Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority

FINALDRAFT

San Fernando Valley North-South
Transit Corridor

Regionally Significant
Transportation Investment Study

March 6, 2003 Volume |




HE

4491
.S36
sS778
2003

V.l

=--dxld’
JUL 14 2005



San Fernando Valley
North-South Transit Corridor
Regionally Significant Transportation Investment

METRO Siudy

Final Droft

March 6, 2003

Prepared by: In assoclation with:
M Meyer, Mohaddes Associates, Inc. Gruen Associates
An iteris Compnay Hernandez, Kloone & ASSOCIGfeS
Transportation Management & Design
IBl Group

Ultrasystems Environmental Inc.
The Robert Group



TABLE OF CONTENTS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

CHAPTER 1: PURPOSE AND NEED

CHAPTER 2: ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

CHAPTER 3: PRELIMINARY SCREENING OF ALTERNATIVES
CHAPTER 4: REFINEMENT OF ALTERNATIVES

CHAPTER 5: EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

CHAPTER 6: FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Appendix A: Summary of Community Outreach Efforts
Appendix B: Plan Sheets of Alternatives
Appendix C: Cost Estmates

Appendix D: Cost Effectiveness Tables

San Femando Valley
North-South Transit Corridor
Reglonally Signlficant Transportation Investiment Study



Executive Summary

1. PURPOSE AND NEED

1.1 Introduction

The San Fernando Valley North-South Transit Corridor Study is belng undertaken by the Los
Angeles County Metiopolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) to assess the need for
improvements in north-south transit service in the Son Fernando Valley and to evaluate a
wide range of alternative improvements. The study area covers the area lillustrated in Figure
ES-1, generally extending from Ventura Boulevard on the south to the City of San Fernando
and Sylmar community on the north, and from Glenoaks Boulevard-Vineland Avenue on the
east to Topanga Canyon Boulevard on the west. |t includes only the portions of the San
Fernando Valley within the Cities of Los Angeles and San Fernando.

This study will follow the procedures for a Regionally Significant Transportation investment
Study (RSTIS), formerly known as a Magjor Investment Study (MIS), so that recommended
Improvements may be eligible for potential federal funds as well as state and local funds.
The RSTIS process begins with the identification and detailed assessment of the need for a
transportation improvement. It then evaluates a range of improvement alternatives that
would salisfy mobility needs, complemenied by a significant level of community
participation in the evaluation process, and results in a recommendation tor a locally
preferred alternative (LPA). The RSTIS will evaiuate future conditions In the year 2025 if
nothing Is Implemented beyond planned improvements (the No Project Alternative). It will
also evaluate lower-cost fransportation systems management (TSM) Improvements as well as
physical improvements and transit service enhancements on one or more north-south
corridors.

The San Fernando Valley (SFV) is served by the MTA bus transit system and the Metro Red Line
subway. Other municipal carrlers, such as Santa Clarita, Antelope Valley, Simi Valley, VISTA
Connejo Connection, and LADOT DASH and Commuter Express, also provide bus transit
services in and through the study area. Simillarly, the Southern California Regional Rail
Authority (SCRRA) operates two Metrolink commuter rail lines through the San Fernando
Valley, one of which, the Ventura County line is shared with Amtrak service. In 2000, the MTA
inftiated the Ventura Boulevard Metro Rapid Bus service which provides an east-west
Improved transit connection between the Universal City Red Line Station and the Wamer
Center Transit Center In Woodland Hllls. The San Fernando Valley Metro Rapid Transitway
project Is scheduled to begin service in 2005 along a dedicated busway on the MTA-owned,
tormer Southern Pacific (Burbank-Chandler) right-cf-way, providing another improved east-
west fransit connection between the North Hollywood Red Line station and Warner Center,
connecting various activity centers. This RSTIS will seek ways to enhance north-south bus
service in the San Femmando Valley to befter connect with all these transtt services and
enhance mobillity for Valley residents and workers.

ES-1
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Executive Summary

1.2 Sefting

The need for a transportation improvement can be driven by a number of factors. These
Include relieving congestion, providing transportation options to persons without a car,
enhancing connectivity of fransportation facilities, better serving land uses and public and
private activity centers, increasing the efficiency of transit services, or making transit service
more accessible and aesthetically pleasing to use. This section addresses the existing and
future transportation conditions in the San Femando Valley, which indicate that
improvements to north-south transit service are needed.

Regional Context

There are several regional transportation facllities existing or planned in the San Fernando
Valley. One of the purposes of a North-South Transit corridor would be to provide connectivity
to these facilities.

Inter-County Transit Connections

Regional transportation services, which extend between counties, include the inter-county
commuter rail network, Metrolink, operated by the Southern California Regional Rail Authority
(SCRRA) and Amtrak service, which operates daily trains between San Diego and northemn
Cadlifornia, but which also offers more frequent service between San Diego and Santa
Barbara. Two Metrolink lines traverse the San Fernando Valley, the Ventura County Line and
the Paimdale/Lancaster Line. The Ventura County Line extends diagonally across the Valley
from Chatsworth to Burbank. The Paimdale/Lancaster line parallels San Femando Road In
the eastern portion of the Valley. The Amtrak route uses the same rail line as the Ventura
County line. The Metro Rall and Rapid Bus systems in Los Angeles also carry longer-distance
trips throughout the County. Figure ES-2 illustrates these regional transit facilities. It is clear
that the majority of the regional transit service in the San Fernando Valley is generally east-
west oriented. Additional high-capactily north-south service, beyond the planned Van Nuys
Metro Rapid Bus, would greally enhance the connectivity of large sections of the Valley to
the regional transportation system,

MTA Long Range Plan

The 2001 Long-Range Transportation Plon for Los Angeles County prepared by the MIA,
looks at the transportation needs of the County over the next twenty-five years. It includes
recommendations for a Baseline Plan, which includes projects already approved by the MTA
Board, a Constrained Plan, which includes projects that can be funded with funds available
for allocation over the next twenty-five years, and a Strateglc Plan, that Includes high priority
projects that would be funded if more revenue becomes avallable. The San Fernando
Valley North-South Transit Corridor is Included in the Constrained Plon without the
identlfication of a specific route, indicating that policy makers see a need for a high-
capacity north-south transit project in the Valley. In addition to the North-South Transit
Corridor, the Constralned Plan includes 22 additional Metro Rapid Bus routes and the
Strategic Plan Includes 14 additional Metro Rapid routes. In the San Femando Valiey,
beyond the planned Van Nuys Boulevard and Lankershim-San Fernando Road Metro Rapid
Bus routes, candidate lines include Roscoe Boulevard and Vineland Avenue. A Five-Year
Implementation Pian for Meiro Rapid Service was approved by the MTA Board In September,
2002. It includes funding for the Van Nuys and San Femando-Lankershim routes. The Roscoe
Boulevard route was not approved for Phase Il funding by the MTA Board, however.

ES-3
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Reglonal Transportation Pian

The 2001 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Update, Community Link 21, was prepared by
the Southern Californla Assoclation of Governments (SCAG) and adopted by the Regional
Council, It Is currently being updoted and will be approved in 2004. |t Is consistent with the
MTA Long Range Plan, as far as planned transit projects in the San Femando Valley. In
addition, the RIP also proposes a Metro Rapid Bus route on the San Diego Freeway,
extending south from the Ventura Mefro Rapid Bus.

1.3.2 Demographics

Population and Employment Growth Trends

Llos Angeles County Is the most populous counfy In California. The County Is estimated to
have had approximately 9.5 millon residents in 2000, and is anticipated to have
approximately 12.3 million residents in 2025. This represents a growth of over 29 percent
over 25 years.

Tne City of Los Angeles Is the second most populous city in the United States, and the most
populous In the State of California. Los Angeles was home to approximately 3.8 milliion
people in the year 2000, according fo the 2000 Census, and Is predicted to grow to over 4.7
million people by the year 2025, representing 28 percent growth in that 25 year time frame.

The San Fernando Valley was originally developed as an agricultural area. It became a
suburb of Los Angeles as an affordable living option for workers commuting into downtown
Los Angeles and elsewhere in the County. [n the 1980's, major empioyment centers located
in the Valley, however, many residents continued to commute to their Jobs while residents
from other areas began commuting into the Valley. This resulted in a very large population
and rapid job growth In the Valley, and a heavy patiern of commuting throughout the area.

Table ES -1 shows that in the year 2000, 1,317,334 people lived in the San Fernando Valley.
By 2025, this area is predicted to have o population of 1,668,549 people, an increase of
over 351,000 people or approximately 31 percent.

Employment in the San Fernando Valley is also expected to grow steadily as well (see Table
ES-1). In 2000, there were 555,960 |obs in the Valley. By the year 2025, the numbers of jobs
in the Valley Is expected to have grown to 647,989, a 17 percent increase.

Table ES-1: Population and Employment Changes from 1997 to 2025

e e o e T Sk b | 1997:20253¢
Population

San Fernando Valley | 1,278,281 | 1,317,334 | 1,382,728 | 1,446,486 | 1,510,047 | 1,591,567 | 1,668,549 N%

CHy of Los Angeles 3,700,895 | 3,809,850 | 3,992,073 | 4,148,566 | 4,306,692 | 4,523,452 | 4,742,540 28%
Employment

San Fernando Volley 555,462 555,960 579,593 | 603,475| 619,773 631,158 647,989 17%

City of Los Angeles 1,751,951 | 1,762,085 | 1,833,650 | 1,901,025| 1,946,942 1,979,969 | 2,023,641 16%

Source: Projections based on Data from the Southem Callfomnia Association of Governments' (SCAG) 2001 Reglonal
Trasnportation Plan, SCAG, Aprll 2001.

