 min. 
Pasadena in 2025 

PM peak: 
102 min. 

• Reduction in daily 
single occupant 0 3700 8100 8100 7100 7100 7 100 
vehicle erson tri s 

GOAL 2: To develop 

~ - ~ - ~ 0 a cost-effective NIA 
transit s stem 
• Capital costs 5,500.0 554.7 896.6 929.9 735.5 802.2 410.9 

millions of 2002 $ 
• Annual operating & 

3.42 maintenance costs 1,035.0 23.6 23.6 16.4 16.4 15.25 
millions of 2002 $ 

• Operating cost per 
$0.33 $0.33 $0.34 $0.34 $0.33 $0.33 $0.33 

assen er mile 

• Cost per new rider N/A $23.00 $22.15 $24.61 $21 .30 $22.85 $13.90 

GOAL 3: Improve air 

~ ~ ~ 
quality, preserve and • ~ 0 0 protect the 
environment 
• Potential acres of 

right-of-way to be N/A 15-20 15-20 15-20 15-20 15-20 15-20 
ac uired 

• Change in vehicle 
miles traveled (diff. N/A -33,600 -164,000 -164,000 - 153 ,200 - 153,200 -153,200 
over Baseline 

• Potential for noise N/A Low- Low-
impacts Low 

Medium Medium 
Medium Medium Medium 

R 

2 Assumes 14 buses required to operate in the peak. 
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Table 6.3 (continued) 
Com arative Summar of Differentiating Evaluation Measures 

Alt. 5: Alt. 6: 
Alt. 7: 

Alt. 1: Alt. 2: . Alt. 3: Alt. 4: Non- Non-
Compliant MEASURES 

TSM BAT LAT, time LAT, time compliant compliant 
DMU, some separated shared DMU, time DMU, time 
single track se arated shared 

• Potential impact to visual N/A Low Low- Low-
Low Low Low quality Medium Medium 

• Potential impact to water N/A Medium Low ualil Low Low Low Low 

• Market support for TOD N/A Medium Medium Medium Medium Medium Medium 
• Supports community 

growth & redevelopment N/A Medium High High High High High 
oals 

• Development potential at 
N/A Medium High High Medium- Medium- Med ium-

stations hi h hi h hi h 

GOAL 4: Locate stations 
to facilitate cities' visions 0 0 for landuse/development N/A 
around stations 

GOAL 5: Create a • - 0 0 ~ ~ ~ system that adds identity 
and attractiveness to 
Corridor cities 
GOAL 6: To complement • ~ 0 0 ~ ~ ~ 
exist- ing transit in the 
corridor, optimize 

revious investmts. 
• Provides efficient intra-

corridor service not 
currently met by other Low High High High High High High 

roviders 
GOAL 7: To improve • - 0 0 - - -mobility, connectivity to 
regional and local transit 
s stems 
• Provides a seamless 

connection to the Phase NIA Low High High Low Low Low 
I LRT 

GOAL 8: To implement a 

0 - - ~ ~ ~ project within a NIA 
reasonable riod of time 
• New transit service in the 

N/A High Medium Medium Medium- Medium- Medium-
corridor b 2008 hi h hi h h i h 

GOAL9: Work 
collaboratively with cities N/A 
throu hout AA rocess 

As previously indicated, data that does not show differences between the alternatives has not 
been included. For example, none of the alternatives negatively impacts wetlands. Therefore, 
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that information is not useful in differentiating between the alternatives and is not included in the 
summary evaluation table. This evaluation provides a relative comparison among the 
alternatives, giving the Corridor cities, the San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments (COG) 
and Metro Blue Line Construction Authority (Authority) Board of Directors the information 
needed to compare the level of transpo'rtation impacts across all of the alternatives. 

Below is the discussion of the trade-offs by goal, followed by Table 6.4, where the advantages 
and disadvantages of each alternative are summarized. 

GOAL 1: To reduce auto dependency. 
While all of the alternatives would reduce auto dependency to a certain extent, in comparison to 
each other, LRT is more successful in attracting more new riders and, therefore, Alternatives 3 
and 4 received a higher ranking. This is in part a function of reduced travel time and no transfer 
required with the Phase I LRT line. 

GOAL 2: To develop a cost-effective transit system. 
The single criterion that assesses the return on the investment is the cost per new rider. This is 
number is based on how well the capital investment is rated when it takes into account the 
capital costs, the annual operating and maintenance costs and the number of new riders 
attracted by the alternatives. The cost per new rider for BRT Alternative 2, LRT Alternative 3 
and DMU Alternatives 5 and 6 is in the low $20's range. LRT Alternative 4 is in the mid $20's 
range. The cost per new rider in these ranges is considered to be somewhat high based on 
FT A interpretation of cost ranges. The cost per new rider for the DMU Alternative 7, however, is 
around $14, which is considered a competitive number by FTA. Since this goal achievement 
analysis is based on how the alternatives compare to each other, DMU Alternative 7 is ranked 
high in achieving the goal of developing a cost-effective system, while the others rank lower. 

GOAL 3: Improve air quality and preserve and protect the environment 
All of the rail alternatives ranked the similarly on this goal since the total relative impacts of the 
technologies on the environment are not significantly different. However, there are some 
differences for particular environmental issues. 

Air Quality: For air quality, LRT and DMU provide more benefits since they attract more riders 
than BRT, representing more shifts from single-occupancy vehicles and, therefore, lower vehicle 
miles traveled, fewer emissions and less energy consumed. However, LRT provides greater air 
quality benefits than DMU since LRT is electrically powered and emits no pollutants, while DMU 
is diesel powered and emits more pollutants than LRT. Air quality is of particular concern in this 
Corridor since the San Gabriel Valley has the second worse air pollution in the Los Angeles air 
basin. 

Noise: The electrically powered LRT would be quieter than the diesel-powered DMU. Noise 
impacts caused by the LRT vehicle would be easier to mitigate than for DMU because the 
primary sources of noise are at track level for LRT, rather than at stack level for DMU. Also, the 
type of horn used by LRT vehicles allows the noise levels to be reduced. 

Visual: LRT would require an overhead wiring system, introducing a new visual element, 
whereas BRT and DMU would not. 

Water Quality: There would be a low potential for contaminating natural water sources in the 
corridor by the rail alternatives, with a somewhat higher potential impact caused by the BRT 
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alternative because of water runoff associated with a larger impermeable surface created by the 
paved busway. 

GOAL 4: Locate stations that faci,litate cities' visions for land use and development 
around stations. 
Although all alternatives would place their respective stations in the same location, thus taking 
full advantage of adjacent land and potential uses, developers and investors view more 
"permanent'' installations, such as rail facilities, as more conducive to superior development. 
Furthermore, in this country light rail stations have experienced more transit oriented 
development than commuter rail, which may be a function of number of operating systems; 
therefore, while all of the rail alternatives rate higher than the bus rapid transit alternative, LRT 
still is seen as more supportive of development around stations than is DMU. In assessing the 
existing real estate market, there is no difference between the alternatives since the market 
function is independent of whatever transit improvement is constructed. 

GOAL 5: Create a system that .adds identity and attractiveness to Corridor cities. 
For the same reasons cited in Goal 4, LRT ranks slightly higher than DMU. 

GOAL 6: To complement other existing transit in the corridor and optimize previous 
investments. 
All of the alternatives would optimize the previous investment by using the rail right-of-way that 
was purchased by MTA. They also complement other existing transit in some way, although 
LRT would more directly enhance the Phase I LRT line currently under construction, as it would 
become an extension of an existing system and no transfer would be required. This gives LRT 
some advantage over the other alternatives and a higher ranking. 

GOAL 7: To improve mobility and provide connectivity to regional and local transit 
systems. 
The single differentiator in achieving this goal is that LAT provides a "seamless" connection to 
the Phase I LRT by not requiring a transfer, thus improving travel time and increasing ridership. 
Therefore, it ranks higher than the other alternatives. 

GOAL 8: To implement a project within a reasonable period of time 
The objective is to have a new transit system operational by 2008. . While this can be 
accomplished with all of the alternatives, BAT could be constructed sooner, followed by the 
DMU (subject to availability of vehicles from the manufacturer). LRT would take the longest to 
construct since it requires an extensive electrical system to be installed, unlike the BAT or DMU 
alternatives. Therefore, BAT ranks highest. 

GOAL 9: Work collaboratively with cities throughout the AA process. 
This goal was equally achieved by all of the alternatives. 
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Tablr: 6.4 
Advantages and Disadvantages of Alternatives 

Evaluation Alternative 1: TSM (Baseline) Alternative 2: BAT Alternative 3: LAT, time Alternative 4: LAT, time shared Alternative 5: Non-compliant Alternative 6: Non-compliant Alternative 7: Compliant DMU, 
Category separated DMU, time separated DMU, time shared . some single track 

Advantages: Advantages: Advantages Advantages Advantages Advantages Advantages . . Reduced travel time (34.5 min.). . Reduces highest number of . Reduces highest number of . Reduces number of single • Reduces number of single . Reduces number of single . Increased flexibil ity of operations single occupant vehicle trips single occupant vehicle trips occupant vehicle trips by 7,100. occupant vehicle trips by 7,100. occupant vehicle trips by 7,100. 

could allow for reduced transfers. (8,100). (8,100). . Supports higher density . Supports higher density . Supports higher density . Carries lowest number of riders. . Supports higher density . Supports higher density development opportunities at 1 O development opportunities at 10 development opportunities at 10 
development opportunities at 1 O development opportunities at 10 Corridor city stations, with Corridor c;,y stations, with Corridor city stations, with 
Corridor city stations, with Corridor city stations, with potential for higher ridership. potential for higher ridership. potential for higher ridership. 
potential for higher ridership. potential for higher ridership. . Carries second highest number . Carries second highest number . Carries second highest number . No transfer required at Sierra • No transfer required at Sierra of riders. of riders . of riders. 

MOBILITY Madre Villa Station. Madre Villa Station. . Carries highest number of riders. . Carries highest number of riders. 

Disadvantages: Disadvantages Disadvantages Disadvantages Disadvantages Disadvantages Disadvantages . Buses operate on congested . Reduces lowest number of single . . . Transfer required at Sierra . Transfer required at Sierra . Transfer required at Sierra 
streets in mixed flow traffic. occupant vehicle trips (3,700). Madre Villa Station. Madre Villa Station. Madre Villa Station. . Significantly increased travel • Attracts lowest number of new . Potential delays due to joint 
time (90-102 min.). riders (5,800). operation with freight. . Trans fer required at Sierra 

Madre Villa Station. 

Advantages Advantages Advantages Advantages Advantages Advantages Advantages . . Electric / Natural Gas Buses limit . Quietest operation due to power . Quietest operation due to power • . . 
air quality pollution source. source. . No air quality pollution. • No air quality pollution. 

Disadvantages Disadvantages Disadvantages Disadvantages Disadvantages Disadvantages Disadvantages . • Significantly lower change in . Low to moderate potential for • Low to moderate poter,tial ic,r . Moderate potential for noise . Moderate potential for noise • Moderate potential for noise 
vehicle miles traveled. noise impacts to adjoining noise impacts to adjoining impacts to adjoining residential impacts to adjoining residential impacts to adjoining residential 

ENVIRONMENTAL . New significant visual element residential communities. resi.dential communities. communities due to diesel communities due to diesel communities due to diesel 
introduced at grade separated . New visual element introduced . New visual element introduced motors. 

' 
motors. motors . 

intersections. with catenary. with catenary. . Potential traffic impacts at grade . Potential traffic impacts at grade . Potential traffic impacts at grade . Highest potential for adding to air . Potential traffic impacts at grade . Potential traffic impacts at grade crossings and stations. crossings and stations. crossings and stations. 
pollution. crossings and stations. crossings and stations. . Noise impacts associated with . Noise impacts associated with . Noise impacts associated with . Potential for water quality . Noise impacts associated with . Noise impacts associated with train horn at grade crossings train horn at grade crossings. train horn at grade crossings. 
impacts due to run-off from train horn at grade crossings train horn at grade crossings 
paved lanes. 

Advantages Advantages Advantages Advantages Advantages Advantages Advantages 

• . . Provides through service from . Provides through service from . • . 
East LA to Claremont. East LA to Claremont . O&M cost advantage of using . O&M cost advantage of using 
same technology as on other same technology as on other 
LRT lines in LA. LAT lines in LA. 

OPERATIONS Disadvantages Disadvantages Disadvantages Disadvantages Disadvantages Disadvantages Disadvantages . • PUC requires reduced speed . . . Using different technology poses . Using diffe,.ent technology poses . Potential delays due to joint 
limits at grade crossings. some operational challenges at some operational challenges at operation with freight. . Potential ROW problems with Sierra Madre Villa Station due to Sierra Macre Villa Station due to . Using different technology poses 
stopping and storing layover ROW constraints. ROW constraints. some operational challenges at 
buses at Sierra Madre Villa Sierra Madre Villa Station due to 
Station. ROW constraints. 
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Chapter 7: SELECTION OF LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE AND NEXT 
STEPS 

• The Study Steering Committee and San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments 
recommended a preferred alternative that was adopted by the Metro Blue Line 
Construction Authority and inclusion in the 2004 Regional Transportation Plan by the 
Southern California Association of Governments. 