ES-S
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In summary, the San Fernando Valley and the City of Los Angeles, have been growing
steadily for the past several years and are expected to continue to do so throughout the next
23 years, with growth In the Valley outpaces the City as a whole, The potential North-South
transit conldors are in close proximity o a substantial fraction of the population of the San
Fernondo Valley, and willl only grow in importance as the population and employment of the
San Fernando Valley grows.

Figures ES-3 through ES-6 lllustrate additional socioeconomic data that provide indicators of
potentlal fransit ridership. Figure ES-3 shows population density by census tracts. The darker
colors indicate a higher concentration of popuiation. The highest population densities are
concentrated In the Panorama Clty and North Hills areas along Sepulveda Boulevard and
Van Nuys Boulevard, but there are also concentrations of population density along Vineland
Avenue, Lankershim Boulevard and in Canoga Park and Tarzana. These are the same
general areas where persons under 15 and over 64 (Figure ES-4), those most likely to need to
use transit because they cannot drive, are concentrated.

Employment densities are lllustrated In Figure ES-5. The areas with the highest densities of
jobs are generally located In the southern half of the Valley, in Wamer Center, the Media
District in the Universal City-Burbank area and along Ventura Boulevard. There Is also a
concentation of jobs along the Metrolink line in the center of the Valley, including the Van
Nuys government center, industrial areas west of the |-405 aond in the Chatsworth area.
North-south transit improvements would help residents of the northem portions of the Valley
get to the employment centers fo the south.

Figure ES-6 illustrates data from the Southern Califoria Association of Governments (SCAG)
travel demand forecasting model. It shows the Traffic Analysls Zones (TAZs) In the San
Fernando Valley with a high transit mode split. The areas of high transit usage are most
heavily concentrated in the East Valley, including the City of San Fernando. There are also
areas of high transit usage in the West Valley along Topanga Canyon Boulevard and along
Reseda Boulevard and around CSUN.

ES-6
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Executive Summary

Transh Service & Ridership Patterns

MTA transit service throughout the Valley Is comprised of 23 local bus routes {five of them
have branches adding up to 28 local bus routes). In addition, there Is one limited-stop bus
service (line 394, branch of local route 94) between Sylmar and Downtown Los Angeles, four
express service routes (three of them branches of other local routes), and a Metro Rapld Bus
line along Ventura Boulevard. Other public bus transit operators include Antelope Valley
Transit Authority (AVTA), Santa Clarita Transit, Simi Valley Transit, VISTA Conejo Connection, and
DASH and Commuter Express buses operated by LADOT. Greyhound service Is also available
at the North Hollywood Greyhound Station. Complementaty rail services, the Metro Red
Line subway stations at Universal City and North Hollywood and two Metrolink commuter rall
lines cross the Valley on their way to Ventura and Lancaster to/frorn Downtown Union Station,
also provide transit service to Valley residents.

The MTA bus service network has been established In a grid pattem with most of the routes
focused on both east-west and north-south arterlals (see Existing Transit Network Figure ES- 7).
Despite the fact that the bus network covers all major arterials, bus service Is not provided
evenly throughout the Valiey (see Table ES-2 Existing MTA Transit Service).

Table ES-2
Peak
Service | oute Route
Number
Headway Peak
156 Panorama City - North Hollywood 5 :
94 - 394 San Femando Road 6 12 5
5to 10 |233-561  |Lakeview Terracs - Van Nuys 8 SRR
Minutes | 150 Wamer Centsr - Universal City 8 3§ 15
240 Reseda-Ventura Bl 24 24 24 §%010 an o beos L S0l 24
750 Warner Canter - Universal City 16 16 15 8 12 L1 it 5 12
92-93 Glenoaks BI. - Brand BI. 24 24 24 10 - 20 s 1203 51T 30 20
50- 91 Foothil BI. - Glendale Ave. (S 18 8 5 0 0. [0 50 40
96 Sherman Oaks - Burbank 15 14 13 15 30 30 { 3 | 30
184 -185  |Victory BI. - Burbank TC 17 16 16 15 20 25 |Ewase |8 80 30
110 20 |188 Lankershim BI. - Chatsworth TC 18 15 14 15 30 0 | 30 | 60 30
o 20 Qas-z:u Sepulveda BI. - Sayre S, 18 17 18 s | 20 | 0 | 4 | %
30 Laurel Canyon 8|, 18 18 15 15 30 30 30 | 40§
163 Sherman Way - Holtywood 19 18 17 18 2 { 3 25 | 30 2
152 Roscoe Bl. - Burbank 18 17 18 20 - 20 . 30 30 30 L30
426 San Femando - Wilshire 12 - - 20 - - - -
410 San Femando - Los Angefas 2 - 25 o5 i - =
154 Tampa Ave. - Burbank 14 13 - a0 60 80 80, - -
21t0 30 |158 Devonshire St - Woodman Ave. 14 13 12 30 60 | B0 | 45 . 45
Minutes |236 Baiboa Bl.- Woodiey Ave. 13 13 1 30 60 80 €0 .80
245 Chatsworth TC - Valiey Circle 15 13 11 30 45 80 80 80
418 Canoga Park - Los Angeles 13 - - 30 - - i i
11 1o 45 | 243 Chatswork TC - Winnetka Ave. 14 . . -3 g = i =
Minutes | 167 Plummer St. - Chatsworth TC 17 17 7 45. 1. €0 80 60
239 White Oak Ave, - Rinald) St. 13 13 11 45 60 80 - .80 80
4510 80 |15 Westlake Viflage - Woodland Hills 13 11 19 50 80 30 Fanens
o |ree Chatsworlh TC - Parton St B3| - Freaiileslenliil Rai Bei i
Sounce: LACMTA June 3, 2001 Shake-up.

ES-12
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Executive Summary

The Existing Transit Service Table ES-2, above, shows that local routes have varying service
hours and varying service frequencies. The table also shows that routes providing more
service (5-10 minute headways) are those along Ventura Boulevard, Reseda Boulevard, Van
Nuys Boulevard, Burbank Boulevard, San Fernando Road, and Glenoaks Boulevard, which
are the comidors that provide direct or connecting regional fransit service through the
Sepulveda and Cahuenga Passes to Los Angeles, or to Glendale and Downtown Los Angeles
via Burbank (see Existing Transit Service Figure ES-8). The second-best service frequency (11 -
20 minutes) comprises bus routes that provide service throughout the Valley, with service in
both north-south (Sepulveda Boulevard and Laurel Canyon Boulevard) and east-west
(Nordhoff Boulevard, Roscoe Boulevard, Sherman Way, Vanowen Boulevard, and Victory
Boulevard) directions. Many of the east-west lines also have a north-south segment In the
east end of the Valley (Lankershim Boulevard, Glenoaks Boulevard, and Vineland Avenue)
which connects them to the Metro Red Line siations.

An analysis of the Existing Transit Service in Figure ES-8, as opposed to the Existing Transit
Network Figure ES-7, shows that there is more service In the East Valley, in terms of both
service hours and service frequency. Additionally, it shows that the southeast parnt of the San
Fernando Valley (North Hollywood and Universal City) contains many major bus routes
connecting to the Metro Red Line.

The transit services provided by the other municipal operators which serve the Valley are
typically longer-distance commute services connecting outlying suburbs with Warner Center.
In addition, DASH shuttle services are provided by LADOT in Sherman Oaks, Van Nuys/Studio
City, Panorama City and Warner Center.

Existing Ridership In the San Fernando Valley

The Existing Transit Ridership in the San Fernando Valley, lllustrated in Figure ES-9, shows that
ridership Is highest in the East Vaolley and, with the exception of Ventura Boulevard, that It is
highest on the north-south routes (Van Nuys Boulevard, Sepulveda Boulevard, Vineland
. Avenue, Lankershim Boulevard, Lourel Canyon Boulevard, and San Fernaondo Road).
Ridership is also high on north-south comidors within the West Valley (Topanga Canyon
Boulevard, De Soto Boulevard, and Reseda Boulevard). Some important east-west corridors
are Roscoe Boulevard, Sherman Way, Vanowen Boulevard, Victory Boulevard, and Burbank
Boulevard.

While rdership Is exiremely high throughout the southeast Valley, there are very few
boardings in the northwest, except at major intersections.

These observations are based on ridership data that has been updated with 2002 data from
the MTA Automated Passenger Count (APC) system.

ES-13
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1.3 Community input

Public input has been received at a combination of informational brieflngs at the regularly
scheduled meetings of targeted stakeholder groups as well as at a serles of public
workshops/open houses. The public Input approach considers reaching stakeholders that
are both diverse (in terms of language, socio-economics and interest group) as well as
geographically spread-out. This Is supported by a number of message dissemination tools
including Fact Sheets/Project Updates, a Study information line, web page and publicity
(advertisements, on-board “take ones” and direct mail to the project database).

Stakeholder groups targeted for thelr input into the Study has Included, at minimum:
Elected officials

Neighborhood Councils

Planning Councils

Local and reglonal environmental groups
Transportation interest & advocacy groups
Business interests & Chambers of Commerce
Real estate developers & major property owners
Homeowners Assoclations

Schools and other Educational Institutions
Shopping Centers

Rellgious Institutions and organizations

Clvic organizations & and community groups
Major Employers/Key Destinations

VVYVVYVVVYVYVVY

Stakeholder Meetings

Stakeholder meetings were conducted throughout the RSTIS phase to raise awareness of the
Study and to provide updates as the project progressed. A log of comments and action
items has been recorded as meetings were conducted.

Public Open Houses

Two sets of three open houses/workshops during the RSTIS phase were conducted at
locations geographically spread across the region, as follows:

» Northeast - San Fernando/Pacoima areq

> Southeast -~ Shermman Oaks /Studio City/North Hollywood area

> West — Warner Center/Reseda/Northridge area

These public workshops were timed to coinclde with the milestones of paramount concern to
impacted communities, in September 2002 and December 2002. Translation services for all
community workshops were provided.