• Environmental documents will be prepared following local, state and federal procedures. 

• Issues not resolved in this study will be addressed in subsequent project development 
phases. 

7. 1 Locally Preferred Alternative Selection 
In April 2002, the Steering Committee accepted the Draft Alternatives Analysis Report and 
recommended Alternative 4: Light Rail Transit, as their Locally Preferred Alternative. This 
alternative was then adopted by the eleven City Councils, the Governing Board of the San 
Gabriel Valley Council of Governments, and the Board of Directors of the Los Angeles to 
Pasadena Metro Blue Line Construction Authority (Refer to Appendix G). 

The Steering Committee prepared a sample resolution for each jurisdiction to consider which 
included some the following items: 

'WHEREAS the San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments (COG) and the Metro Blue Line 
Construction Authority (Authority) have conducted an Alternatives Analysis for extension of the 
Metro Gold Line from Pasadena to Claremont; and" .... 

'WHEREAS the Phase II Project Steering Committee has reached consensus on goals, 
objectives, and measures of effectiveness concerning mobility, environmental, and costs and 
finance; has participated regularly in the evaluation of alternatives and has reached consensus 
on screening of alternatives; and" ..... 

'WHEREAS public participation has demonstrated a preference for LRT over BRT or DMU as 
being more consistent with the goals and objectives of the communities in the corridor, a finding 
supported by the Alternatives Analysis evaluation; and" ...... . 

"NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved that the (adopting jurisdiction) adopt the Locally Preferred 
Alternative consisting of: 

• An extension of the Metro Gold Line (due to open in 2003) light rail transit from its 
present terminus in eastern Pasadena to the City of Claremont; 

• Preparing an EIR/S and conducting PE on the Locally Preferred Alternative; 
• Addressing of all issues and concerns raised through public participation in the EIR/S 

and PE; 
• Developing an intermodal station in each of the additional ten cities along the extension 

to be served by the Metro Gold Line; and 
• Expanding bus seNices and bicycle, pedestrian and auto access facilities at each of the 

intermodal stations." 
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Based on the recommendation of the Steering Committee, the study participants, through action 
of their City Councils or Boards, adopted the Locally Preferred Alternative as recommended by 
the Steering Committee based on public input and their review of the Draft Alternatives Analysis 
Report and supporting technical documentation. Listed below are the jurisdictions along with 
their date of adoption of the Locally Preferred Alternative (Refer to Appendix G for copies of the 
resolutions and letters). All actions were taken in public session. 

Jurisdiction Adoption Date 
San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments, Governing Board April 18, 2002 
Los Angeles to Pasadena Metro Blue Line Construction April 24, 2002 
Authority, Board of Directors 
City of Pasadena, City Council June 10, 2002 
Arcadia, City Council May 21, 2002 
Monrovia, City Council May 14, 2002 
Duarte, City Council May 14, 2002 
Irwindale, City Council May 23, 2002 
Azusa, City Council May 6, 2002 
Glendora, City Council May 14, 2002 
San Dimas, City Council May 14, 2002 
La Verne, City Council May 6, 2002 
Pomona, City Council May 20, 2002 
Claremont, City Council April 23, 2002 

7.2 Next Steps 

The next steps in the project implementation process are shown in Figure 7.1. The shaded 
boxes represent the project development steps that have been completed to date and the 
remaining steps are described below. 

Amend RTIP to Reflect LPA: A request has been submitted by the Authority and COG to the 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) to include the LPA for the Gold Line 
Extension in the 2004 update of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for the Los Angeles 
Metropolitan Area. These actions are a precursor to amending the Regional Transportation 
Improvement Plan (RTIP). SCAG issued a letter on September 20, 2002, stating, "SCAG 
supports extension of the Metro Gold Line to Montclair and SCAG staff are working to include 
this project in the 2004 update of the Regional Transportation Plan." A copy of this letter can be 
found in Appendix G. 

By adding the LPA to the RTIP, its priority in the region as part of the overall strategy for mobility 
and air quality improvements will be indicated. The action by SCAG is a major milestone in the 
FTA process for project funding, and will be completed prior to requesting authorization from the 
FTA to enter into Preliminary Engineering. 
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Figure 7.1: Project Implementation Process 
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Complete DEIS: In early 2003 the Authority will proceed with the preparation of a Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement and Report on the LPA, which should be completed by 
December 2003. 

Apply to FTA for New Starts: In summer 2003 the Authority will submit the Section 5309 
Report for FT A review and rating of the Gold Line Phase II Extension. 

PE/D/FEIS/R Stage: In summer 2003, the Authority will request authorization from FTA to enter 
into preliminary engineering (PE). Before FTA can approve a project sponsor's request to 
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initiate PE, the project must have 1) completed alternatives analysis, 2) have a fully developed 
financial plan, 3) have FTA agreement on a Baseline Alternative, 4) have the locally preferred 
alternative adopted into the region's financially constrained long range plan, 5) receive an 
overall FT A rating of Recommended or Highly Recommended based upon the 5309 New Starts 
project justification criteria and 6) provide confidence in the degree of local financial 
commitment. In the PE/FEIS stage of the process, precise route alignments are confirmed, 
detailed cost estimates are made, financial plans are approved, and environmental impact 
documents are prepared. Throughout the PE/FEIS stage there is continued dialogue with 
residents and businesses in the corridor, and with elected officials. 

Final Design/FFGA: FTA will authorize final design and construction, the last two stages in the 
project development process, only when the results of the PE/FEIS work show the project is 
cost effective and environmentally sound. A request for a Full Funding Grant Agreement 
(FFGA) will be made in 2005. 

Figure 7.2 describes the chronology and steps in project implementation for an FTA funded 
project and shows where the Authority stands at the conclusion of the AA stage. 

Figure 7.2: FTA Process 
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7.3 Areas of Concern to be Addressed in Subsequent Project Development 
Phases 

Several areas of concern have been identified by city staffs and the general public that will be 
address during the DEIS phase of project development. Details are provided in each city 
resolution in Appendix G. A summary of these and other areas of concern identified during the 
AA process are provided below: 

Traffic Impacts at Grade Crossings 
The cities in the Corridor have identified traffic impacts at grade crossings to be an area of 
concern and have expressed a desire for more detailed analysis to occur than was conducted 
during the assessment of "grade separation threshold" in the AA study. The Institute of 
Transportation Engineering Guidelines report identifies that the use of thresholds alone cannot 
be the only factor used to determine if a grade separation is warranted. Other factors such as a 
crossing Level of Service (LOS) analysis and/or a queuing analysis should be conducted. These 
additional analyses will be conducted in the next phase of this project. In addition, crossings that 
were not chosen for this preliminary analysis due to lack of verifiable traffic volume data will be 
analyzed in the next phase of this project. 

Delay and Accident Analysis 
To better assess the issue of safety at grade crossings and determine what if any safety 
improvements or upgrades are warranted, a detailed delay and accident analysis will be 
conducted in subsequent phases to determine what improvements would be required in the 
Gold Line Phase II Corridor. This will include identifying the geometry of grade crossings and 
site specific conditions, traffic and/or transit delay, preparing an accident analysis, and 
examining low and high cost safety improvements/upgrades, including raised medians and/or 
four-quadrant gates should be examined in the next phase to discourage motorists from driving 
around the lowered gate. 

Noise 
The noise impacts to adjoining properties located next to the rail right-of-way was raised by city 
staffs and by the general public. The concern was noise generated from the transit vehicles, 
frequency of passing trains, and the use of horns by rail vehicles at grade crossings. This 
concern was consistently raised during public meetings held along the Corridor. These potential 
impacts and mitigation measures will be assessed in more detail as part of the environmental 
impact analysis to be conducted in the next phase of project development. 

Parking 
All of the cities expressed concern with potential parking impacts on residential neighborhoods 
adjoining the stations, the downtown, and other areas. An additional concern for cities on the 
eastern portion of the extension is the traffic impact of riders coming from other cities in the San 
Gabriel Valley and San Bernardino County. These potential impacts and mitigation will be 
assessed during the next phase of project development. 

Impacts of Adjacent Transit on Property Values 
The public asked questions on how a transit improvement will affect the value of adjacent 
properties. In the next project phase research will be conducted based on existing property 
value assessments in North America to adequately respond to this question. 
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Visual 
City staff and the general public raised concerns about the visual impacts of a new transit 
improvement in the Corridor, specifically poles, wires, and sound walls. This concern will be 
assessed in detail during the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report phase of the study. 
The results of the assessment will be closely coordinated with the cities in the Corridor and the 
public. This assessment will include developing mitigation plans for addressing any 
unacceptable impacts. 

Railroad Agreements 
Initial coordination meetings were held during the AA phase with BNSF. However, specific 
agreements were not pursued or obtained. Although the MTA owns the right-of-way (ROW), 
certain agreements were signed with the purchase of the ROW and will need to be revisited in 
subsequent phases of project development. 

Coordination with Federal, State and Local Agencies 
Coordination was conducted with local agencies during the AA phase and several meetings with 
FTA were held to keep them apprised of the study and obtain input. However, as part of the 
DEIS/R phase, state and local agencies will be more actively engaged during the DEIS/A 
process and mechanisms for maintaining their input will be put in place. 

Local Financial Commitment 
A local financial commitment for the local share of the project LPA will be identified and secured 
during the subsequent project development phase. 
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Appendix A 
Major Activitv Centers 

City Name Type of Usage 
East Foothill Industrial Center Manufacturing & Employment 
Hastinqs Villaqe Commercial and Employment 

Pasadena Sierra Madre Villa Transit 
Station of the Pasadena Gold Transportation 
Line 
Los Angeles County and State Recreation and Special 
Arboretum Events 
Santa Anita Race Track Recreation and Employment 
Santa Anita Fashion Park Commercial and Employment 
Arcadia Civic Center Public Service & Employment 

Arcadia Civic Center Athletic Field and 
Recreation Recreation Area 

Huntinqton Shoppinq Center Commercial and Employment 
Huntington Drive 

Commercial and Employment Redevelopment Area 
Methodist Hospital of 

Public Service & Employment Southern California 
Old Town Monrovia Commercial and Employment 

Monrovia Monrovia Center Commercial and Employment 
Huntinaton Oaks Center Commercial and Employment 
*Hi-Tech Corridor Industrial and Employment 
City of Hope National Medical Public Service and 
& Research Center Employment 
Duarte Performing Arts Center Recreation and Employment 

Duarte Santa Teresita Hospital Public Service & Employment 
Rancho Duarte Golf Course Recreation 
Duarte Sports Park Recreation 
Otis Gordon Sports Park Recreation 
Santa Fe Flood Control Basin Public Service & Employment 

Irwindale Santa Fe Dam Recreation 
Recreation and Employment Area 

Miller Brewery Employment 
Azusa Azusa Square Commercial and Employment 

Azusa-Pacific University Education and Employment 
Foothill Center Commercial and Employment 
Costco Commercial and Employment 
Rainbird Manufacturing & Employment 
Wynn Oil Companv Manufacturing & Employment 
Morris International Manufacturing & Employment 

Monrovia Nursery Agriculture/ Commercial and 
Employment 

Aerojet Gencom. Manufacturing & Employment 
TH Molding Manufacturing & Employment 
Pierre Fabre Manufacturing & Employment 
Best Quality Furniture Manufacturing & Employment 
Tru Wood Products Manufacturing & Employment 
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Appendix A 
Major Activity Centers 

City Name Type of Usage 

Artisan Screen Process Manufacturinq & Employment 
California Amforge Manufacturing & Employment 
Hansen's Juices, Inc. Manufacturinq & Employment 
Citrus College Education and Employment 
Foothill Presbyterian Memorial Public Service and 
Hospital Employment 
Glendora Community Hospital Public Service & Employment 
Glendora Auto Centre Commercial and Employment 
Mayflower Center Commercial and Employment 
Lone Hill Center Commercial and Employment 
Louis Pompei Sports Park Recreation 

Glendora South Hills Park Recreation 
Glendora County Club Recreation and Employment 
Huntington East Valley Public Service and 
Hospital Employment 
Wal-mart Commercial and Employment 
Glendora Market Place Commercial and Employment 
Caltrol, Inc. Manufacturing & Employment 
National Hotrod Association Manufacturinq & Employment 
CCC Information Services Manufacturing & Employment 
Target Shopping Center Commercial and Employment 
Frank G. Bonelli Regional 

Recreation 
County Park 
Frontier Villaqe Commercial and Employment 
Lowes/Levitz Center Commercial and Employment 
ADP/Gilead Sciences Manufacturing & Employment 

San Dimas 
Bausch & Lomb ManufacturinQ & Employment 
Overland Court Corporate 

Manufacturing & Employment 
Center 
San Dimas Sheriff's Dept. Public Service & Employment 
San Dimas Community 

Public Service & Employment 
Hospital 
Life Bible Colleqe Education and Employment 
Raging Waters Recreation and Employment 

La Verne University of La Verne Education and Employment 
Brackett Field Airport and Employment 
Classic Canvas Manufacturing & Employment 
San Polo Business Park Manufacturinq & Employment 
Old Town La Verne Commercial & Employment 
Arrow Corridor Businesses Manufacturing & Employment 
Hillcrest Homes Public Service & Employment 
Metropolitan Water District, 