The feedback from the public was supportive of the need for improvements in north-south
transit service. There was wide support for selecting more than one of the alternatives for
Implementation. Members of the public were supportive of each of the alternatives. There
was also support expressed for improved feeder service and extensions to the routes in the
Sylmar area. The connection from the City of San Fernando to CSUN was strongly supporied
as well as the extension of service to Westwood.

ES-16
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Project Goals and Objectives

The addlition of high-capacity North-South service beyond the planned Van Nuys Rapid Bus,
would greatly enhance the connectivity of large sections of the valley to the reglonal
transportation system. This project has as its goals and objectives the following:

Improve N-S mobllity in the SFV

. Support Land use and development goals

3. Maximize Community input, i.e., define the project in a manner that it Is
responsive o community and policy makers

4. Provide a transportation project that is compatible whth and enhances the
physical environment wherever possible

5. Provide a transporiation improvement project that minimizes Impacts on the
communlty

6. Provide a transporiation project that is cost-effective and within the ability of MTA

to fund, including capital and operating costs.

o

These goals and objectives have been defined to guide the development and evaluation of
allernatives. They have been developed from the fransportation and land use goals and
objectives of the participating government agencies and are consistent with other fransit
improvements being planned in Los Angeles County.

ES-17
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1. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED
Development Of Alternctives

Transit improvements that will meet the needs for improved north-south service in the San
Fernando Valley have been identified. The Valley is a large areq, so 1t Is difficult to serve all
of them with any single alternative. Numerous north-south coriidors were investigated to
determine which could most benefit from increased transit service and which would be least
impacted by the service.

The No Project Alternative includes improvements programmed for implementation in the San
Fernando Valley over approximately the next three to five years.

The alternatives presented in this chapter of the RSTIS have been developed in consultation
with the Cities of Los Angeles and San Femando, Metrolink, MTA Planning and Valley Sector
staff, representatives of elected representatives of the Valley at all levels of government, and
the publlic, at the first round of workshops in September 2002. They have been refined based
on this technical and policy input.

Description Of Alternatives

No Project Atternative

The following projects will be assumed to be included in the "No Project™ Alternative for the
North-South San Fernando Valley Transit Comidor Regionally Significant Transportation
Investment Study:

San Fernando Valley Metro Rapid Transitway Project - A 14-mile dedicated busway from the
North Hollywood Red Line Station to Wamner Center, operating primarily on the former
Southern Paclific rallrood right-of-way, will be implemented by the MTA. The estimated
opening date for the busway is 2005.

Van Nuys Boulevard Mefro Rapid Bus Service — The MTA will be implementing Metro Rapid Bus
service on Van Nuys Boulevard similar fo the service on Ventura Boulevard. It will include new
vehicles, limited stops with upgraded physical amenities, and transit signal priority at
intersections. This service Is planned to be implemented in 2003 extending from Ventura
Boulevard north to Foothlil Boulevard.

Lankershim-San Fernando Mefro Rapid Bus - Mefro Rapid Bus service is scheduled for
Lankershim Boulevard and San Fernando Road in 2007. It will extend from the Sylmar/San
Fernando Metrolink Station to the Universal City Metro Red Line station. The City of Los
Angeles will implement Infrastructure improvements and traffic signal modifications along
both the Van Nuys Boulevard and San Fernando Road in preparation for Rapid Bus service.

Wamer Center Transit Hub - A transit hub will be builit on Owensmouth Avenue on the block
between Oxnard Street and Erwin Street. The facllity is designed to serve as the primary west
Valley fransit terminal for MTA buses (including the Ventura Boulevard Metro Ropld Bus and
the SFV Metro Rapld Transitway), LADOT Commuter Express, Simi Valley, Antelope Valley,
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Santa Clarita and Ventura County transit services. Construction Is scheduled fo begin in
early 2003.

There are three parking-related improvements:

e Van Nuys Amtrak/Metrolink Station Parking Expansion
¢ Northridge Metrolink Station Pedestrian and Parking Improvements
o Chatlsworth Metrolink Station Parking Expansion.

The No Project Alternative serves as the Baseline against which the relative benefits, costs,
and performance of the other alternatives will be considered. The Baseline Alternative is
consistent with the adopted MTA Long Range Plan.

Alternative 1: Transportation Systems Management Alternative

A Transportation Systems Management (ISM) is designed to identify low-cost, easily
implementable improvements as an alternative to construction of more-expensive
alternatives. The San Fernando North-South Transit Cormldor TSM Alternative entails providing
additional transit service on existing MTA north-south transit routes, in order to further reduce
transit headways by the TSM Alternative in comparison to the No Build Alternative. Figure ES-
10 illustrates the TSM alternative.

Alternative 2: Rapid Bus Altemative

The Rapld Bus Alternative further improves transit service on arterial streets, bullding upon the
headway improvements in the TSM Alternative and adding Rapid Bus service on the following
routes:

» North Hollywood Red Line Siafion to Warner Center Transtt Hub via Vineland, Roscoe
and Topanga Canyon Boulevards

« Ventura Boulevard to Sylmar/San Femando Metrolink Statfion vio Reseda Boulevard,
Devonshire Boulevard, Sepulveda Boulevard, Brand Boulevard, and San fernando
Road

Figure ES-11 illustrates the Rapid Bus Alternative.
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Alternatives 3 through 12 — Comidor Alternatives
The following describes each of the corridor alternatives for the North-South San Fernando
Valley Transit Corridor. The routes are illustrated on Figure ES-12.

Alternative 3: Glenoaks Boulevard

Description of Proposed Route — This route would be located primarily on Glenoaks
Boulevard extending from the Sylmar/San Fernando Metrolink Station to Vineland Avenue in
Sunland. The route would then turn south on Vineland Avenue to connect to the Universal City
Metro Red Line Station and the Ventura Metro Rapid bus.

Alternative 4: Vineland Avenue - San Fernando Road

Description of Proposed Route - This route would be located primarily on San Fernando Road
from the Sylmor/San Fernando Metrolink Station to Vineland Avenue in Sunland. The route
would then turn south on Vinelond Avenue to connect to Ventura Boulevard and the Universal
Clty Metro Red Line Station.

Alternative 5: Lankershim Boulevard - San Femando Road

Description of Proposed Route — This route would be located primarily on San Femando
Road, extending from the Syimar/San Fernando Metrolink station to Lankershim Boulevard
then south to connect to the North Hollywood Metro Red Line Station, the San Fernando
Valley E-W Transitway and the Universal City Metro Red Line Station.

Alternative 6: Van Nuys Boulevard — San Fernando Road

Description of Proposed Route — This Route would operate on San Fernando Road extending
from the Sylmar/San Fernando Metrolink Station o Van Nuys Boulevard in the Pacoima area.
The route would then turn south on Van Nuys Boulevard to Vesper Avenue where it furns due
south and connect to the Ventura Boulevard Metro Rapid Bus Line. An option would extend
Van Nuys to Foothill Boulevard, then to Hubbard Avenue in San Fernando to the Sylmar/San
Fernando Station.

Altemative 7: Sepulveda Boulevard

Description of Proposed Route — This route begins at the Ventura Boulevard Metro Rapid Bus
line and extends north to Brand Boulevard (north of the Route 118 Freeway) then on Brand
Boulevard to San Fermnando Road and terminaies at the Sylmar / San Femando Metrolink
Station.

Alternative 8: San Diego Freeway (I-405)

Description of Proposed Route - This route would begin at the Sylmar/San Fernando Metrolink
Station and proceed on San Fernando Road to Mission Boulevard to Rinaldi Street then on
the 1-405 Freeway south to Roscoe Boulevard where the route exits to a station then proceeds
south on the [-405 to Victory Boulevard and the SFV Metro Rapld Transitway. The route would
then proceed south to Ventura Boulevard Metro Rapid Bus Stations, then back on the 1-405 to
the Wilshire Boulevard Metro Rapid Bus Line.
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Alfernative 9: Woodley Avenue

Description of Proposed Route — The route begins at Ventura Boulevard Metro Rapid Bus on
Sepulveda Boulevard and proceeds northerly to the SFV Metro Rapld Transitway to Woodley
Avenue at Victory Boulevard. It then turns north on Woodley Avenue north to Rinaldi, where it
turns easterly to San Fernando Road (via Mission Boulevard), and then to the Syimar/San
Fernando Metrolink Station.

Alternative 10: Reseda Boulevard

Descripfion of Proposed Route - This route begins at the Ventura Boulevard Metro Rapid Bus
Line and the route proceeds norherly to California State University at Northridge, where it
enters the campus and exits to Nordhoff and proceeds easterly to Woodley Avenue,
northerly to Plummer Stheet, easterly to Sepuiveda Boulevard and then north fo Brand
Boulevard and San Fernando Road to the Syimar/San Fernando Metrolink Station.

Alterngtive 11: Canoga Avenue

Description of Proposed Route — The Route begins at the Wamer Center Transit Center
connection to the Valley E-W Transitway, and proceeds north on Variel Avenue tfo the
abandoned Rail Road right-of-way, which parallels Canoga Avenue. The route proceeds
north on the Rall Road right-of-way to Plummer Street, where a grade separation crosses over
the Metrolink/Amtrak lines o Lassen and stops at the Chatsworth Metrolink Station.

Alternative 12: Topanga Canyon Boulevard

Description of Proposed Route — The route begins at the Warner Center Transit Center, uses
Erwin Street to Topanga Canyon Boulevard, then northerly as a bus In mixed-flow route to
Lassen Street then to the Chatsworth Metrolink Station.
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3. PRELIMINARY SCREENING OF ALTERNATIVES
3.1 Overview of Screening Process

In order o reduce the number of alternatives down o a more manageable set of
altematives, a qualftative assessment of the corridors was conducted. The screening process
included the eleven corrldor options described Iin Chapter 2. It was always the intention to
assess lower-cost TSM and Rapld Bus Aliernatives In the RSTIS, and a No-Project Alternative is
a mandatory element of a RSTIS, so these alternatives were not subject to the corridor
screening process.

When the preliminary screening was conducted, details such as locations of siations,
dedlcated lanes ond other physical improvements on each corridor had not yet been
developed. This Initial screening process was intended to be a higher-leve! screening
process that would identify any fatal flaws In a corridor that would make it inappropriate for
high-capacity transit service and to identify which corridors appeared to wanrant more
detailed analysis. This initial scope was designed to Identify the four or five routes (as well as
the other three options mentioned) that represented the highest opportunity for success and
cost-effectiveness, based on a number of evaluation criteria. These remaining cornidors
were then taken to the next step, in terms of developing detailed plans for the improvements
on each corridor (Chapter 4) and then evaluated in greater defail in Chapter 5.

3.2 Methodology

Nineteen evaluation criteria were developed which adllowed the team to qualitatively
assess how well the cormridors would meet the goals and objectives of the project. The
evaluation criteria included:

Serves Poputation Density

Serves Employment Density

Serves Transit Dependent Population

Serves Activity Centers

Consistency with General Plans

Enhances Redevelopment Project Potentiol
Utilizes Existing Transit Signat Priority

Serves High Traffic Volume Cormidor

Complements Existing Transit Routes

Exhibits High Ridership Potential

Enhances Network Connectivity

Enhances Connections Beyond San Femando Valley
Consistency with Long Range Transportation Plans
Opportunities for Urban Design Enhancements
Serves Transit/Pedestrian Oriented Development
Cost-Effectiveness

Input from Policy Makers

Input from the Public

® & & & & & & 4 & & * & s o
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For each of these evaluation criteria, the alternatives were ranked relative to one
another as high, medium or low. Given the preliminary nature of the evaluation process
at this point, no attempt was made to quantify the measures, but rather based on
engineering judgement and knowledge of the study area, the cormridors were rated
relative to one another on how they would best perform on each evaluation criteria

Table ES-3 provides the preliminary coridor evaluation for all Aiternatives.

Table ES-3. Preliminary Corridor Evaluation
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Table ES-4 indicates those alternatives that scored highly and were retained for further study
and those that were dropped from further consideration based on the preliminary screening
analysis.

In addition to the No Project Alternative, the TSM and Rapid Bus Alternatives were retained for
further analysls as lower-cost options to the north-south corridors. The Lankershim, Van Nuys,
Sepulveda, Reseda (service all the way to Sylmar/San Fernando) and Canoga Railroad
Right-of-Way corridors were retalned for further study. These alternatives all had a rating of
34 or above. At this point in the RSTIS process, the corridors were evaluated gualitatively in
order to tocus the remainder of the study on specific projects in those corridors. The corridors
eliminated from further study could be served by other types of fransit, such as local bus
service or express bus service, but did not appear fo wammant further investigation for
dedicated bus lanes.

Table ES-4. Preliminary Screening Results

RIDOR ALTERNATVES | o SCORE: - ICOMMENTS
etained for Fuither Studly 0
o Project (Baseline) Mandasory inciusion; Necessary o compare Etfects of Aitematives
M 346 L ow cosl, wide service area benefits
apld Bus 38 Low cost, wide distribution of Rapid Bus throughout San
Femando Valiey
onkershim Bivd. 46 %opld Bus sigral prionty programmed, polential
dedicated tanes
‘an Nuys Blvd. 53 Rapld Bus signal prority programmed, serves many major activity

centers, has established fransit demand, potential for a
Wilshire connection.

ulveda Bivd. 38 Potential NB dedicated lane, potential

for a Wllshire connection, redevelopment potential.

Lesedo Blvd. (Extended Line) 37 Ridership potential; Serves CSUN
anoga Rallroad Right-of-Way 34 MTA-owned, oft-street, 24-hour dedicated ianes,
provides a possible extension of East-West Transiiway, hcs
limlted sireet pcarking and traffic impacts
Refained tor Further Study
lenoaks Bivd. 28 .ow denslty, ridership, single famity home Impacts, duplicailon of
LankershimySan Fernando Rapid Bus line.
neland Ave. 33 SFDU impacts, duplicatlon of LankershimySF Rapid Bus
I-405 30 Limited stops potential In San Femando Vallsy, limited
Origins/Destinations, Primarlly serves long-distance trips
Better suited for commute-onty express seivice
Wocdiey Ave. 23 Low density, limied ridership potential, SFDU Impacts
eseda Blvd. (short ling) 30 Dedlcated one difficutt, limited Intermodal connections
State Highway. - Calirans operafed (presents design standards challenges),
[[panga Canyen B, 28 ledicated lane Issues, limited ridership and aciivity centers.
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4. REFINEMENT OF CORRIDOR ALTERNATIVES

Subsequent fo the preliminary screening process, which reduced the number of the viable
transit corridors to five aiternatives, the specific details of the physical and operational
improvements possible along each coiridor were developed. The improvements Included
identification of station locations, areas where dedicoted lanes were feasible, parking,
accessibillty improvements, landscape and urban design features, and other fraffic
englineering improvements to enhance bus speeds. The refinement of the alternatives was
conducted through a collaborative process with local jurisdictions, Metrolink, and the public.

4.1 Process To Refine Alternatives

Meetings With Local Jurisdictions

Workings sesslons were held with LADOT and City of San Fernando staff to define the physical
improvements along each alignment. Aerial photographs and “"As Built” signing and striping
plans for each roadway were reviewed to determine where dedicated bus-only lanes were
feasible and where stations could be located.

Meetings With MTA San Fernando Valley Translt Sector Staft

Working sessions were aiso held with MTA San Fernando Valley Transit Sector staff to Identify
fransit operations Improvements, bus stop locations, and maintenance facllity requirements.

Public Workshops

A second round of public workshops was held in December 2002 to present the refined
allermnatives to the public, and to obtain feedback on the detalls of the alternatives.

4.2 Final List Of Transportatiori Improvements By Alternative

The physical improvements included in each alternative were defined and compared to the
Transporiation System Management (TSM) and Rapid Bus Alternatives. The station design
elements and other urban design and landscaping improvements were also defined. The
operations plans assumed for each of the alternatives were similar to provide a common
basls for modellng the demand for travel of each coridor. Those assumptions were that the
buses would operate at 5.0-minute heacdways In the peak periods and 10.0-minute
headways in the off peak.

Figure ES-13 lllustrates the final five “bulld” alternatives.

Canoga Avenue Railroad Right-of-Way

The southern terminus of the route begins at the Warner Center Transit Center on
Owensmouth Avenue and runs on street In mixed flow to the planned westem terminus of the
SFV Mefro Rapid Transitway at the intersection of Variel Avenue/Victory Boulevard. From
there, It proceeds north along the MTA-owned abandoned railroad right-of-way. The route
proceeds north on the rallroad right-of-way to Plummer Street, which either (1) a grade
separation could cross over the Metrolink/Amtrak rall lines to continue the busway to Lassen
Street, or (2) the route would travel on-sireet In mixed flow via Plummer Street, Owensmouth
Avenue and Lassen Street to the Chatsworth Metrolink Station.
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Reseda Boulevard

This route begins at the Ventura Boulevard Metro Rapid Bus Line and proceeds northerly to
California State Unlversity, Northridge (CSUN), to Nordhott Street and proceeds easterly to
Woodley Avenue, northerly to Plummer Street, easterly to Sepuiveda Boulevard and then
north to Brand Boulevard ond Truman Street to the Sylmar/San Fernando Metrolink Station.

The operations plan for this alternative calls for the buses to travel In mixed flow, so there is no
additional right-of-way required, nor conversion of a travel or parking lane to a dedicated
bus lane.

Sepulveda Boulevard

This route begins at the Ventura Boulevard Metro Rapid Bus line and extends north on
Sepulveda Boulevard to Brand Boulevard then easteily to Truman Street and terminates at
the Sylmar/San Femando Metrolink Station. The alfemative Includes the implementation of a
PM peak period northbound bus lane in the curb lone by restriping the street from Ventura
Boulevard to Chatsworth Street. Parking would be prohibited in the east curb lane which
would be signed for the use of buses and right turns only during PM peak hours. Figure ES-14
iustrates how such a facllity has been implemented on Figueroa Street In dowintown Los
Angeles.
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In order to provide room for the northbound bus lane through two intersections at Burbank
Boulevard and Sherman Way, where dual left turn lanes exist, some additional right-of-way
will be required to accommodate roadway widening on the intersection approaches. North
of Parthenia Street, a dedicated bus lane can be provided In each direction to Chatsworth
Street.

Van Nuys Boulevard

This Alternative builds upon the Van Nuys Mefro Rapid Bus, which is scheduled for
implementation in June 2003. This alternative includes the exiension of the service to the
Syimar/San Fernando Metrolink Station via Foothill Boulevard and Hubbard Street. This
extension would add stations at Foothil/Amoyo Avenue and at Hubbard/Glen Oaks
Boulevard.

Intersection improvements at Parthenia and Chandler Boulevard will improve bus flow
through these intersections by providing short segments of bus-only lanes fo allow buses to
pass vehicles queued at the traffic signals.

The City of Los Angeles is working with Caltrans on an interchange improvement project at
the Van Nuys Boulevard interchange on the 101 Freeway. A confribution of $5 Million is
Included in the costs for this alternative to help implement the interchange project in order fo
Improve Metro Rapid Bus speeds through: the interchange area.