Public Service & Employment 
Weymouth Treatment Facility 
Princeland Properties Manufacturinq & Employment 
Paper Pak Industries Manufacturinq & Employment 
La Verne Recreation Park Recreation 
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Appendix A 
Major Activity Centers 

City Name Type of Usage 

David and Margaret Home Public Service & Employment 
Damien High School Public Service & Employment 
1300 Palomares Industrial 

Manufacturing & Employment 
Park 

Los Angeles County Fairplex Recreation, Employment and 
Special Events 

Garey Center Commercial and Employment 
The Valley Center Commercial and Employment 
Martin-Lockheed Electro-

Manufacturing & Employment Pomona Optical 
Verizon Communications Commercial and Employment 
Pomona Paper Stock 

Commercial and Employment Company 
Coast Foundry and 

Manufacturing & Employment Manufacturing 
Claremont Village Commercial and Employment 
Claremont Colleges Education and Employment 
Claremont Auto Center Commercial and Employment 
Visiting Nurses Association 

Public Service & Employment and Hospice 
Hi-Rel Connectors, Inc. Manufacturing & Employment 

Claremont 
Claremont Manor (2) ** 

Public Service and 
Employment 

Pilgrim Place Public Service and 
Employment 

Blaisdell Community Buildinq Recreation and Public Service 
Blaisdell Park Recreation 
College Park Recreation 

• There are over 48 hi-tech businesses located in this corridor. 
•• There are two Claremont Manors. 
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Appendix B 
FreQuencv of Transit Service 

AM Midcjay PM Evening Owl 
Operator Line Days Peak 9am- Peak 7pm- 11pm- Hours of Service 

6-9am 3pm 3-7pm 11om 6am 
Azusa 1 Weekday 55 55 55 7am-6pm 
Transit Saturdav 55 55 55 9am-5pm 
Duarte Blue Weekday 60 60 60 7am-7pm 
Transit Saturday 60 60 60 8am-6pm 

Green Weekdav 60 60 60 7am-7pm 
Foothill 184 Weekday 45 45 45 5am-7pm 
Transit Weekend 45 45 45 6am-7pm 

185 Weekday 30 30 30 60 5am-10:30pm 
Weekend 30 30 30 6am-8pm 

187 Weekday 15 15 15 30 20 4am-1am 
Saturday 30 30 30 60 5am-12pm 
Sunday 60 60 60 60 6am-10pm 

191 Weekday 30 60 30 60 5am-8:30pm 
Weekend 60 60 60 6am-7:30pm 

272 Weekday 30 30 30 60 5am-10pm 
Weekend 30 30 30 6am-7pm 

274 Weekday 22 60 60 60 5am-9pm 
Weekend 60 60 60 60 6:30am-8pm 

276 Weekday 45 60 60 60 5:00am-9pm 
Weekend 60 60 60 60 6:00am-8pm 

280 Weekday 15 15 15 30 30 5am-11 :30pm 
Weekend 15 15 15 15 15 6am-11 :30pm 

291 Weekday 15 30 15 60 60 5am-12am 
Weekend 30 30 30 30 6am-7:30pm 

292 Weekday 60 60 60 60 6am-9pm 
Weekend 60 60 60 60 7am-9pm 

479 Weekday 30 60 30 60 5am-9pm 
Weekend 60 60 60 60 6am-8pm 

480 Weekday 5 15 15 45 15-60 12am-12am 
Weekend 30 15 15 60 60 12am-12am 

492 Weekday 30 25 30 45 5am-10:30pm 
Weekend 60 60 60 60 6am-8pm 

494 Weekday 30 30 EB 5:30am-8:30pm 
WB 4pm-7pm 

498 Weekday 15 20 EB 5am-10am 
WB 2:30pm-7:30om 

499 Weekday 20 20 EB 5:30am-9am 
WB 3pm-8pm 

690 Weekday 30 30 EB 5am-9am 
WB 3:30pm-8pm 

699 Weekday 20 20 EB 4am-9:30am 
WB 2pm-8:30pm 

721 Weekday 75 75 NB 6am-9am 
SB 3pm-7pm 

MTA 79 Weekday 25 30 25 45 60 5:30am-1am 
Saturday 40 30 30 50 60 6am-1 am 
Sunday 45 45 45 50 60 7am-1am 

177 Weekdav 60 60 60 60 6am-8am 
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Appendix B 
Frequency of Transit Service 

AM Midday PM Evening Owl 
Operator Line Days Peak 9am- Peak 7pm- 11pm- Hours of Service 

6-9am 3pm 3-7pm 11pm 6am 
181 Weekday 15 20 20 50 5am-9:30pm 

Saturday 30 30 30 30 5am-9pm 
Sunday 60 40 40 45 5am-9om 

188 Weekday 25 30 30 50 5am-1 1 pm 
Saturday 20 30 30 60 6am-11 :30pm 
Sunday 60 60 60 60 6am-11 :30om 

260 Weekday 10 10 15 50 25 4am-1 1 :15pm 
Saturday 15 20 25 50 35 5am-11 :15pm 
Sunday 30 20 30 60 6am-11 :15pm 

264 Weekday 60 50 60 5am-8om 
266 Weekday 25 40 35 60 50 4am-11 :30pm 

Saturday 50 40 40 60 60 5am-11 :30pm 
Sunday 50 40 40 60 5:30am-1 0om 

267 Weekday 35 50 35 60 5:30am-8:30pm 
Weekend 60 60 60 60 6am-8pm 

268 Weekday 35 45 25 50 5:30am-9pm 
Saturday 60 60 60 60 7am-9pm 
Sunday 60 60 60 60 7am-8:15om 

270 Weekday 50 45 45 60 60 5am-1 0:30pm 
Saturday 60 60 60 60 6am-8pm 
Sunday 60 60 60 60 6am-8pm 

379 Weekday 25 25 6am-9am 
3pm-7pm 

401 Weekday 15 35 15 60 6am -11 : 1 5pm 
Weekend 60 60 60 60 6:30am-11 om 

487 Weekday 30 45 10 35 6am-10pm 
Saturday 60 60 60 60 6: 15am-9:30pm 
Sunday 60 60 60 60 7am-9: 15pm 

489 Weekday 25 40 6am-6pm 
491 Weekday 25 50 35 10-60 5am-8:30pm 

Saturday 60 60 60 60 6am-10pm 
Sunday 60 60 60 60 7am-9pm 
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Appendix C 
Project and Public Meetings 

City Meeting Description Meeting Summary 

Tuesday, October 16, 2001 • Presented a staff report recommending 
Council Briefing designation of land on Front Street, 

east of Santa Anita between St. 
Joseph and Santa Clara Streets for 
further study on a potential station site. 

• Comments/Questions: 
o There are at-grade crossings issues 

Arcadia in Phase I, what about Phase II? 
o Should the city proceed with curb and 

gutter repairs adjacent to proposed 
station site? 

o Concern over duration of crossing 
gates as light rail passes through 
intersections. 

o Concern over safety and speed of 
trains throuQh the intersections. 

Tuesday, January 29, 2002 • City staff representation: Assistant City 
Station Area Workshop Manager, City Engineer, 

Redevelopment and Planning staff. 

• Review of proposed station area, 
followed by dialogue on City of Arcadia 
plans for the surrounding land use and 
presentation of Transit Oriented 
Development (TOD). 

• City wants consideration of an elevated 
and grade-separated structure 
between Santa Anita/Colorado 
intersection and the Huntington/1st 

intersection as mitigation for 
anticipated heavy traffic. 

• Key recommendations: 
o Use northwest corner of Santa Anita 

& Santa Clara as a potential 
redevelopment opportunity. 

o "AA Building Materials" site is a 
potential area for redevelopment 
consideration. 

o The northeast corner of Santa Anita 
& Huntington is also a potential 
redevelopment opportunity. 
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Monday, May 13, 2002 • 32+ people attended the community 
Community Meeting meeting. 

• 12 comments were received . 
• Summary of comments: 

o Very supportive of light rail in Arcadia 
and a station. 

o Concerned about noise abatement 
and want more work done on how to 
mitigate noise. 

o Parking and local traffic circulation is 
also an issue that should be given 
more evaluation in upcoming studies. 

Tuesday, May 21, 2002 • Resolution of Support adopted by City 
Council Adoption of Resolution Council. 
Monday, October 15, 2001 • Presentation of project study and 
Public Meeting with Planning Phase I construction made to Planning 
Commission and City Council Commission, City Council and public. 

• 50+ in attendance . 
• Issues summary: 

o Noise and vibration 

Monrovia o At-grade intersections 
o Funding and schedule 
o Station location/restoration of depot 
o Freight and light rail use of rail lines 

and potential conflict 
o Operations and trip length 
o Concern of nearby residential uses 

and their impact 
Thursday, October 18, 2001 • Presentation of project study and 
Kiwanis Club Presentation Phase I construction. 

• 30+ in attendance. 
• Comments/Questions summary: 

o Is funding secure and what is the 
schedule? 

o How are the station locations 
determined? 

o What are the size of the trains and 
how much noise do they produce? 
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Tuesday, January 22, 2002 • City staff representation: Assistant City 
Station Area Workshop Manager, City Engineer, 

Redevelopment Senior Project 
Manager and Planning staff. 

• Review of proposed station area, 
followed by dialogue on City of 
Monrovia plans for the surrounding 
land use and presentation of Transit 
Oriented Development (TOD). 

• City using MTA grant to restore historic 
train station. The city wants land use 
around the station that creates a 
walking environment. 

• Key recommendations: 
o Trying to create a gateway to 

Monrovia via Myrtle Avenue. 
o Concerned about overhead wires, 

want more options for how to 
incorporate them with existing 
structures. 

o The city would like to see higher 
density, affordable housing and 
senior housing near the station area. 

Tuesday, May 14, 2002 • Resolution of Support adopted by City 
Council Adoption of Resolution Council. 
Wednesday, January 30, 2002 • City staff representation: City Engineer, 
Station Area Workshop Redevelopment and Planning staff. 

• Review of proposed station area, 
followed by dialogue on City of Duarte 
plans for the surrounding land use and 
presentation of Transit Oriented 
Development. 

• City interested in maximizing the City of 

Duarte Hope with 2,500 employees and 
300,000 annual visitors. 

• Key recommendations: 
o High density residential needs to be 

further explored with community. 
o Station is viewed more as a 

destination than a park-n-ride. 
o City of Hope connection with other 

high tech industries along alignment 
would be viewed as a strong positive. 

Wednesday, March 6, 2002 • Presentation was made of the project 
Community Meeting study and Phase I construction. 

• 1 O+ people attended . 
• Comments/Questions summary: 

o Horn blowing 
o Use of eminent domain 
o Privacy/Soundwall 

C-3 



Wednesday, March 20, 2002 • Presentation was made of the project 
Community Meeting study and Phase I construction and 

proposed station areas. 

• 8+ people attended 

• Comments/Questions summary: 
o Station location should benefit the 

entire city. Recommended Mountain 
as a better location than Monte Vista. 

o Concern over transit parking spilling 
over to residential neighborhoods. 

o Wanted explanation of funding and 
citv obliaations. 

Friday,April5,2002 • Presentation was made of the draft 
Community Meeting Alternatives Analysis (AA). 

• 1 0+ people attended . 
• Comments/Questions summary: 

o Why is alternative technologies being 
considered? 

o Is city considering higher land use 
densities around stations? 

o Need either elevation of trains or 
qrade separations. 

Friday, April 19, 2002 • Presentation was made of the project 
Community Meeting study and recommendations. 

• 1 0+ people attended . 
• Comments/Questions summary: 

o Are cities responsible for station 
funding and development? 

o How big are the trains being 
proposed and how many passengers 
do they carry? 

o How many t racks will be used and 
will thev minale with freiaht services? 

Tuesday, May 14, 2002 • Resolution of Support adopted by City 
Council Briefing and Adoption of Council. 
Resolution 
Thursday, August 23, 2001 • Presentation made to City Council 
City Council Briefing overviewing status of project. City 

Irwindale Manager mentioned that staff was 
working with Authority to place station 
on Irwindale Avenue. 
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Monday, March 18, 2002 • City staff representation: Assistant City 
Station Area Workshop Manager, Redevelopment and 

Planning staff. 

• Review of proposed station area, 
followed by dialogue on City of 
Irwindale plans for the surrounding 
land use and presentation of Transit 
Oriented Development (TOD). 

• 13+ people from the general public 
attended including representatives 
from Miller Brewery. The discussion 
focused on placement of the station 
near the Miller Brewing site. 

Monda~April 15,2002 • 1 0+ people attended the community 
Community Meeting meeting to discuss the findings of the 

Draft Alternatives Analysis (AA) report. 
Thursday, April 25, 2002 • Presentation was made to the City 
Community Briefing Council on status of the project. 
Thursday, May 23, 2002 • Resolution of Support adopted by City 
Council Adoption of Resolution Council. 
Monday, October 15, 2001 • Presentation was made to the City 
City Council Briefing Council on status of project. City was 

interested in who would own, operate 
and maintain each station along the 
corridor. 

Thursday, April 18, 2002 • 52+ people attended the community 

Azusa 
Community Meeting meeting. 

• 4 people filled out comment cards. 
• Summary of comments: 

o Supports the light rail concept and 
thinks it will help alleviate 1-210 
conaestion. 