At nine of the stations along the route, the sidewalk adjacent to the bus stop will be widened
to provide a larger area for the station canopy and other street furniture and landscaping.

San Fernando Road — Lankershim Boulevard

This route would be located primarily on San Fernando Road, extending from the Sylmar/San
Femando Metrolink Station to Lankershim Boulevard then south fo conhnect to the North
Hollywood Mefro Red Line Station, the San Fernando Valley East-West Transitway and the
Universal City Metro Red Line Station. It includes improvements to the planned Lankershim-
San Fernando Metro Rapid Bus service described earlier, which will begin service in 2006. A
third lane in each direction dedicated to buses and right turns only can be provided on
Lankershim Boulevard by prohibliing parking during peak periods and restriping the street.
Such lanes could be provided from San Fernando Road, south to Cahuenga Boulevard.
LADOT has also requested that an alternative also be considered which would narrow the
sidewalk on the west side of the street from 15-feet to 10-feet in order to provide a standard
40-foot half-street cross section.
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4.3 Station Design And Accessibility
Siation Design Concept

Statlons for the North-South corridors are multipurpose
facilities, providing:

- Shelter, comfort and amenities for waiting riders

- Space for buses fo safely stop and reenter
tcaffic

- Multi-modal interface beiween transit riders,
pedestrians, and cyclists

- System information (system maps, varlable
message signs, etc.)

» Information about the surrounding area
(neighborhood maps, station names, etc.)

) Safety and security for transit users and
passersby (i.e. lighting)

. Integration with the sumounding bullt
environment

The design of the station and its component pleces
address these varied functional requirements. For the
North-South corridors, two types of stations have been
consldered:

(1) On-street stations would be based upon the
Metro Rapid Bus canopy design with additional
enhancements. These on-street stations would
be ullized along the Reseda, Sepulveda, Van
Nuys, and Lankershim/San Fernando corridors.

(2) For the exclusive transitway aliernative being
considered along the Canoga rallroad right-of-
way, stations similar to those used for the SFV
Metro Rapid Transitway would be utilized.

On-Street Stations

The on-street station design proposed for the Resedq,
Sepulveda, Van Nuys, and Lankershim corridors would
be a based on standard Metro Rapid Bus stations with
additional design refinements and enhancements.
Station locations were selected to maximize ridership
olong the corridor while keeping station spacing about
once per mile in order to reduce overall trip times.

Curb pop-outs at selected locations

Renderings of Typical Metro Rapid Bus
Statlon Design
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Along the Reseda and Van Nuys cotrridors, there 1s an opportunity at some stations to widen
the sidewalk at stations with curb pop-outs. At these stations, the sidewalk would be widened
into the unused parking lane, providing an additional 6’ to 8’ of sidewalk width.

Transttway Station Design

Rather than operating on-street, the Canoga corridor would operate within an exclusive
transitway along a former railroad right-of-way. The design of the transitway and its stations
would be similar to that developed for the SFV Metro Rapid Transitway.

Accessibility Improvements

Bus transit frips are most often completed with a secondary walking or bicycle frip between
the tansit station and the traveler's ultimate origin or destination. Because of this, transit
users are parlicularly sensitive to the environment along local streets. Improved pedestrian
and bicycle accessiblily will also improve the atiractiveness of transit travel. At the most
basic level, fransit usets need a functional neiwork of sidewalks/bicycle routes and street
crossings In order to access destinations. However, accessibllity is also affected by factors
such as comfort, safety, and securfty, including:

s On-Street Accessibility Improvements,
o Future On-Street Accessibility Enhancements, and
¢« Transitway Urban Design Enhancements (along the Canoga corridor only).

Street Trees along North-South Corridors

As a part of the basic improvements being made along each on-street North-South corridor,
new trees and free grates would be planted along the corridor's sidewalk within one-quarter
mile of each station intersection, according to City of Los Angeles tree planting standards.

Future on-street accessibility enhancements include coordinating and placement of stieet
turniture along corridors, street trees along cross streets, pedestrian lighting along conidors
and landscaped medians.
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4.4 Cost Estimates
Capital Costs

Capital costs represent the expenses incurred to design and bulld the project alternatives,
They Include right-of-way, roadway improvements or dedicated transitway facllities, stations,
parking facllities, transit vehicles, urban design elements, and system equipment and
maintenance facllities. Costs for the TSM and Rapid Bus Alternatives reflect the cost of
vehicles and stations only, since these aliernatives do not entall other physical
improvements.

The Capital Costs for the alternatives were divided into Base costs for each alternative and
Enhanced costs as refiected in Table ES-5. The Base costs include the minimum costs to
implement the alternative. The Enhanced costs include the additional items that would
improve the performance of the alternative. These include such items as parking facilities,
grade separations, freeway interchange improvements, station accessibllity improvements,
or a new Metro Red Line portal.

The refined costs for the Canoga Railroad Right-of-Way Altemative range from $47.38 million
for the Base alternative to $67.71 million for the enhanced alternative. The enhancements
could include some station access Improvements, a grade separation over the
Amtrak/Metrolink tracks to reduce in-street running at the north end of the cormidor, and park-
and-ride facllitles at one or more station.

The costs for the Reseda Alternative range from $15.73 million to $23.44 milion with the
enhancements related to station access improvements,

The Sepulveda Altemative ranges In cost from $36.07 million to $41.40 million, with station
access improvements representing the only enhancements. [t should be noted that It would
also be possible to defer part of the Base cost of the alternative If the roadway widening at
Burbank Boulevard and Sherman Way were deferred and the transit vehicles operated In
mixed flow through these congestion points. The $17.97 million in right-of-way and about
$3.8 million of the roadway improvement costs could be deferred to a second stage of
implementation of the Base alternative.

The costs for the Van Nuys Alternative range from $10.86 million to $24.09 million. The
enhancements Include station access improvements as well as a contribution to the 101
Freeway interchange improvement project on Van Nuys Boulevard. It should be noted that
the costs of most of the stations and the signal priority system along the Van Nuys Corridor
are not included In these capital costs because they have been funded as part of the Metro
Rapid Bus program.

The Lankershim-San Fernando Altemnative capital costs range from $8.41 million to $26.17
million. The elements considered enhancements include station access improvements, the
widening of Lankershim Boulevard, south of Magnolla, and the construction of a second
portal at the Mefro Red Line station in North Hollywood. Like the Van Nuys alternative, the
costs of the stations and the signal priority system are not included In these capital costs
because they have been funded as part of the Metro Rapld Bus program.
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If all five of the corridor alternatives were to be implemented in the Valley, the total cost of
the five would range from $109.42 million to $175.87 million for the Base and Enhance
corridor altematives respectively.
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Table ES-5. Summary of SFV North-South Corridor Costs

Canoga RRROW |
i | Enhanceq

otal With Enhancements
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Operating Costs

Operating and Maintenance (O&M) costs were calculated based on the additional annual
vehicle hours of bus operatlons forecast by the MTA travel demand forecasting model which
was executed for each alternative to forecast transit ridership. The model forecasts the
vehicle fleet requiremenis to meet the headways planned on each route, taking into
consideration the anficipated operating speeds based on forecast highway conditions
(congested highway speeds). The annual operating cosfs forecast for the year 2025 (in
cumrent dollars) are shown in Table ES-6, based on an average transit vehicle hourly O&M
cost of §70 per hour.

Table ES-6. Annual Operaling & Maintenance Cost In 2025 (Current Doliars)

gt - ‘ ~ Increase inAnnual | e i |

Al | Vehicle Hours over | Annual O&M Cost of |

Annual Vehicle Hours: | _Baseiine Alternatives ($million)|

11,031,250 '
M 11,153,600 122,350
Rapid Bus 11,222,700 191,450
Canoga 11,264,000 232,750
Reseda 11,357,550 326,300
Sepulveda 11,457,000 425,750
Van Nuys 11,453,950 422,700

ankershim-SF 11,325,950

The O&M costs range from $8.56 million for the TSM Alternative to $29.80 milllon for the
Sepulveda Alternative. The Sepulveda and Van Nuys Alternatives have higher O&M costs
than the other North-South corridor alternatives largely because of the cost to provide service
over the Seputveda Pass to Westwood at five-minute headways.
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5. EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

Evaluation Framework

The evaluation measures used to evaluate the alternatives are based on Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) guldelines for assessing major transit investments.

The Transportation Equity Act for the 21* Century (TEA-21) requires that New Start projects be
evaluated by the FTA. Projects are rated as “highly recommended,” “recommended” or “not
recommended” based on a review of mobillity improvements, environmental benefis, cost-
effectiveness, operating efficiencies, transit supporive land use and other considerations.

5.1 Mobility/Ridership

Ridership forecasts for each allernative were prepared using the MTA's travel simulation
model. Forecasts were prepared for the year 2025 with the Baseline (No Project) Alternat've
represented by the adopted Long Range Plan (Scenarlo G model run).

in additlon, sensitivity analyses were conducted through model runs for the extensions to
some corridors to Olive View Hospital, L.A. Mission College and southerly to Westwood.

The purpose of these sensitivity analyses was to assess the cost eftectiveness of potential
extensions versus shorter routes and to determine which line is best extended over the
Sepulveda Pass, should Metro Rapid Bus service be provided on both the Sepulveda and
Van Nuys corridors.

Ridership by Altfemative

It should be noted that the Bassline model runs include the Van Nuys Metro Rapid Bus, which
is scheduled for service in June 2003, and the Lankershim-San Fernando Mefro Rapid Bus,
which is scheduled to be Implemented in 2006. The project alternative runs reflect the
physical and operational improvements associated with the alternatives, such as peak
period bus lanes, queue Jumps and other improvements to Improve bus speeds.

Table ES-7 summarizes the ridership forecast data.
Table ES-7 Ridership in 2025

Total Dally  [New Transit Trips Percent Change
Transit Tips ~ [Compared jo Baseline  [Transit Trips
1,852,050
1,865,400 13,350
1,855,100 3,100
1,872,100 20,100
1,872,950 20,900
dSepulveda 1,873,400 21,350
IReseda 1,870,350 18,300
1,865,300 13,250
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The new riders attracted to fransit range from 3,100 for the Rapid Bus Alternative to 21,350 for
the Sepulveda Altemative. The Canoga Railroad ROW Alternative attracts the fewest riders of
the comidor atternatives, 13,250, less than the TSM Aiternative.

Mobillily Index

In addition to changes In transit ridership associcted with the alternatives, the change In
mode split associated with people switching from auto trips to transit frips also effects ravel
condlitions on the roadways In the San Fernando Valley and beyond. Table ES-8 lists some of
the statistics from the fravel demand model related to fravel on the highway system. The TSM
and Rapid Bus Altematives decrease total vehicle trips in Los

Table ES-8 Mobllity Statistics in 2025

Baseline 27,113,500 29.0
M 27,102,900 -0.04% 29.0
Rapid Bus 27.111,100 -0.01% 29.0
Lonkershim-San Femando 27,097,400 -0.06% 29.1
an Nuys 27,095,300 -0.07% 29.1
epulveda 27,096,300 -0.06% 29.1
Reseda 27,098,800 -0.05% 29.2
an 27,102,600 -0.04% 29.0

Angeles County by 0.04 percent and 0.01 percent, respectively. The North-South Corridor
Alternatives decrease vehicle trips by 0.04-0.07 percent. The coridor alternatives have the
potential to reduce vehicle trips on the highway network by 13,000 to 23,000 daily trips. The
Mobility Index is a model output that is a weighted formula that considers person miles of
fravel, person hours of travel, vehicte miles and hours of travel. The Reseda Atternative results
in the highest Mobiifty index, with the Sepulveda Altemative second.

5.2 Local Consensus

A key component In the evaoluation process for the San Fernando Valley North-South Study
was implementing a comprehensive, Inclusive and transparent public outreach and
consensus-bullding effot to maximize input recelved from the general public and
community stakeholders. Ensuring geographic coverage and reaching a broad spectrum of
stakeholders was a priority in developing the outreach program. To this end, two series of
three public Open Houses were held at critical decision points during the 7-month MIS phase
of the Study, and over 40 stakeholder briefings were conducted. Additionally, the project
team met with the offices of elected officials and interested agencles on a regular basls. In
this way, the project team was able to hear from the public throughout the process and their
input was incorporated to help namow the alternatives. This outreach effort ensured that, by
the end of the RSTIS phase, a level of consensus was achieved with significant support for
multiple alternatives.
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Results of Community Meetings

As noted, community outreach for the Study Included both public Open House meetings and
targeted stakeholder briefings, ensuring that feedback was received from a broad cross-
section of Valley interests.

= reglonal connectivity (between the San Fernando Valley and Downtown Los Angeles, the
Westside, Sylmar/Pacoima and the Santa Clartta area),

» mode connectivity (with the SFV Metro Rapid Transitway, Metro Rail, Metro bus service
and Metfrolink) and,

» several alternatives especially Canoga right-of-way, Van Nuys and Sepulveda.

The second serles of three Open House meetings was held on December 10 - 12,

Several, but not ali, of those attending the December Open Houses had attended the
September meetings. Comments received supports Increased fransit service In the Valley,
and the alternatives show Increased connections with other transit service. On the whole,
there was community support for the Study and for all of the afternatives to different degrees.

Public comments received at the December meetings show support for transit improvements
for more than one alignment, the Van Nuys alternative, the Lankershim option, the Reseda
alternative, the Sepulveda alternative, and the Canoga option.

5.3 Environmental Impacts

Nolse

Noise would result from the proposed project for each of the five alternatives being
evaluated in this section. Nolse impacts associated with this project would be either short-
term (during construction) or long-term (during operation). The Canoga altemative would
have the highest degree of consituction noise and would result in noise impacts to a mobile
home park and some single family residences with the introduction of new transit services Iin
the currently unused railroad right-of-way. The other four alternatives would not introduce
vehicle noise Into new environments, but would add some additional noise due to transit
operations along exlsting streets.

Alr Quality

Construction and site preparation activities associated with the project altematives would
result in pollutants emissions. The Metro Rapid Bus fleet [s powered by compressed natural
gas (CNG) which Is a clean-bumning tuel. Operational emissions associated with the Metro
Rapid CNG buses are reduced relative to conventional gasoline engines due to CNG's
inherently “cleaner” chemical properties. Air emissions within the San Fernando Valley during
the operational phase of each Metro Rapid Bus alternative would be significantly reduced
over the No Project alternative due to the substantial number of automobile frips that would
be taken off of the local street system.
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Acquisitions and Displacements

Impacts to property owners and occupants would occur when a parcel of private property is
acquired and results in the displacement of a resildence or business. Impacts may also
occur when a buslness is displaced from a property that Is leased. The Sepulveda and
Canoga Alternatives are the only ones which would result in acquisitions or displacements.

Traftic Impacts

The Impacts of the project alternatives on traffic circulation could be significant if an existing
travel lane were removed or existing turning movements were prohibited, causing a
redistribution of traffic. None of the alternatives Include features that would result in these
types of impacts. All of the attematives inciude Transit Signal Pilority (TSP) at signalized
intersections, which provides the transit vehicles with priorty treatment. This system has been
in effect on Ventura Boulevard and Wilshire-Whittier Boulevard and has been evaluated in
detqil by LADOT. It has been demonstrated that the implementation of TSP does not
negatively impact taffic flow or cause any significant fraffic impacts.

Only the Canoga Railroad Right-of-Way Alternative could potentially result in traffic impacts
requiring mitigation. The implementation of a north-south transitway paraliel to Canoga
Avenue results In new signalized crossings of each east-west street which intersects Canoga
Avenue from the east.

Parking Impacts

On-Street Parking Impacts. There are several ways in which North-South Transit Corridor
Allernatives could impact on-street parking. Alternatives which permanently remove a
significant number on-street parking spaces could be considered to have a significant
parking Impact, if there are not convenlently located off-street parking lots to serve all of the
adjacent land uses. Alternatives which remove on-street parking during peak perlods would
not necessarily be considered to have a significant negative parking impact, if there is low
demand for the use of those spaces or if there Is other nearby parking avallable during peak
periods. The Sepulveda and Lankershim-San Fernando Alternatives remove parking during
peak hours, but none of the altematives permanently remove a significant amount of
parking.

Park-and-Ride Anolysis Worner Center Area A Park-and-Ride analysls was undertaken in the
Warner Center areq, where the western terminus of the SFV Metro Rapid Transitway and the
southem terminus of the Canoga Railrood Right-of-Way Alternative will jointly be located in
the Warner Center Transit Hub. No parking facillty is currently planned at that location.
Commuters from the Immediate Warner Center area or from areas to the west could utilize a
park-and-ride facllity in the Warner Center to travel on the Metro Rapid Bus System.

Estimated Park-and- Ride Demand

Commuters travellng eastbound from western Los Angeles County and Ventura County on
the Ventura Freeway could find the Warner Center station as a favorable travel alternative,
as the freeway gqueues and reduced travel times start just west of Warner Center. The
demand for park-and-ride spaces was estimated for the Warner Center Area and at a
potential location near Sherman Way on the North-South Corridor using the MIA travel
demond model. The results are shown in Table ES-8
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Table ES-8 Park & Ride Vehicle Parking Demand

 Transit Cenfer Location | (6-9am) | [90ni-3pni)' ~ Spaces (350 5q i/ '
| e EDemane I Demandi bk s space)
Warner Center 285 129 414, 144,990,
Sherman Way 187 141 328, 114,800.
TOTAL 472 270 742. 259,700.

Potential Sites

Six potential sites were identifled near the Warner Center Transit Center that could serve as
park-and-rfide lots from which transit patrons could walk to the Mefro Rapld Bus or which
could be served directly by the Metro Rapld Bus if it deviated slightly form the planned on-
street running portion of Its route. The sites are:

The Promenade Mall site
The Blue Cross site

The Sherman Way slte
The Topanga Plaza site
The Plerce College slte
The Boeing Site

Recommendation

It Is recommended that two park-and-ride locations be considered for dstailed feasibillify
study, cost estimates for improvements, and leasing negotiations and go through the
environmental process. Those sltes are the Promenade Mail site for Warner Center and the
Sherman Way site for the North-South Transitway. [If negotiations could be successfully
completed to designate some of the under-utilized spaces at the Promenade Mall for park-
and-ride use in non-peak seasons, these would be the most cost-effective spaces, since they
would not effect the operations of the SFV Metro Rapid Transitway. The attractiveness of this
alternative Is that it makes better use of an existing resource and the park-and-ride users
make natural patrons of the Mall.

As a secondary option, the Sherman Way park-and-ride lot is most desirable because a
parking facility there can be provided more cost-eftectively than at any other location. MTA
owns the land and the parking would be surtace parking, not structured. The park-and-ride
lot could be phased in over time, as well. An initial lot could be provided and connected to
the SFV Metro Rapid Transitway by running some of the transitway Metro Rapid Buses up
Owensmouth to Sherman Way. The Sherman Way lot could be expanded 1o a transitway
station and the SFV Mefro Rapid Transitway extended to that point as the first step In
implementation of the Canoga Railroad Right-of-Way alternative. This new terminus station
could have buses extending north in mixed flow to the Chatsworth Mefrolink Station until such
time as the remainder of the Canoga Transitway is bullt.
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Summary of Environmentfal Reguirements by Coriidor
Canoga Avenue Rallrogd Right-of-Way

To implement the Canoga Avenue Rallroad Right-of-Way transit corridor alternative, an EIR
would be required.