Monday, May 6, 2002 • Resolution of Support adopted by City 
Council Adoption of Resolution Council. 
Tuesday, January 8, 2002 • Short briefing with council members to 

Glendora One-on-One Briefing with Council discuss project study and timeline. 
Representatives 
Tuesday, January 22, 2002 • Presentation made to City Council on 
City Council Briefing project status. Discussion of station 

areas and potential growth inducing 
nature of light rail technoloav. 
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Tuesday, January 29, 2002 • City staff representation: Community 
Station Area Workshop Services Department, transportation 

and planning staff. 

• Review of proposed station area, 
followed by dialogue on City of 
Glendora plans for the surrounding 
land use and presentation of Transit 
Oriented Development (TOD). 

• City is built-out and has experienced a 
small decline in population. Parking 
near the proposed station will be a big 
issue and how that affects local traffic 
and circulation patterns. 

• Key recommendations: 
o City is concerned with cost of station 

development. 
o Proposed at-grade crossings at 

Foothill/Grand and at Lone Hill 
concerns the city due to heavy traffic 
in those areas. 

o City would like to limit growth in terms 
of density. 

Saturday, April 27, 2002 • 29+ people attended the community 
Community Meeting meeting. 

• 5 comment cards were received. 
• Summary of comments: 

o Would like to see originally planned 
station at Lone Hill Avenue. 

o Worried about property values of 
residential property close to the 
alignment. 

o Generally supportive of project. 
o Interested in the funding and 

schedule for completing the project. 
o Concerned about the noise and 

aesthetics. 
Tuesday, May 14, 2002 • Resolution of Support adopted by City 
Council Adoption of Resolution Council. 
Tuesday, May 28, 2002 • Attended council briefing to support 
Council Briefing council members in their resolution of 

support for the project. 
Tuesday, August1 4,2001 • Presentation to City Council and public 
City Council Briefing regarding the project status. Some of 

San Dimas the issues raised include: parking, 
funding, cost estimates and station 
area planning. 
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Tuesday, October 16, 2001 • Briefing to Ad-Hoc committee on Phase 
City Gold Line Ad-Hoc Committee I construction and Phase II study 
Briefing progress. The city brought forward 

additional station locations for 
consideration. Other issues that were 
discussed including funding and 
improvement of at-qrade crossinas. 

December 10, 2001 • City staff representation: Senior 
Station Area Workshop Engineer, transportation and planning 

staff. 

• Review of proposed station area, 
followed by dialogue on City of San 
Dimas plans for the surrounding land 
use and presentation of Transit 
Oriented Development (TOD). 

• City established a blue ribbon citizen 
advisory committee for the purpose of 
overseeing the Gold line activities. 

• Key recommendations: 
o City would like to preserve old 

packaging house building as part of 
the station planning. 

o The preferred site for the station is 
adjacent to the historic San Dimas 
train station. The park-n-ride is catty 
corner across the street. 

o Interested in developing Specific Plan 
for the station area and rail corridor. 

Tuesday, February 19, 2002 • Reviewed project status and focused 
Station Area Meeting on station area planning. 
Tuesday, April2, 2002 • 14+ people attended the community 
Community Meeting meetina. 
Tuesday, April 23, 2002 • A short presentation was given to the 
City Council Briefing City Council highlighting the progress 

of the project. 
Tuesday, May 14, 2002 • Town Hall meeting followed by a 
City Council Adoption of Resolution Resolution of Support adopted by City 
and Town Hall Public Meeting Council. 
Monday, October 15, 2001 • Presentation was made to City Council 
City Council Briefing on the project status and Phase I 

La Verne construction. Issues that were 
discussed with the council include 
funding, station locations, parking and 
traffic. 
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Wednesday, January 30, 2002 • City staff representation: Assistant City 
Station Area Workshop Manager, Community Development 

Director, City Engineer and planning 
staff 

• Review of proposed station area, 
followed by dialogue on City of La 
Verne plans for the surrounding land 
use and presentation of Transit 
Oriented Development (TOD). 

• City is coordinating station planning 
with Fairplex and University of La 
Verne. Parking, shuttle service and 
walkability are primary concerns. 

• Key recommendations: 
o Arrow Highway is a key street for 

station area planning. A Specific 
Plan has been done for this area. 

o Downtown area is moving towards 
ULV. 

o Interested in pursuing money from 
TEA-21 for "good design." 

o Overhead wires and horns are 
community concerns that need to be 
addressed further. 

o Parking in residential neighborhoods 
is a concern. 

Wednesday, April 24, 2002 • Presentation of project status was 
Community Meeting and Planning made to the City Planning Commission. 
Commission • Issues discussed at the meeting 

included aesthetics, noise, funding, at-
grade crossings and related 
congestion, station area planning and 
parking. 

Monday, May6,2002 • Resolution of Support adopted by City 
Council Adoption of Resolution Council. 
Wednesday, November 28, 2001 • Short presentation of project status to 
One-on-One Briefing with Council council representatives. Project 

Pomona Representatives funding and station placement and 
funding were issues of concern for the 
city. 

Monday, December 3, 2001 • A presentation overviewing the status 
City Council Briefing of the project was given to the City 

Council. Issues discussed include 
station area planning and fundinq. 
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Thursday, February 21, 2002 • City staff representation: City Manager, 
Station Area Workshop City Engineer, redevelopment and 

planning staff. 

• Review of proposed station area, 
followed by dialogue on City of 
Pomona plans for the surrounding land 
use and presentation of Transit 
Oriented Development (TOD). 

• City is considering changing the zoning 
in the rail corridor to ''Transit Oriented 
Development." This will help with 
image problem along Foothill and 
provide a gateway to and through the 
city. 

• Key recommendations: 
o Existing Metro Link station needs to 

better connect with city and higher 
visibility. 

o Want to limit the size of parking near 
station and bring more commercial 
uses through redevelopment. 

o There is big demand for senior 
housing in the city. 

o Need coordination with Garey Street 
which is major N/S corridor 
connecting with 1-10, SR-71 and SR-
60. 

o Potential exists for TOD to include 
student housing to support ULV in La 
Verne. 

Monday, May 20, 2002 • Resolution of Support adopted by City 
Council Adoption of Resolution Council. 

C-9 



Claremont 

Tuesday, January 22, 2002 
Station Area Workshop 

Thursday, March 14, 2002 
Community Meeting 

Monday,April8,2002 
Community Meeting and Traffic and 
Transportation Commission 

Tuesday, April 23, 2002 
Council Adoption of Locally 
Preferred Alternative 

C-10 

• City staff representation: City Manager, 
City Engineer, redevelopment and 
planning staff 

• Review of proposed station area, 
followed by dialogue on City of 
Claremont plans for the surrounding 
land use and presentation of Transit 
Oriented Development (TOD). 

• City is in the midst of a village 
expansion near the proposed station, 
which is the terminus of the Phase II 
alignment. Housing is under 
construction and should be completed 
by 2008. 

• Key recommendations: 
o Parking will be a big issue because of 

the station is the terminus of the 
Phase II project. 

o The platform for the station should be 
located west to Indian Hill Boulevard 
and not in front of historic train depot. 

o TOD strategies in the city will be 
triggered by approval and funding of 
the proposed light rail project. 

o A bus transfer station is located 
adjacent to the proposed station. 

• An open house was held in the 
community to provide project status 
information and evaluation · 
documentation. 

• A presentation was made of the draft 
Alternatives Analysis (AA) report and 
discussion of selection of a Locally 
Preferred Alternative (LPA). 

• Resolution of Support adopted by City 
Council. 
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AA - Alternatives Analysis 

APPENDIX E 

GLOSSARY AND ACRONYMS 

Alignment - the route that an improvement, such as a bus or light rail line, could take through a 
corridor 

Alternative - a feasible transportation improvement that is under consideration 

At-grade - running on street level 

BRT - bus rapid transit 

Bus Rapid Transit - a bus system operating on an exclusive bus-only lane 

Capital costs - the expense of designing and constructing a new project 

Corridor - a narrow band of land, usually surrounding a roadway or linking communities 

EIR - Environmental Impact Report, a State of California-required report to be developed in 
conjunction with the EIS 

EIS - Environmental Impact Statement, a federally-required detailed report to be developed 
once the locally preferred alternative is selected 

Impact - an effect that a transportation improvement could have on the natural or manmade 
environment 

Level of Service - a qualitative measurement of the operations conditions within a traffic 
system and how these conditions are perceived by drivers and passengers. LOS A is free-flow, 
while LOS F is the worst condition. 

Light Rail Transit - an electric urban railway system that can operate in street with traffic or on 
its own right-of-way, powered by an overhead wire or catenary 

Locally Preferred Alternative - the transportation improvement selected by decision-makers 
as the solution to the transportation needs and problems in a corridor 

LOS - Level of Service 

LPA - Locally Preferred Alternative 

LRT - light rail transit 

Mixed-traffic - automobiles and transit vehicles sharing the same roadway 

Mixed-use - a type of development where residences and businesses are located in the same 
area 
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0 & M costs - operations and maintenance costs, or the expense of keeping a project running 
once it is built 

TOD - Transit Oriented Development 

Transit Oriented Development - (TOD) Mixed used, higher density development located 
within ½ mile of a transit station 

Transit - public transportation such as buses or trains 
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City of Glendora Delegate 
City of Irwindale Delegate 
City of La Verne Delegate 
City of Monrovia Delegate 
City of Pasadena Delegate 
City of Pomona Delegate 
City of San Dimas Delegate 
City of San Gabriel Delegate 

Metro Blue Line Construction Authority 
Richard D. Thorpe Chief Executive Officer 
Paul Taylor Project Manager 

Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade & Douglas, Inc. 
Tom Jenkins, P.E. Project Director 
Myrna Valdez Project Manager 
John Dyer Principal-in-Charge 
Amanda Eliott, P.E. QA/QC 
Simon Zweighaft, P.E. Technical Review Advisor 
GB Arrington Station Area Planning 
Doris Chan Planning 
Greg Chew Station Area Planning 
Diana Gonzalez GIS Mapping 
James Hencke Station Area Planning 
Donna McCormick Deputy Project Manager, Community Impacts 
Dawn McKinstry Travel Demand Forecasting 
Farid Naguib, T.E. Traffic Planning and Analysis 
Phil O'Brian Digital Imaging 
Stephanie Roberts Deputy Project Manager, Traffic Planning and Analysis 
Ken Seaverns Digital Imaging 
Patrick Sweeney Station Area Planning 
George Vail GIS Mapping 
Kimberly Yu Planning 

Applied Earthworks 
Melinda Horne 

Arrellano and Associates 
Chester Britt 

Cultural Resources 

Public Involvement 
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Chambers Group, Inc. Biological Services 

Economics Research Associates 
Sujata Srivastava Real Estate/Market Analysis 

Harris Miller Miller & Hanson, Inc. Noise and Vibration 

Korve Engineering 
John Stutsman, P.E. 
Pete Zimmerman 
Vikki Li 
Jack Rich 
Joaquin Siques 

Leighton and Associates 
Ross Khiabani 

Manuel Padron & Associates, Inc. 

Technical Review Advisor 
Engineering Task Manager 
Civil Design 
Freight Railroad Operations 
Safety and Security 

Geotechnical 

Manuel Padron Technical Review Advisor 
Richard Stanger Operations Planning 

McCormick Rankin International 
John Bonsall 
Neil Ahmed 

Myra L. Frank & Associates, Inc. 
Myra Frank 
Steve Brooks 
Gwynneth Doyle 
Tracey Dudman 
Krista Kline 
Alfred LaFave 
Jack Ottaway 
Richard Starzak 

Sharon Greene and Associates 
Sharon Greene 

BRT Conceptual Engineering 
Civil Design 

Technical Review Advisor 
Environmental Task Manager 
Planning 
GIS 
Planning 
Acquisitions and Displacements 
Economic/Real Estate Analysis, Demographics 
Cultural Resources 

Funding Analysis 

Wagner Engineering & Surveying, Inc. Surveying and Aerial Photography 
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Septernbcc 20, 2002 

San Gabriel Val)ey Council of Govmwen (SGVCOG) 
3871 E. Colorado Boulevard, Suite 101 
Paudena, CA 91107 

Attention: 

Subject: 

Mr. Nicllolu Conway 
Executive Director 

Support for the extension of tbe Metro Gold Line to Montclair 

Dear Mr. Conwa.y: 

Development of regional trmaportation aoluii~ that h~lp relieve \ntcru,unty 
congo,tion i, a regional aOAI of the South Califomia Association of 
Governments (SCAO). The ex.tension of the ctro Gold Line to the Montelair 
Transit Center in San Bernardino County arts this goal. 

SCAG supponlil extension of the Metro Gol Line to Montclair and SCAG · 
staff arc working to include this project in tb 2004 update cf the Regional 
1'11msportatian Plan. 

We look forwud to continuing 1o work wilh yo\1 toward, the region's 
transportation i()als . 

Sincerely, 

Hasan Dchrata 
lntcri,n Planning Director 
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Sub_i ect: Gold Linl? :Ph:::sf. n E-xrensic,1; (Pasa6.a,~ rn ,:::ts:·tnic•r,(: 

Lener of Comnletion 

Dear Mr. Cc,nw3y: 

On November'.29, 199:; the Federal Highway Adminimation (FHWA) and the Federal 
Transit Administration (FTA) issued final gu idance on new regulations stemm ing from 
JSTEA passage. The Major ]nvestment Study (MlS) is one of the I STEA requirements. 

Subsequently TEA.-'.21 removed the !STEA requirement for c. "srnnd-alone" M IS, 'and the 
U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) issued proposed new MIS regulations and 
guidance. 

SCAG 's adopted 1998 and 2001 RTPs require a transportation alternatives analysis 
study for all regionally significant transportation investm ents (RSTIS) that might use 
federal funds. Projects in this category usually add transit capacity and/or improve 
highways. 

Primary RSTlS components are(]) alternatives analysis, (2) public involvement, and (3) 
consultation among the MPO, County Transportation Commissions, transit operators, 
r,_ ,. ___ - "C'UUI A t:'T" C:t,:,to P "'<'Allrf' P Ii OPnr , P<: anrl oth Pr investment stakeholder~ 
\..,(l llJ a JJ ;::>, J. J.J. lfIJ.j-' J,/'L, UU.L\'V -''"''-'"'•" ·"',;,.._,..., .i -.c,...,••- ~-.., ,.,. __ ........... •• • ''- • • ' ~ ~ . 

The range of alternatives considered in the Gold Line Phase II Ex tension (P asadena to 
Claremont) is sufficient to meet the RSTJS Guidelines as adopted by SCAG 's 
Transportation and Communications Committee. You conducted an exemplary public 
and agency outreach process that provided adequate opportunities for public 
involvement. M oreover, num erous meeiings including the RST1S Peer Review Group 
fac ilitated public agency involvement. 

We encourage the Merro Blue Line Constrnction Authority to develop fully all five elements 
of the Locally Preferred Alternative during the environmental impact ·evaluation and project 
development proces~. Eleven cit ies and the San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments have 
alreaciy adopted each of the five Locally Preferred Altema,ive eiemem~. 

. . : .; 



On June 20, 2002 the RSTIS Peer Review Group met and determined that ( 1) the Gold 
Line P hase II Extension rryeets SCAG and FTA/FHWA requirements, and (2) that the 
project is ready to advance from the planning to the environmental impact and project 
deve lopment phase. 

Attachment A includes five recommendations to guide next steps based on our 
preliminary assessment of the Gold Line Phase II Extension RSTIS issues. 

This correspondence documents the RS TIS Peer Review Group find ings that the Gold 
Line Phase II Extension (between Pasadena and Claremont) meets the Metropolitan 
Planning Rules, and is therefore granted this Letter of Completion. If you have any 
questions, please contact me at (:2 13) 23 6-1944 or Al Bowser at (213) 23 6- 1843. 

Sincerely, 
c;.,;:· ~ . { 

~-f.1/~;u'U'--~.: 

Hasan Ikhrata 
Interim Director of Planning and Policy 

Attachment 

cc: Paul Taylor, Kaku Associates 
Metro Blue Line Construction Authority 
Sandra Balmir, FTA/FHWA Los Angeles Metro Office 
Robert Cady, FHW A 
Alan Bowser/File, SCAG 
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San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments 
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3871 E. Colorado 8ouievarci t.1-101 
Pasadena, CA 911 07-387 O 

RECD AUG 2 6 2002 

Subject: Gold Line Phase ii Extension (Pasadena io Claremont) 
Letter of Completion 

/ ' -h ,/ N 10t',•; 
Dear Mr. Cpnway: 

/--

The Transportation and Communications Committee reviewed and confirmed the 
Gold Line Phase II Extension (Pasadena to Claremont) Letter of Completion that 
resulted from the RSTIS Peer Review Process and clarifies that letter with this 
correspondence. 

Upon a duly made and seconded motion initiated by Supervisor Jon Mike ls 
(County of San Bernardino), the TCC approved the following: 

"That the logical terminus of the Gold Line Phase II Extension is the 
City of Montclair, and further, with SANBAG's financial contribution 
SCAG supports a study to extend the eastern terminus of the 
proposed Gold Line Phase II Extension from the City of Claremont 
to the Montclair Transit Center. Further, this study should be 
coordinated during the next steps of the environmental impact 
evaluation and project development process for the Gold Line 
Phase II Extension." · 

This correspondence clarifies RSTIS Peer Review Group action taken on June 
2i , 2001 regarding the Gold Line Phase !I Extension (Pasadena to 
Claremont} that granted a Letter of Completion. If you have any questions 
please contact me at (213) 236-1889 or Al Bowser at (213) 236-1843. 

Sincerely, 
l' . . 

jfo-~--yPJv-),~~~ 
Hasan Ikhrarn 
lnterim Director of Plannii:g and :Pc,ii ,~y 

cc: 
\ l·:t!'..."' b i•.1.: :_ir:: 1~.:•:15~'.·.:: : i,:· · . . -. :.:~:-,•.:::::::, 
s~1r,d;:: 8 :J1~·1i'.·. ~·:·.;.·_ :!:- i4 ·.\·.~. ~·-~S .-·.11; .. :;-:::· :\! ::~ , .:· ( ::-;"i ,: ::: 
::-.. ·~·l~:: :·• (~,\:::·· . -:-r1~.-.. -



Gold Line Phase II Extension (Pasadena to Claremont) 
Locally Preferred Alternative 

Lette1· of Completion 

Addressed to: 

Mr. Nicholas T. Conway 
SGVCOG 

June 21, 2002 

Attachment A 



Locally Preferred Alternative 
Adopted by 11 cities anci Snn Gabriel Valley COG 

1. An extension of the IV1etro Gold une (due to open in 2003) light 
rail transit from its present terminus in eastern Pasadena to the 
City of Claremont; 

2. Preparing an EIR/EIS and conducting preliminary engineering 
on the Locally Preferred Alternative; 

3 .. Addressing in the EIR/EIS1and preliminary engineering all 
environmental issues and concerns raised through public 
participation, and including the following: 

• Noise, especially horns on trains; 
• Aesthetics and visual disturbance, especially poles and 

overhead wires; 
., Traffic and congestion at intersections; 
e Parking impacts on residential neighborhoods, downtown, 

and other areas; 
• Financial impacts to the City to build a station and parking 

structure; 
., Impacts of train frequency; 
o Impact of riders coming from cities to the east without a 

station in Montclair; 

4. Developing an intermodal station in each of the cities along the 
extension to be served by the Metro Gold Line; and 

5. Expanding bus service and bicycle, pedestrian and auto access 
facilities at each of the intermodal stations. 

•'\ .,-~ ,··~ ,··. : · · -- . 
fj , __ .' {j ~J ~ ' ; 



Pasadena to Claremont Gold Line Phase II 
Alternatives Analysis 

RESOLUTIONS OF SUPPORT FOR LOCALLY-PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments 
Metro Blue Line Construction Authority 
City of Pasadena 
City of Arcadia 
City of Monrovia 
City of Duarte 
City of Irwindale 
City of Azusa 
City of Glendora 
City of San Dimas 
City of La Verne 
City of Pomona 
City of Claremont 



RESOLUTION NO 02-06 

A RESOLUTION OF THE GOVERNING BOARD O FfBE SAN GABRIEL VALLEY COUNCIL OF 
GOVERNMENTS ADOPTING THE LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE CONSISTING OF: 
AN EXTENSION OF THE METRO BOLD LINE LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT FROM ITS PRESENT 
TERMINIUS IN EASTERN PASADENA TO THE CITY OF CLAREMONT; PREP ARING AN EIR/S 
AND CONDUCTING PE ON THE LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE; ADDRESSING OF 
ALL-ISSUES AND CONCERNS RAISED THROUGH PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN THE EIR/S 
AND PE; DEVELOPING AN INTERMODAL STATION IN EACH OF THE ADDITIONAL TEN 
CITIES ALONG THE EXTENSION T BE SERVED BY THE METRO GOLD LINE; AND 
EXPANDING BUS SERVICES AND BICYCLE, PEDESTRIAN AND AUTO ACCESS FACILITIES 
AT EACH OF THE INTERMODAL STATIONS. 

WHEREAS the San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments (COG) and the Metro Blue Line Construction 
Authority (Authority) have conducted an Alternatives Analysis for extension of the Metro Gold Line from 
Pasadena to Claremont; and 

WHEREAS said Alternatives Analysis evaluates a "no-project" alternative as well as bus rapid transit (BRT), 
light rail transit (LRT) and diesel multiple unit (DMU) trains serving the corridor from Pasadena to Claremont; 
and 

WHEREAS the eleven cities in the corridor have formed a Phase II Project Steering Committee comprised of 
an elected representative and a staff project manager from each city; and 

WHEREAS the Phase II Project Steering Committee has reached consensus on goals, objectives, and measures 
of effectiveness concerning mobility, environmental, and costs and finance; has participated regularly in the 
evaluation of alternatives and has reached consensus on screening of alternatives; and 

WHEREAS each of the eleven cities is defining a strategy for using the Metro Gold Line as a tool to shape 
future transit-oriented development along the corridor which, for many of the cities is contiguous to historic 
central business districts; and 

WHEREAS over two dozen public meetings have been held and more are planned to discuss project 
alternatives and their role in each city's future; and 

WHEREAS public participation has demonstrated a preference for LRT over BRT or DMU as being more 
consistent with goals and objectives of the communities in the corridor, a finding supported by the Alternatives 
Analysis evaluation; and 

WHEREAS issues and concerns have been raised in the public participation process, the most common of 
which relate to noise and traffic impacts; 

WHEREAS the Authority is joining with COG to gain approval of federal matching funds to conduct 
preliminary engineering (PE) of the Metro Gold Line extension and address project impacts through 
environmental impact report and statement (EIR/S); and 

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the Governing Board of the San Gabriel Valiey Council of 
Governments adopts the Locally Preferred Alternative consisting of: 



o an extension of the Metro Gold Line (due to open in 2003) light rail transit from its present terminus in 
eastem Pasadena to the City of Claremont; 

o preparing an EIR/S and conducting PE on the Locally Preferred Alternative; 
o addressing of all issues and concerns raised through public participation in the EIR/S and PE; 
o developing an intermodal station in each of the additional ten cities along the extension to be served by 

the Metro Gold Line; and 
o expanding bus services and bicycle, pedestrian and auto access facilities at each of the intermodal 

stations. 

PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED this 18th day of April, 2002. 

SAN GABRIEL VALLEY COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 

Bi~k~~t,(&,.~' ~J~ 
Attest: 



RESOLUTION NO. 2002-R-04 

RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF THE 
LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE FOR PHASE II 

WHEREAS the San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments (COG) and the Metro 
Blue Line Construction Authority (Authority) have conducted an Alternatives Analysis for 
extension of the Metro Gold Line from Pasadena to Claremont; and 

WHEREAS said Alternatives Analysis evaluates a "no-project" alternative as well as 
bus rapid transit (BRT), light rail transit (LRT) and diesel multiple unit (0MU) trains serving 
the corridor from Pasadena to Claremont; and 

WHEREAS the eleven cities in the corridor have formed a Project Steering 
Committee comprised of an elected representative and a staff _project manager from each 
city; and 

WHEREAS the Project Steering Committee has reached consensus on goals, 
objectives, and measures of effectiveness concerning mobility, environmental, and costs 
and finance; has participated regularly in the evaluation of alternatives and has reached 
consensus on screening of alternatives; and 

WHEREAS each of the eleven cities is defining a strategy for using the Metro Gold 
Line as a tool to shape future transit-oriented development along the corridor which, for 
many of the cities is contiguous to historic central business districts; and 

WHEREAS over two dozen public meetings have been held and many more are 
planned to discuss project alternatives and their role in each city's future; and 

WHEREAS public participation has demonstrated a preference for LRT over BRT or 
DMU as being more consistent with goals and objectives of the communities in the corridor, 
a finding supported by the Alternatives Analysis evaluation; and 

WHEREAS issues and concerns have been raised in the public participation 
process, the most common of which relate to noise and traffic impacts; 

WHEREAS the Authority is joining with COG to gain approval of federal matching 
funds to conduct preliminary engineering (PE) of the Metro Gold Line extension and 
address project impacts through environmental impact report and statement (EIR/S); and 

WHEREAS before granting funds for fu rther work the Federal Transit Administration 
requires adoption of a Locally Preferred Alternative; 



NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that Board of Directors of the Los Angeles 
to Pasaden a Metro Blue Line Construction Authority adopts the Locally Preferred 
Alternative consisting of: 

o an extension of the Metro Gold Line (due to open in 2003) light rail transit from its 
present terminus in eastern Pasadena to the City of Claremont; 

o preparing an EIR/S and conducting PE on the Locally Preferred Alternative; 
o addressing of all issues and concerns raised through public participation in the EIR/S 

and PE; ,. 
o developing an intermodal station in each of the ten cities along the extension to be 

served by the Metro Gold Line; and 
o expanding bus services and bicycle, pedestrian and auto access facilities at each of 

the intermodal stations. 

Passes, approved and adopted this 241
h day of April, 2002. 