Reseda Boulevard

To Implement the Reseda Boulevard transit coridor alternative, a Mitigated Negative
Declaration would be required. If implemented as only the minimum Base alternative, with
just the initiation of Metro Rapid Bus service on the Reseda corridor, the project would be
exempt from environmental documentation.

Sepulveda Boulevard

To implement the Sepulveda Boulevard transit corridor alternative, a Mitigated Negative
Declaration would be required. If Implemented as only the minimum Base aliemative, with
just the initiation of Metro Rapid Bus service on the Sepulveda corrldor, the project would be
exempt from environmental documentation

Van Nuys Boulevard
To Implement the Van Nuys Boulevard transit corridor alternative, a Mitigoted Negative
Declaration would be required.

San Fernando Road — Lankershim Boulevard
To ‘mplement the San Fernando Road - Lankershim Boulevard transit corridor a Negative
Declaration would be required.
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5.4 Cost Effectiveness of Alternatives

The cost effectiveness of the new transit services is lllustrated by comparing the full cost of the
transit network (Capital and O & M) to the new riders aftracted to use transit. The Incremental
cost per new fransit frip is calculated at a planning level of detaill using the capital and O &
M costs as well as projected new transit riders.

This measure is based on the annualized total capital investment and annual operating and
maintenance (O&M) costs, divided by the change In annual transit system ridership,
expressed as the following equation:

Cost Effectiveness index = {ASCAP + ASO&M)/A Annual Linked Trips

Where the A's represent changes in costs and linked trips resulting from the alternatives
compared to the no-bulld baseline, and

SCAP = Jotal capital costs, annualized over the life of the project;
SO&M = Annualized operating and mailntenance costs; and
Annual Trips = Annual transit ridership, measured in “linked” trips.

Table ES-9 below summarizes the incremental cost per new fransit trip.

Table ES-9 Incremental Cost Per New Transit Trip (Minimal Base Scenario)

Over Base 2025 Alternative

al Base anced
Cormidor Alternatives enaric Base scenario
2025 TSM $4.91 $3.93
2025 RB $14.40 $11.52
Canoga RR ROW $7.25 $6.50
Reseda $6.31 $5.24
Sepulveda $7.32 $5.96
Van Nuys-Foothill Terminus $5.78 $4.84
Lankershim-San Fernando $5.16 | . $4.43

Cost Effectiveness Rankings

Cost effectiveness was analyzed by estimating the selected measuresfindices In the table
below for the array of corridor altemnatives.

Using the avdilable data (incremental ridership for both the direct north-south corridor
services and the east-west feeders), the incremental cost per new rider was calculated. The
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bar chart below provides comparisons for the incremental cost per new rider for all of the
proposed corridor alternatives.

Incremental Cost Per New Rlder

LankershimBivd. - SF Rd.
Van Nuys Bivd. - Foothill Terminus

$000  $200  $400 $600y $800  $1000 $1200 $14.00

e e oy i B
Incremental Cost Per New Rider (Minimal Base) M Incremental Cost Per New Rider (Full Enhanced)

The broad conclusion to this process was that, for the minimal base capital cost scenario:

Lankershim and Van Nuys appear at the top of the corridors list
Reseda and Sepulveda corridors are grouped in the middle of the corridors list
Canoga comes last

For the fully enhanced base scenario, the rankings are broadly similar, except that
Sepulveda is almost on a par with Canoga. The TSM alternative, as would be expected,
given the absence of any major capital costs, scores best on this indicator. Farebox
recovery, a function of O&M as opposed to capltal costs, shows no major variation across
the alternatives.

These results reflect a range of factors. Most notably that:

The prior implementation of Rapid Bus Improvements on Lankershim and Van Nuys helps
lift their cost effectiveness

Lankershim, Van Nuys, Sepulveda and Reseda have good boardings per mile densities
Reseda and Sepulveda show good results ahead of Canoga, reflecting thelr befter
ridership performance in relation to Investment requirements than the latter corridor

The Canoga alternative has large capital investment requirements to deliver the ridership
and service shown
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The cost-effectiveness analysis bears out the overall conclusions of the study, especially in
relation to:

* Bullding on the success of the Rapid Bus implementation program in the east Valiey

» Offering Valiey-wide mobllity benefits by implementing elements of all corridors In an
incremental tashion

* Recognizing the specific nature of the Canoga Right of Way, which may not offer strong
cost effective fransit for the immediate corrldor, has good long term potential for east-
west and north-south movements in the west Valley.

The following chapter draws together the evaluation results with a conclusive set of
recommendations.

6. FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

6.1 Implementation Plan

This RSTIS has evaluated five north-south corridor afternatives, plus the Rapld Bus and TSM
Alternatives. Typically, a RSTIS is conducted to evaluote alternative projects in a single
corridor and a Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) Is selected from amongst the alternatives. In
the San Femando Valley North-South Transit Corridor Study, the alternatives are not mutually
exclusive. In fact, the implementation of several of the alternatives would create a network
of Improved north-south transit services In the Valley, complementary of the multiple existing
and planned east-west corridors.  Also, with uncertainties regarding funding availability for
new transit corridors, given the state and federal funding shorifalls, it may be preferable to
implement the most cost-effective components ot one or more oltematives, rather than the
full Implementation of one corridor alternative. For these reasons, this chapter of the RSTIS
Includes an implementation plan that prioritizes the phased Implementation of the most
effective norih-south fransit improvements.

6.2 Ranking Of Atternatives

The evaluation of the alternatives resulted In the following ranking of the alternatives, in terms
of how they would be prioritized If Implemented as stand-alone alternatives:

TSM

Lankershim-San Fernando
Van Nuys

Reseda

Sepulveda

Canoga RR ROW

Rapid Bus Alternative

N O RN

The TSM Alternative ranks highly because it is low in capital cost and provides odditional
service on existing routes where there s iatent demand.
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The Lankershim-San Femando Altemative is similar to the Van Nuys Altemative, in that it
enhances service on the planned Lankershim Metro Rapid Bus and provides a high-capacity
connection between the northeast Valley and the Metro Red Line.

The Van Nuys Aliternative enhances service in the highest north-south transit Hdership corridor
in the Valley by improving fravel time on the planned Van Nuys Metro Rapid Bus and
enhancing stations along the route.

The Reseda Corridor Alternative pertorms well by providing o new high-capacity north-south
transit service in the West Valley, where no Metro Rapid service is planned, and by
connecting the northeast and western portions of the Valley via CSUN, a connection which
does not now exist. It provides the greatest increase In the Mobility Index.

The Sepulveda Alternative serves a high-density corrildor with many transit dependent
residents. In order to fully Implement the alternative, right-of-way will be required, so it has a
longer lead time for implementation. 1t could be Implemented in a phased fashion however,
initially as a Metfro Rapid Bus, with the dedicated bus lane implemented In subsequent
phases. Even the northbound PM peak period bus lanes could be implemented in phases,
with the lane implemented first in all segments where it can be implemented without
roadway widening, and then subsequently through the Burbank Boulevard and Sherman
Way Intersections when the right-of-way to widen those infersections Is obtained.

The Conoga Rollroad Right-of-Way has the lowest total new transit ridership amongst the
alternatives and is the most costly of the alternatives. It does, however, complete the East-
West Transitway and provide a vital missing link between the Ventura Metrolink line and the
Warner Center area. it will require the longest lead time to implement because of the
environmental clearance and design phases.

6.3 Levels Of Environmental Clearance

The type of environmental clearance required of any transportation improvement project Is
determined by the level of impact associated with the project and the funding sources to be
used fo finance the project. if only state and local funds are Involved, the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) governs the type of document. If federal funds are to be
used, the National Environment Protection Act (NEPA) regulations apply In addition to CEQA.
The federal NEPA and state CEQA guidelines parallel one another in the types of documents
that must be produced, based on the level of impact, summarized briefly as follows:

1. Categorical Exemption/Categorical Exclusion
2. Mitigated Negative Declaration/Finding of No Significant Impact
3. Environmental Impact Report/Environmental impact Statement

As the level of impact assoclated with a project increases and the type of environmental
document expands in complexity, the amount of time required fo complete the process
lengthens from months to a year or more.
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Table ES-10 was developed fo shatify the elements of the project alternatives by the type of
environmenial documentalion likely to be required to clear them for implementation, in
order to assist in assessing the lead time for implementation of each component of the
alternatives.

Table ES-10. Type of Environmental Documentation Required

2 e o

b

Elements

Cubgodqgl

IsSM

Ehhancéd Irdnsﬂ Service (reduced headways)

Rapid Bus

Metro Rapid Bus Service

improved Transit Stations

Transh Signal Priorlty

Canoga Off-street transitway

Park-and-Ride Lot(s]

Reseda Metro Rapid Bus Service

Improved Translt Statlons

Transit Signal Priotity

Curb Extensions at Stations

Station Accesslibility Enhancements

Sepulveda Metro Rapid Bus

improved Transit Stations

Transit Signal Priority

Dedicated Northbound Bus Lane
Truman/Brand Intersection Improvements

Station Accessiblilty Enhancements

Van Nuys Curb Extanslons at Stations

Station Accessiblility Enhancements

New Signal/Peak Perlod Bus Lane Addison-Chandler

Curb Reconstruction at Metrolink Station

Parthenia/Van Nuys Intersection Redesign

Woodman Median Removal Sidewalk Widening

Flood Control Channel Bridge Widening

Lankershim-San | Peak Period Bus Lanes Within Existing Street

Peak Period Bus Lanes With Street Widening
Metro Red Line Station Additional Portal

Fernando

k (&k K| K ﬁxkﬁ Tﬁ( &KF&§

Station Accessibility Enhancements

The Table illustrates that many of the elements of the project alternatives can be
implemented without the need for EIR/EISs or Mitigated Neg Dec/FONSIs. Many of the
elements are operational in nature and therefore eligible for Categorlcal Exemptions.