ATTEST: 

I, Jane Barnes, Clerk of the Board of the Los Angeles to Pasadena Metro Blue Line Construction 
Authority, do hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was duly and regularly adopted by the Los 
Angeles to Pasadena Metro Blue Line Construction Authority at a regular meeting held on the 241

h day of 
April 2002, by the following vote: 

Ayes: Jaaco/¼~Z>/&i.~/~/ ~ 
Nays: 0 
Absent: /3~--c---' 
Abstain: V 

f the Board 
geles to Pasadena Metro Blue Line Construction Authority 



RESOLUTION NO. 8122 

I hereby cert!ly that the for~ 
document II a fUI. true <lt'td conect 

CODY o1 tt;3Qlu;ti 'oo B\ 2,'2; 
on r.:o in the omce of It-.. City Cleflr olZ city of ~~Coll!· . } 

.-tt,1 • ,44 Juce& JI 1-
; /1 CIN Clerv t't ' 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PASADENA TO SUPPORT 
THE PHASE II EXTENSION OF THE METRO GOLD LINE FROM PASADENA TO 
CLAREMONT AND RECOMMEND LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT AS THE PREFERRED MODE OF 
TRANSPORTATION ALONG THE I-210 CORRIDOR 

WHEREAS the San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments (COG} and 

the Metro Blue Line Construction Authori ty (Authority} have conducted 

an Alternatives Analysis for extension of the Metro Gold Line from 

Pasadena to Claremont; and 

WHEREAS said Alternatives Analysis evaluates a "no-projectu 

alternative as well as bus rapid transit (BRT}, light rai l transit 

(LRT) and diesel multiple unit (DMO) trains serving the corridor from 

Pasadena to Claremont; and 

WHEREAS the eleven cities in the corridor have formed a Project 

Steering Committee comprised of an elected representative and a staff 

project manager from each city; and 

WHEREAS the Project Steering Committee has reached consensus on 

goals, objectives, and measures of effectiveness concerning mobility, 

environmental, and costs and finance; has participated regularly in 

the evaluation of alternatives and has reached c onsensus on screening 

of alternatives; and 

WHEREAS each of the eleven cities is defining a strategy for 

using the Metro Gold Line as a tool to shape future transit-oriented 

deve lopment along the corridor which, for many of the c ities is 

contiguous to historic central business districts; a nd 



WHEREAS over two dozen ~ublic meetings have been held and many 

more are planned to discuss project alternatives and their role in 

each city's future; and 

WHEREAS public participation has demonstrated a preference for 

LRT over BRT or DMU as b e ing more consistent with goals and objectives 

of the communities in the corridor, a finding supported by the 

Alternatives Analysis evaluation; a nd 

WHEREAS issues and concerns have been rais_ed in the public 

participation process, the mos t common of which relate to noise and 

t raffic impacts ; 

WHEREAS the Authority is joining with COG to gain approval of 

federal matching funds to conduct preliminary engineering (PE) of the 

Metro Gold Line extension and address project impacts through 

environmental impact report and statement (EIR/S); and 

WHEREAS before granting funds for further work the Federal 

Transit Administration requires adoption of a Locally Preferred 

Alternative; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City of Pasadena 

supports the Locally Preferred Alte'rnative consisting of: 

1. An extens ion of the Metro Gold Line (due to open in 2003) 

light rail transit from its present terminus in eastern 

Pasadena to the City of Claremont; 

2. Preparing an EIR/S and conducting PE on the Locally Preferred 

Alternative; 

3. Addressing of all issues and concerns raised through public 

. parti c ipation in the EIR/S and PE; 



4. Developing an intermodal station in each of the ten cities 

along the extension to be served by the Metro Gold Line; and 

5. Expanding bus services and bicycle, pedestrian and auto access 

facilities at each of the intermodal stations . 

Adopted at the r egula r 

10th day of June 

meeting of the City Council on the 

2002 , by the following vote : 

AYES: Councilrnernbers Gordo, Haderlein, Holden, Madison, 
Vice Mayor Li ttle, Mayor Bogaard 

NOES : None 

ABSENT: Counci lrnembers Streator, Tyler 

ABSTAIN : None 

Approved as to form: 

~ ~/11//,v-

Nicholas G. Rodriguez 
Assistant City Attorney 



· RESOLUTION NO. 6302 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY GOUNCil., OF THE CITY OF 
ARCADIA, CALIFORNIA, SUPPORTING THE ADOPTION OF THE 

.· METRO GOLD LINE ' PHASE II LOCALLY PREFERRED 
-,ALTERNATIVE ANALYSIS DRAFT REFORT SPECIFIC TO. THE 
EXTENSION OF THE METRO GOLD LINE. LIGHT RAiL ROWE 
·]ROM PASADENA TO CLAREMONT, CALIFORNIA, AS 
SUBMITTED BY ·THE SAN GAB_~L VALLEY COUNCIL OF 
GOVERNMENTS, THE METRO BLUE LINE CONSTRUCTION 
AUTHO~, AND TEE GOLD LINE . PHAS~ II PROJECT 
STEERING COMMITTEE; AND FURTHER RECOMMENDING THAT 
GR,ADE SEPARATIONS BE PART OF THE FINAL PROJECT AT 

I 02.1"?>\ i J--
c.A l St:.! 

SGv 

STRE~T CROSSIN~S IN THE CITY OF ARCADIA. RECEIVED 
JUN .03 2002 

· PBL 
WHEREAS, the San Gabriel Valley Council ?f Governments ("COG") an~~M&HfHORITY 

Blue Line Constructiorr Authori9 ("Authority' ') have conducted ·a Locally Preferred Alternative . 
. ~ 

Analysis "('.'Analysis") for the extens_ion of the" Metro Gold Line ··fro:rp. Pasaderi.a"' to' Ch;rremont, 
. . . - . 

· California; ?lld .·. . .· .. 
. ' . . .. : 

·. · . •, • . -· .. : 
. , . . :: . .. 

WHERE.A.S, said .Analysis evaluates a '(!].a-project" alternative as -well as Bus Rapid 

Transit. ("BRT"), Light Rail Transit ("LRT"), and Dies_el Multiple Unit (''DMU") 'trains serving 

- ---;thl±le co~dcir from Pasadena.to Cl8:.fem_ont, California; and 

WlIBREAS, the eleven cities in the corridor have formed a Gold Line Phase JI Pr9ject 

Steering Commi:ttee ("Committee") comprised of an elected representative and a staff project 

manager from. each city; and . 

'tlBEREAS, ~e Co~ttee has reached c_on.sensus on goals, objectives and measures of 

effectiveness concerning mobility, environmental, and costs and :6.nanc~; has ·participated 

regularly in the evaluation of alternatives; and has reached consensus on .screening of 

alternatives; and 



WHEREAS, each of the eleven cities is definin,g a strat~gy for using the Metro Gold Line 

as a tool to shape future transit-oriented development along the corridor ·which,- for many of the . . 

citie!>, is cont{guous to ·bist0116 central business districts; and 

W1IBREAS, public meetings 1:).ave been held to discuss project alternatives and their role 

in each city's future; and 

WHEREAS, LRT is preferred over BRT or DMU as being more consistent with goals 

and objectives of the communities in _the corridor, a :findmg supported by the Alternatives 
: - ·!-:, :' ~ ~J.) : j -. ·., . .. ( 

Analysis evaluation; and 
' I , . • 

.. ,. _. . 
i ~ 

WHEREAS., issues and concerns have been raised in the public 'participation process, the 
.. 

· • • ; : I . ~ •·• :·; ii .. , l, .i1, ' ', 

· . mos·t commori of which relate to· noise and traffic impacts; and· 

· WI-tEREAS, the"Ai.itho'rity'is·joiriing witb.''the COG t~ gain approval offeder·armaforung 

funds to conduct Prelimin~ Engineering of ~e Metro- ~old Line extension and addres·s project 

impacts tbro~gb. ;Environmental Impact Repcirt and Statement ("EIR/S''); and 
. ' . . 

WHEREAS; before .granting funds for further work, the Federal Transit Administration 

requires adoption of a Locally Preferred P.Jtemative. 

NOW 'PffiRE;f,O~, TIIB cqY . 9OUNCIL . OF . T~ CITY OF ARCADIA, 

CALIFORN:JA, DOES HEREBY fINJ?, DETERMJNE AND RESOLVE AS I?OLLOWS: 

. SECTION 1. The City Council supports the Locally Preferred Alternative consisting of: 

1. Extend tq.e Metro 901d Line light rail transit (due to open in July 2003) from its 

present terminus in eastern Pasadena through the City of Arcadia, continuing to 

the City of Claremont, California; 



2. Prepare · an EIR/S and conduct the Preliminary Engineering on the Locally 

· Preferred Alternative;. 

3. Address all issues· and c?ncerns raised through public participation in th~. EIR/S 

and Preliminary Engineering; 

4. Develop an intermodal _station·in each of the ten cities ·along the extension to be 

served by the Metro Gold Line; and · 

· 5. Expand demand response and fixed-route bus services, along with bicycle, 

·pedestrian and auto access facilities at each of the intermodal stations . . · 

SECTION 2. The City of Arcadia strongly recommends that the final project include 

new gr~de s·epaiations at Santa Anita: Avenue and First Avenue in the City of ,Arcadia, 

and that the final project preserve existing grade crossings at Colorado Boulevar~ and 
·-;: . . . . :· . · : . . - . . . . . 

Second Avenue. 

SECTION 3. The City Clerk shall certify to the adoption of this Resolution. 

Passed, approved and adopted this 21st day of May 2002, 

ISi GAIL A-MARSHALL. 

Mayor of the City of Arcadia 
ATTEST: 

City Clerk of the City of Arcadia 

.AJ>PROVED AS TO FORM: 
• • •I - • • • . f'\ . . . .. . . . . ..... '-~ t .. 

~ {)_,-_lt~_ £_.,,ff 
,., .c ·'-4 - ~~ 

City Attorney of the City of Arcadia 

. ... · 



STATE.OF CALIFORNIA ) 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ) SS: 
CITY .OF ARCADIA . · . . · ·. } · 

I, JUNE D. PLFORD, City Clerk of the City of Arcadia, hereby certifies that 

the foregoing Resolution No. 6302 was passed and adopted bythe_City Council of the 

City of Arcadia, signed by the Mayor and attested to by the City Clerk at a regular • 

meeting of said Council held on the 21st day of May, 2002 and that said Resolution 

was adopted by the followmg vote, to wit: · 

A YES: · Councilinember_ ~hang, Kovacic, Segal, Wl:}-o and Marshall 

NOES: None-

ABSBNT: None 

ISi JUt-~ D .. _l!..FOPJl 
City Clerk of the City of Arcadta 



RESOLUTION NO. 2002-33 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
OF MONROVIA sup PORTING THE SELECTION OF A 
LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE FOR EXTENSION 
OF THE METRO GOLD LINE FROM PASADENA TO 
CLAREMONT 

WHEREAS, the San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments (COG) and the 
Metro Blue Line Construction Authority ("Authority") have conducted an Alternatives 
Analysis for extension of the Metro Gold Line from Pasadena to Claremont; and 

WHEREAS, said Alternatives Analysis evaluates a "no-project" alternative as 
well as bus rapid transit (BRT), light rail transit (LRT) and diesel multiple unit (DMU) 
tra[ns serving the corridor from Pasadena to Claremont; and 

WHEREAS, the eleven cities in the corridor have formed a Project Steering 
Committee comprised of an elected representative and a staff project manager from 
each clty; and 

WHEREAS, the Project Steering Committee has reached consensus on goals, 
objectives, and measures of effectiveness concerning mobility, environmental, and 
costs and finance; has participated regularly in the evaluation of alternatives and has 
reac~ed consensus on screening of alternatives; and 

WHEREAS, each of the eleven cities is defining a strategy for using the Metro 
Gold Line as a tool to shape future transit-oriented development along the corridor 
which, for many of the cities is contiguous to historic central business districts; and 

WHEREAS, over two dozen public meetings have been held and many more 
planned to discuss project alternatives and their role in each city's future; and 

WHEREAS, public participation has demonstrated a preference for LRT over 
BRT or DMU as being more consistent wlth goals and objectives of the communities in 
the corridor, a finding supported by the Alternatives Analysis evaluation; and 

WHEREAS, issues and concerns have been raised in the public participation · 
process, the most common of which relate to noise and traffic impacts; 

WHEREAS, the Authority is joining with COG to gain approval of federal 
matchtng funds to conduct preliminary engineering (PE) of the Metro Gold Line 
extension and address project impacts through environmental impact report and 
statement (EIR/S); and 

WHEREAS, before granting funds for further work the Federal Transit 
Administration requires adoption of a Locally Preferred Alternative; 



NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City of Monrovia supports the 
Locally Preferred Alternative consisting of: 

Section 1. An extension qf the Metro Gold Line (due to open in 2003) light rail 
transit from its present terminus in Eastern Pasadena to the City of Claremont; 

Section 2: preparing an EIR/S and conducting PE on the Locally Preferred 
Alternative; 

Section 3: addressing of all issues and concerns raised through public 
participation in the EIR/S and PE: 

Section 4: developing an intermodal station in each of the ten cities along the 
extension to be served by the Metro Gold Line; and 

Section 5: expanding bus services and bicycle, pedestrian and auto access 
facilities at each of the intermodal stations. 

PASSED, APPROVED and ADOPTED this 14th day of May, 2002 by the 
following vote: 

AYES: COUNCILMEMBERS ADAMS, FRANCO, GARCIA; MAYOR PRO TEM HAMMOND, MAYOR BLAKELY 

NOES: 
ABSTAIN: 
EXCUSED: 

Linda B. Proctor, CMC, City Clerk 
City of Monrovia, California 

~L}A~J_Q~) 
Lara Larra_mendi Blakely, Mayor / 
City of Monrovia, California 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Craig A. Steele 
City Attorney 



ST ATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ) § 
CITY OF MONROVIA ) 

l, LINDA B. PROCTOR, CMC, City Clerk of the City of Monrovia, California, do hereby 
certify that the foregoing Resolution No. 2002-33 supporting the selection of a locally 
preferred alternative for extension of the Metro Gold Line from Pasadena to Claremont 
was duly adopted and passed at a regular meeting of the City Council on the 14th day of 
May 2002 by the following vote: 

AYES: COUNCILMEMBERS ADAMS , FRANCO , GARCIA, MAYOR PRO TEM·HAMMOND , · MAYOR BLAKELY 

NOES: 
ABSTAIN: 
EXCUSED: 

Linda B. Proctor, CMG, City Clerk 
City of Monrovia, California 



02-R-14 

RESOLUTION NO. 02-14 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCJL OF T1IE CITY OF DUARTE 
ADOI'TING THE LOCfil-LY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

PERTAINING TO THE METRO GOLD LINE 

WHEREAS, the San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments (COG) and the Metro Blue 
Line Construction Authority (Authority) have conducted an Alternatives Analysis for extension of 
the Metro Gold Line from Pasadena to Claremont; and 

WHEREAS, said Alternatives Analysis evaluates a "no-project" alternative as well as bus 
rapid transit (BRT), light rail transit (LRT), and diesel multiple unit (DMU) trains serving the 
corridor from Pasadena to Claremont; and 

WHEREAS, the eleven cities in the corridor have formed a Phase II Project Steering 
Committee comprised of an elected representative and a staff project manager from each city; and 

.WHEREAS, the Phase II Project Steering Committee has reached consensus on goals, 
objectives, and measures of effectiveness concerning mobility, environmental, and costs and 
finance, and has participated regularly in the evaluation of alternatives, and has reached consensus 
on screening of alternatives; and 

WHEREAS, each of the eleven cities is defining a strategy for using the Metro Gold Line 
as a tool to shape future transit-oriented development along the corridor which, for many of the 
cities, is contiguous to historic central business districts; and· 

WHEREAS, over two dozen public meetings have been held and more are planned to 
discuss project alternatives and their role in each city's future; and 

WHEREAS, public participation has demonstrated a preference· for LRT over BRT or 
DMU as being more consistent with goals and objectives of the communities in the corridor, a 
finding supported by the Alternatives Analysis evaluation; and 

WHEREAS, issues and concerns have been raised in the public participation proces·s, the 
most common of which relate to noise and traffic impacts; and 

WHEREAS, the Authority is joining with COG to gain approval of federal matching funds 
to conduct preliminary engineering (PE) of the Metro Gold Line extension and address project 
impacts through environmental impact report and statement (EIR/S); 

NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Duarte, California, does hereby 
resolve to adopt the Locally Preferred Alternative consisting of: 

1. An extension of the Metro Gold Line (due to open in 2003) light rail transit from its 
present tenninus in eastern Pasadena to the City of Claremont; 

2. Preparing an environmental impact report and statement on ·the Locallv Preferred 
Alternative; · 

3. Addressing all issues and concerns raised through public participation in the 
environmental impact report and statement and the preliminary engineering, 
including the following community concerns: noise, traffic impacts at railroad 
crossings, decline in property values, grade seperation issues, use and design of 
soundwalls, noise easements, frequency and duration of train whistles, aesthetic· 
issues and station location; 

4. Developing an intermodal station in each of the additional ten cities along the 
extension to be served by the Metro Gold Line; and 

5. Expanding bus services and bicycle, pedestrian, and auto access facilities at each of 
the intermodal stations. 



PASSED, APPROVED, and ADOPTED this 14th day of May, 2002. 

/s/ Phillip R. Reyes 
Mayor Phillip R. Reyes 

STATE OF CALIFORN1A ) 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ) ss. 
CITY OF DUARTE ) 

I, Marla Akana, City Clerk of the City ofDuarte, County of Los Angeles, State of California, 
hereby attest to the above signature and certify that Resolution No. 02-14 was adopted by the City 
Council of said City of Duarte at a regular meeting of said Council held on the 14th day of May, 
2002, by the following vote: 

AYES: Councilmembers: Chapj ian , Fasana , Finlay , Paras , Reyes 

NOES: Councilmembers: None 

ABSENT: Councilmembers: None 

/s/ Marla Akana 
City Clerk Marla Akana 
City of Duarte, California 



MAY 29 2002 u;: 00 FR CITY OF lRW l NDALE G2G 9G2 4209 TO 5641116 

RESOLUTION NO. 2002-27-1818 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE ClTY OF IR.WINOALE 
- ADOPTING THE LOCALLY PREFERRED 

ALTERNATIVE Of' LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT FOR THE 
PASADENA GOLD LINE PHASE II EXTENSION TO CLAREMONT 

P.01/03 

WHEREAS, the San Gabriel Valley Council of Government (COG) and the Metro Blue 
Line Construction Authority (Authority) have conducted an Alternatives Analysis for 
extension of the Metro Gold Line from Pasadena to Claremont; and 

WHEREAS. said Alternatives Analysis evaluates a "no-project' alternative as well as 
bus rapid transit (BRT), light rail transit (LRT), and diesel multiple unit (DMU} trains 
serving the corridor from Pasadena to Claremont; and 

WHEREAS, the eleven cities in the corridor have formed a Proiect Steering Committee 
comprised of an elected representative and a staff project manager from each city; and 

WHEREAS. the Project Steering Committee has reached consensus on goals, 
objectives, and measures of effectiveness concerning mobility, environmental, and 
costs and finance; has participated regularly In the evaluation of alternatives and has 
reached con~ensus on screening of alternatives; and 

WHEREAS, each of the eleven cities Is defining a strategy for using the Metro Gold 
Line as a tool to shape future transit-oriented development along the corridor which, for 
many of the cities is contiguous to historic central business districts; and 

WHERE.li.S, over two dozen pubiic meetings have been held and many more are 
planned to discuss project alternatives and their ro!e In each city's future: and 

WHEREAS, public participation has demonstrated a preference for LRT over BRT or 
DMU as being more consistent with goals and objectives of the communities in the 
corridor, a finding supported by the Alternatives Analysis evaluation; and 

WHEREAS, issues and concerns have been raised In the public participation process, 
the most common of which relate to noise and traffic impacts; and 

WHEREAS, the Authority is joining with COG to gain approval of federal matching funds 
to conduct preliminary engineering (PE) of the Metro Gold Line extension and address 
project imp'3cts through environmental impact rnport and statement (E\R/S); and 

WHEREAS, before granting funds for further work the Federal Tnmsit Administration 
requires adoption of a Locally Preferred Alternative. 

Resolution No. 2002-27-1818 
Page 1 



MAY 29 2002 16:00 FR CITY OF IRWINDALE 626 962 4 209 TO 5641116 P . 0~/1.JJ 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Irwindale 
adopts the Locally Preferred A1temativa consisting of: 

1. An extension of the Metro Gold Line (due to open in 2003) light rail transit 
from its present tennir1us in eastern Pasadena to the City of Claremont; 

2. Preparing an EIR/S and conducting PE on the Locally Preferred 
Alternative; 

3. Addressing of all issues and concerns raised through public participation 
in the EIR/S and PE, Including; 

A. Completion of a transit"oriented specific area plan for the area, and 
financial participation from the Gold Line project. 

B. Implementation of a traffic study for the area. Consideration of 
traffic calming devices, a station area. gateway and a pedestrian 
and bicycle-friendly environment around the station area and along 
West Optical Drive and North Irwindale Avenue. 

C. Beginning of negotiations with Miller Brewing Company about the 
fields adjacent to the potential station location. ·Seeking partial 
funding for the planning from the Gold Line. 

4 . Developing an lntermodal station In each of the ten cities along the 
extension to be served by the Metro Gold Line; and 

5. Expanding bus servic~s and bicycle, pedestrian and auto access facilities 
at each of the intermoda! stations. 

PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED this 23rd day of May 2002. 

ATTEST: ,,,. 

Resolution No. 2002-27-1818 
Page 2 



MAY 29 2002 16 ~_0 1 FR Cl TY OF IRWINDALE 626 952 4209 TO 5641116 
P.03/03 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA } 
COUN1Y OF LOS ANGELES } ss. 
CITY OF IRWINDAL-€ } 

I, Linda J. Kimbro, Deputy City Clerk of the City of Irwindale, do hereby certify that the 
foregoing Resolution No. 2002-27-1818 was adopted at a regular meeting of the Irwindale 
City Council held on May 23, 2002, by the following vote: 

AYES: Councilmembers: Tapia, Garcia, Ramirez, Mayor Breceda 

NOES: Councitmembers: None 

ABSENT: Councilmembers: Miranda 

ABSTAIN: Councilmombers: 

Stat& of Cedifcmis 
CountV of Lot~ 
City of lrwlndetle 

I, Lind•,). Kimbro,~ Ctty c.t., cb 
he(eby oortffy ~ thl rn.ched ... ful, 
tru41 •nd CQtrlCt COPY Df tN orign'WII, 

fie:;DWtJmolo . ;;w;)-:;., , 111rt 
and on fh In ttM City met of m. City t,9 
lrwindlle, and tNt I Iliff CAm\.lllv com-
pated the wittl the ori{lil\lll. · , 

Resofution No. 2002-27-1818 
Page3 
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RESOLUTION NO. 02-C48 

A RESOLUTION OF THE Cln' COUNCIL 
OF THE CITY OF AZUSA SUPPORTING THE EXTENSION 

OF THE METRO GOLD LINE FROM PASADENA TO CLAREMONT, 
AND APPROVING THE LOCALLY PREFERRED 

TRANSPORTATION ALTERNATIVE OF LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT 

W HEREAS, the San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments (COG) and the Metro 
Blue Line Construction Authority (Authority) have conducted an Alternatives Analysis for 
extension of the Metro Gold Line from Pasadena to Claremont; and 

VvH E.REAS, the eleven cities along the San Gabriel Valley rail corridor have formed a · · 
Project Steering Committee, comprised of an elected representative and a staff project 
manager from each city, and 

WHEREAS, the Project Steering Committee has reached consensus on goals, 
objectives, and measures of effectiveness, and has participated regularly in the evaluation 
of alternatives and has reached consensus on screening of alternatives, and 

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Azusa has evaluated the alternative 
modes of transportation, including bus rapid transit (BRT), light rail transit (LRT) and 
diesel multiple unit (DMU) trains serving the corridor from Pasadena to Claremont, 
including their advantages and disadvantages, 

WHEREAS, the Authority is joining with COG to gain approval of federal matching 
funds to conduct preliminary engineering of the M etro Goid Line extension and address 
project impacts through environmental impact report and sta~ement (EIR/S); and 

WHEREAS, before granting funds for further work the Federal Transit 
Administration requires adoption of a Locally Preferred Alternati~e, 

NOW, therefore, the City Council of the City of Azusa does hereby resolve as 
follows: 

SECTION 1: The City Council supports the Light Rail Transit option as the Locally 
Preferred Alternative m ode of transportation. 

SECTION 2: In support of this Preferred Alternative, the City Council also supports 
the fo!lowing: 

1. The extension of the Metro Gold Line light rail t ransit from its present terminus 
in eastern Pasadena to the City of Claremont; 

I 



2. Preparation of an EIR/S and conducting preliminary engineering on the Locally 
Preferred Alternative; 

3. Addressing all issues and concerns raised through public participat ion in the 
EIR/S and preliminary engineering studies; 

4. Developing intermodal stations in each of the ten cities along the extension to 
be served by the Metro Gold Line; and 

5. Expanding bus services and bicycle, pedestrian and auto access facilities at 
each of the intermodal stations. 

, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED this 6th day of May, 2002. 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing resolution was duly adopted by the City 
Council of the City of Azusa, at a regular meeting thereof, held on the 6th day of May, 
2002, by the following vote of the Council: 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

COUNCIL MEMBERS: HARDISON, STANFORD ,ROCHA,CHAGNON,MADRID 

COUNCIL MEMBERS: NONE 

COUNCIL MEMBERS: NONE 

ABSTAIN: COUNCIL MEMBERS: NONE 

~~~~ 
CITY CLERK 0 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

CITY ATTORNEY 

2 



RESOLUTION NO. 02-48 

A RESOLUTION APPROVING AND SUPPORTING THE PREFERRED 
ALTERNATIVE CONSISTING OF EXTENDING THE METRO GOLD LINE 
LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT FROM ITS PRESENT TERMINUS IN EASTERN 
PASADENA TO THE CITY OF CLAREMONT 

CITY COUNCIL 
CITY OF GLENDORA 

WHEREAS the City of Glendora and the Metro Blue construction Authority 
(Authority) have conducted an Alternative Analysis for the extension of the Metro 
Gold Line from Pasadena to Claremont; and 

WHEREAS said Alternative Analysis evaluates a "no-project" alternative as well 
as the bus rapid transit (BRT), light rail transit (LRT) and diesel multiple unit 
(DMU) trains serving the corridor from Pasadena to Claremont; and 

WHEREAS the eleven cities in the corridor have formed a Project Steering 
Committee comprised of the elected representatives and a staff project manager 
from each city; and 

WHEREAS the Project Steering Committee has reached consensus in goals, 
objectives, and measures of the effectiveness concerning mobility, environmental, 
and costs and finance; has participated regularly in the evaluation of altem~tives 
and has reached consensus on screenir."lg of alternatives; and 

WHEREAS each of the eleven cities is defining a strategy for using the Metro 
Gold Line as a tooi to shape future transit-oriented development along the corridor 
which, for many of the cities is contiguous to historic central business districts; 
and 

WHEREAS over two dozen public meetings have been held and many more are 
planned to discuss projects alternatives and their roie in each citf s future; and 

WHEREAS public participation has demonstrated a preference for LR T over BR T 
or DMU as being more consistent with the goals and objectives of the 
communities in the corridor, a finding supported by the Alternative Analysis 
evaluation; and 

WHEREAS issues and concerns have been raised in the public participation 
process, the most common of which relates to noise and traffic impacts; 

02- 48 
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\VHEREAS the Authority is joining with COG to gain approval of federal 
matching funds to conduct preliminary engineering (PE) of the Metro Gold Line 
extension and address project impacts through environmental impact report and 
statement (EIR/S); and 

WHEREAS before granting funds for future work the Federal Transit 
Administration requires adoption of a Locally Preferred Alternative; 

NOW THERFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City of Glendora supports the 
Locally. Preferred Alternative; 

1. An extension of the Metro Gold Line (due to opening 2003) light rail transit 
from its present terminus in eastern Pasadena to the City of Claremont; 

2. preparing an EIR/S and conducting PE on the Locally Preferred 
Alternative; 

3. addressing of all issues and concerns raised through public participation in 
the EIR/S and PE; 

4. develop at least one intermodal station in each of the ten cities along the 
extension to be served by the Metro Gold Line; and 

5. expanding bus service and bicycle, pedestrian and auto access facilities at 
each of the intermodal stations. 

APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 14th day of May, 2002. 

CITY OF GLENDORA 

/s/ MARSHALL MOUW 
By: ___________ _ 

Marshall Mouw, Mayor 

ATTEST: 

/S/ JO ANN SHARP 
City Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

/S/ D. WAYNE LEECH 
City Attorney 

' .... ·--~--;:.· 



State of California ) 
County of Los Angeles ) ss. 
City of Glendora ) 

I, Jo Ann Sharp, City Clerk of the City of Glendora, California, do hereby certify 

that the foregoing resolution, b~ing Resolution No. 02-48 , was duly passed, 

approved and adopted by the City Council of the City of Glendora, approved and 

signed by the Mayor, and attested by the City Clerk, all at a Regular Meeting 

of said City Council held on the 14t h day of May 2002, and that the same 

was passed and adopted by the following vote, to wi t : 

AYES: Mouw, Conway, Clifford, Hamlow, Herman 

NOES: None 

ABSENT: None 

DATE: __ !7_-_½_ ~o_ :i-_____ _ 

--- - ··~ .. 
r---- ---- -- _/) L -
~ . .. /11-o/C-1/l ~~ 

,,.,✓ J o Ann Sharp, City Clerk 
City of Glendora 

C:\Documents Qnd Set t ings\Judy Kenyon\My Documents\Cert s\Cer1-Reso.doc 





RESOLUTION NO. 02~29 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
SAN DIMAS APPROVING THE LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE CONSISTING 
OF AN EXTENSION OF THE METRO GOLD LINE LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT FROM ITS 

PRESENT TERMINUS IN EASTERN PASADENA TO THE CITY OF CLAREMONT 
AND REQUESTING PREPARATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
AND STATEMENT AND PRELIMINARY ENGlNEERING TO STUDY ALL ISSUES 

INVOLVED WITH SAID EXTENSION 

WHEREAS, the San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments (COG) and the 
Metro Blue Line Construction Authority ("Authority") have conducted an Alternative 
Analysis for extension of the Metro Gold Line ("Gold Line") from Pasadena to 
Claremont; and 

WHEREAS said Alternatives Analysis evaluated a "no-project" alternative as well 
as bus rapid transit (BRT), light rail transit (LRT) and diesel multiple unit (DMU) trains 
serving the corridor from Pasadena to Claremont; and 

WHEREAS the eleven cities in the corridor have formed a Project Steering 
Committee comprised bf an elected representative and a staff project manager from 
each city; and 

WHEREAS the Project Steering Committee has reached consensus on goals, 
objectives, and measure of effectiveness concerning mobility, environmental, costs and 
~;n,_n,-.r, anrl has par+ir-inatorl ~og11larl11 in +he C\la'ua+ion of altcrn~+i\/CQ c:inrl has reachorl 1111Q11vo IIU II I\.IVlt,J v'U l V U •1 11 UI ...... ~ t \I II J V I I ....... IUVVV \.A.11'1..A II I I V'--C 

consensus on screening of alternatives; and 

WHEREAS each of the eleven cities is defining a strategy for using the Gold Line 
as a tool to shape future transit-oriented development along the corridor which, for 
many of the cities is contiguous to historic central business districts; and 

WHEREAS over two dozen public meetings have been held and many more are 
planned to discuss project alternatives and their role in each city's future; and 

WHEREAS public participation has demonstrated a preference for LRT over BRT 
or DMU as being more consistent with goals and objectives of the communities in the 
corridor, a finding supported by the Alternatives Analysis evaluation; and 

WHEREAS issues and concerns have been raised in ihe public participation 
process, the most common of which relate to noise and traffic impacts; 

WHEREAS the Authority is joining with COG to gain approval of federal matching 
funds to conduct preliminary engineering (PE) of the Gold Line extension and address 



project impacts through preparation of an environmental impact report and statement 
(EIR/S); and 

WHEREAS before granting funds for further work, the Federal Transit 
Administration requires adoption of a Locally Preferred Alternative; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City of San Dimas does hereby 
find, determine and resolve as follows: 

I. This City supports the Locally Preferred Alternative consisting of 
the extension of the Gold Line; and 

II. This City supports preparation of an Environmental Impact report · 
and Statement and conducting Preliminary Engineering on the 
Locally Preferred Alternatives and through the public participation 
process exploring all issues and concerns, including: 

A. Development of an appropriate Traffic Mitigation and visual 
impact plan tor the intersection of Bonita Avenue and Cataract 
Avenue. 

B. Relocation of the existing spur/siding line at the southeast 
corner of Bonita Avenue and Cataract Avenue. 

C. Development of an intermodal station in the city along the 
extension to be served by the Gold Line. 

D. Development of a Drainage Study to Analyze the Capacity of 
existing storm drains and culvert systems crossings within the 
railroad right-of-way. 

E. Expansion of bus services and bicycle, pedestrian and auto 
access facilities at each of the lntermoda! stations. 

RESOLVED, FURTHER, that a copy of this Resolution shall be sent to the 
Chairman of the Authority. 

APPROVED AND ADOPTED THIS 14th DAY OF MAY, 2002. 

ATTEST: 

CITY CLERK 



I :HEREBY CERTIFY that Resolution No. 02-29 was passed at the regular meeting of the 
San Dimas City Council held on May 14, 2002 by the following vote: 

AYES: 
NOES: 
ABSENT: 
ABSTAIN: 

Councilrnembers Bertone, McHenry, Templeman, Morris 
None 
None 
Mayor Pro Tern Ebiner 

City Clerk 
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RESOLUTION 02-23 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LA VERNE, 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, ENDORSING (1.) 
LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT FROM ITS PRESENT TERMINUS IN EASTERN 
PASADENA TO THE CITY OF CLAREMONT AS THE LOCALLY PREFERRED 
ALTERNATIVE; (2.) THE PREPARATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT /STATEMENT ADDRESSING ALL ISSUES RAISED THROUGH 
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION; (3.) PROCEEDING WITH PRELIMINARY 
ENGINEERING ON THE LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE; (4.) 
DEVELOPING AN INTERMODAL STATION IN ALL OF THE CITIES ALONG 
THE CORRIDOR TO BE SERVED BY THE METRO GOLD LINE INCLUDING A 
STATION IN THE CITY OF LA VERNE; (5.) EXPANDING BUS SERVICES AND 
BICYCLE, PEDESTRIAN, ANO AUTO P..CCESS FACILITIES AT EACH OF THE 
INTERMODAL STATIONS 

WHEREAS the City Council has previously indicated its support of the 
concept of light rail transit between the terminus of the Gold Line station in 
Pasadena extending eastward to the City of Claremont; and 

WHEREAS the right-of-way is located along the Burlington Northern Santa 
Fe/Blue Line Construction Authority tracks adjacent to the University of La Verne, 
Oldtown Lordsburg and near the San P.olo Business Park and Los Angeles 
County Fairplex; and 

WHEREAS the locally preferred alternative includes a station in the City of 
La Verne; and 

WHEREAS the City of La Verne has been an active. member of the Gold 
Line Phase ll Project Steering Committee since its inception; and 

WHEREAS the San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments (COG) and 
the Metro Blue Line Construction Authority (Authority) have conducted an 
Alternatives Analysi_s for extension of the Metro Gold Line from Pasadena to 
Claremont; and · 

WHEREAS the Alternatives Analysis evaluates a "no project" alternative, a 
bus rapid transit (BRT) and diesel multiple unit (DMU) trains serving the corridor; 
and 

WHEREAS the Project Steering Committee has reached consensus on 
goals, objectives, and measures of effectiveness concerning mobility, 
environmental issues, costs, and finance; has participated regularly in the 
evaluation of alternatives and has reached consensus on screening of 
alternatives; and 
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WHEREAS each of the eleven cities is defining a strategy for using Metro 
Gold Line as a tool to shape future transit-oriented development along the 
corridor which, for many of the cities, is contiguous to historic central business 
districts; and 

WHEREAS over two dozen public meetings have been held and many 
more are planned to discuss project alternatives and their role in each city's 
future; and 

WHEREAS public participation has demonstrated a preference for LRT 
over BRT or DMU as being more consistent with goals and objectives of the 
communities in the corridor, a finding supported by the Alternatives Analysis 
evaluation; and 

WHEREAS issues and concerns have been raised in the public 
participation process including noise, aesthetics/visual disturbance, traffic and 
congestion at intersections, parking impacts, financial impacts on the City, 
frequency of trains, and impacts from San Bernardino County riders; and 

WHEREAS, the Authority is joining with the COG to gain approval of 
federal matching funds to conduct preliminary engineering of the Metro Gold Line 
extension and address project impacts through an environmental impact report 
and statement; and 

WHEREAS before granting funds for further work the Federal Transit 
Administration requires adoption of a Locally Preferred Alternative. 

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY RESOLVED by the City Council of 
the City of La Verne as follows: 

Section 1. The City of La Verne supports the Locally Preferred Alternative 
consisting of: 

1. An extension of the Metro Gold Line (due fo open in 2003) light rail transit 
from its present terminus in eastern Pasadena to the City of Claremont; 

2. Preparing an EIR/EIS and conducting preliminary engineering on the 
Locally Preferred Alternative; 

3. Addressing in the EIR/EIS and preliminary engineering all environmental 
issues and concerns raised through public participation, and including the 
following: 

e Noise, especially horns on trains; 

Resolution No. 02-23 
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e Aesthetics and visual disturbance, especially poles and overhead 
wires; 

e Traffic and congestion at intersections; 
• Parking impacts on residential neighborhoods, downtown, and 

University of La Verne; 
• Financial impacts to the City to build a station and parking 

structure; 
e Impacts of train frequency; 
• Impact of riders coming from cities to the east without a station in 

Montclair; 

4. Developing an intermodal station in each of the cities along the extension 
to be served by the Metro Gold Line; and 

5. Expanding bus service and bicycle, pedestrian and auto access facilities 
at each of the intermodal stations .. 

Section 2. The Mayor shall sign and the City Clerk shall certify to the 
passage and adoption of this Resolution and thereupon the same shall take 
effect and be in force. 

APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 6th day of May, 2002. 

/SI JON BLICKENSTAFF 

Mayor of the City of La Verne 
ATTEST: 

/S/ N. KATHLEEN HAMM 

N. Kathleen Hamm, City Clerk 

Resolution No. 02-23 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) CITY CLERK'S CERTIFICATE 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ) ss. RE ADOPTION OF RESOLUTION 
CITY OF LA VERNE ) 

I, N. KATHLEEN HAMM, City Clerk of the City of La Verne, 
California, DO HEREBY CERTIFY that the forgoing Resolution No. 02-23 was duly 
adopted by said City Council at a regular meeting of the said City Council held on the 
6th day of May, 2002, and by the following vote to wit: · 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

ABSTAIN: 

(SEAL) 

Council Members: Harden, Gatti, Harvey, and Mayor Blickenstaff. 

Council Members: None. 

Council Members: Rodriguez. 

Council Members None. 

N.KATHLEEN HAMM 
City Clerk of the City of 
La Verne, California 

By Lupe Estrella · 
Deputy City Clerk 