Recommended Implementation Plan

Due to uncertainties with regard fo the avallability of funds to Implement one or more of the
project alternatives, the Implementation plan recommended as the Locally Preferred
Alternative is a multi-phased implementation sirategy that identifies how the elements of the
alternatives should be implemented over time, as funds become available. Four phases are
identified, but these are not necessarlly of equal duration. They are meant to illustrate how
the elements of the alternatives would be phased in over time as funding becomes
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available. Table ES-11 summarizes how the elements would be phased over time. Figure
ES-15 HHustrates the complete North-South Transit Corridor at full implementiation.

Tabie ES-11. Phasing Plan for Elements of the Alternatives

Altemative

Elernents

Phase
One

Phase
Twa

Phase
Three

mm\

SM

Enhanced Transit Service (reduced
headways)

Feeder

Rapid Bus

Metro Rapid Bus Service

7

Improved Transh Stotfons

Transh Signal Priortty

Services

Canoga

Ofi-sireet franshiway

Park-and-Ride Lot(s)

Reseda

Melro Ropid Bus Service

Improved Transit Stations

Translt Signal Priotly

Curb Exiensions at Stations

Station Accessibility Enhancements

Sepulveda

Mefro Ropld Bus

Improved Transh Stations

Transh Signal Priority

Dedicated Northbound Bus Lone

Trumcmy/Brand Intersection Improvements

Station Accessibility Enhancements

Van Nuys

Curb BExtenslons at Stations

Station Accessibliity Enhancements

New Signal/Peak Perlod Bus Lone Addison-
Chandler

101 Freeway Interchange Improvement
Curb Reconstruction at Melrolink Station

Parthenla/Van Nuys Intersection

Woodman Median Remaval Sidewatk
Widening

Flood Control Channel Bﬂdgg \Mdenlng

Lankershim-San
Fernando

Peck Period Bus Lanes Within Existing
Street

Peck Perlod Bus Lanes With Street
Widening

Station Accessiblity Enhancements

Mefro Red Line Station Additional Portal

Consfruction
Cost per Phase

$11.20

$13.47

$43.34

$74.50
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Phase One

Phase One improvements are those elements of the highly ranked alternafives that can be
implemented with limited funds and streamlined environmental clearance. They include the
Reseda Boulevard base alternative and Metro Rapid Bus service on Sepulveda Boulevard as
the first projects in the phased implementation of the North-South Transit Corridor, Figure ES-
16 lllustrates the high-capacity transit network in the Valley with these first phase
improvements. This will entail the inltiation of Metro Rapid Bus service on both the Reseda
and Sepulveda Corridors between Ventura Boulevard and the Sylmar/San Fernando
Metiolink Station. The dedicated lane on Sepulveda Boulevard is deferred to a subsequent
phase to allow for environmental analysis and right-of-way purchase. The capital cost for this
project is estimated as $11.20 million. This project represents an expansion of the approved
five-year implementation plan for Metro Rapid Bus service by adding Reseda ond
Sepuiveda routes to the planned Van Nuys Boulevard and Lankershim-San Fernando routes.
TSM-type improvements would also be implemented as feeder service Improvements to
complement each additional nornh-south corridor improvement. Depending upon the
avallabllity of vehicles, some funds may also have to be dllocated fo this phase for the
purchase of new transit coaches.

Phase One of the implementation plkan may also Inciude the preparation of the
environmental documents for each of the projects in the subsequent phases of the plan. This
includes Negative Declarations for the peak period cutb lane elements of alternatives and
an EIRJEIS for the Canoga Altemnative, as well as potentially for the Sepulveda northbound
peak period lane. 1} is not likely that the magnitude of funding required to implement the
Canoga Alternative would be avallable prior to 2009, so the EIR/EIS is likely to be deferred
until Phase Two so that It will not be out of date when the project Is ready for implementation.
The EIR/EIS document could potentially require 12-18 months to complete and the design
eftort another 12-18 months, so the EIR/EIS should be initiated approximately three years in
advance of when the funding ls expected to be avaliable.

Phase Two

Phase Two Improvements include elements of alternatives that will enhance ridership on
existing and planned Metro Rapid Bus routes and which can be implemented with
streamlined environmental clearance. The high-capaclty transit system in the Valley with
Phase Two Improvements is illustrated in Figure ES-17.

The base improvements on the Van Nuys and San Fernando-Lankershim Alternatives are
recommended as the second project to be Implemenied. These Include physical
improvements that will improve bus speeds along these two Metio Rapid Bus Coridors, but
that will not require right-of-way or create significant impacts.

The peak perlod bus lanes on Lankershim Boulevard, north of Chandler Boulevard would be
Implemented. The intersection improvements and segment of peak perlod bus lane on Van
Nuys Boulevard would be funded. The peak period northbound bus lane wouid be
Implemented along the east curb of Sepulveda except in the viclnity of Burbank Boulevard
and Sherman Way, where the buses would operate in mixed flow.
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These improvements will cost $13.47 million. Depending upon the availabilty of vehicles,
some funds may also have to be allocated to this phase for the purchase of new transi
coaches.
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Phase Two could also Include the addition of park-and-ride spoces at the Sylmar-San
Fernando Metrolink station. These would be provided by bullding a parking structure on the
existing station parking lot.

Phase Three

Phase Three improvements include the station accessibility enhancements that were
included In each of the four altematives implemented In previous phases. This wouid
provide enhanced pedestrian amenities in the vicinity of siations on the Reseda, Sepulvedq,
Van Nuys and Lankershim-San Femando Alternatives at a cost of $26.84 million.

This Implementation phase could also Inciude the $5 million contribution to the Van Nuys
Boulevard/US 101 interchange project, if the City of Los Angeles has completed the design,
environmental clearance ond funding of the remainder of the project budget. It could aiso
Include the implementation of the additional Metro Red Line station portal on the west side
of Lankershim Boulevard, if the $11.5 million funding Is available and the East-West Transitway
is also completed by the time this phase is implemented.

The total construction cost for this phase of the project is $43.34 million.

Phase Four

Phase Four of the implementation plan includes those elements of the alternatives that will
require preparation of an EIR/EIS.

The Canoga Rallioad Right-of-Way project will be constructed in this phase of the
implementation pkan. It will cost $42.88 - $53.21 million, depending upon the amount and
location of park-and-ride facllities. Depending upon the availabllity of vehicles, some funds
may aiso have to be allocated to this phase for the purchase of new transit coaches.

The completion of the Sepulveda Boulevord northbound peak period bus lane will also be
Included in this phase of the implementation plan at a cost of $21.29 milllon. Figure ES-18
illustrates the high-capacity transit network In the San Fernando Valley following completion
of Phase Four of the project.

Elements Not Recommended

Two components of two alternatfives are not recommended for Impiementation. These
include the widening of Lankershim Boulevard, south of Magnolia Boulevard, and the grade
separation of the Canoga Transtway over the Amtrak/Metrolink tracks. The widening of
Lankershim would negatively impact the pedestrian environment and remove some recentty
installed streetscape Improvements. The dedkcated lkane on Lankershim Boulevard [s most
Important in the area north of the North Hollywood Metro Red Line Station. The Canoga
Transitway can be implemented more cost-effectively
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with a termination at Plummer Street than with the $10.0 million grade separation over the
railroad tracks, which would also negatively Impaoct an adjacent moblle home park.

It Is also recommended that the feeder service to the Sylmar-San Fernando Metrolink station
and the Van Nuys Metro Rapid Bus be provided via a local shuttle system for the Syimar
areqg, rather than the extensions of the Metro Rapid Service to Olive View Medical Center, Los
Angeles Misslon College, or along Foothlli Boulevard and Hubbard Steet. The ridership on
these segments of the lines analyzed does not justify the extension of Metro Rapid service
and the development patterns suggest that smaller vehicles with stops closer than one-mile
spacing would befter meets the needs of transit users o connect to the high-capacity transit
services at the Sylmar-San Fernando Metrolink station.
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1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED

1.1 Introduction

The San Femando Valley North-South Transit Corridor Study Is being undertaken by the Los
Angeles Counly Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA} to assess the need for
improvements in north-south transit service in the San Fernando Valley and to evaluate a
wide range of alternative Improvements. The study area covers the area lllustrated in Figure
1-1, generally extending from Ventura Boulevard on the south to the City of San Femando
and Sylmar community on the north, and from Glenoaks Boulevard-Vineland Avenue on the
east to Topanga Canyon Boulevard on the west. |t includes only the portlons of the San
Fernando Valley within the Cities of Los Angeles and San Fernando.

This study will follow the procedures for a Regionally Significant Transportation Investment
Study (RSTIS), formerly known as a Major Investment Study (MIS), so that recommended
improvements may be eligible for potential federal funds as well as state and local funds.
The RSTIS process begins with the idenfification and detalled assessment of the need for a
fransporiation Improvement. [t then evaluates a range of improvement alternatives that
would satisfy mobility needs, complemented by a significant level of communily
participation in the evaluation process, and results in a recommendation for a locally
preferred alternative (LPA). The RSTIS will evaluate future conditions in the year 2025 If
nothing is implemented beyond planned improvements (the No Project Alternative). |t will
also evaluate lower-cost tfransportation systems management (TSM) Improvements as well as
physical improvements and fransit service enhancements on one or more north-south
corridors,

The San Fernando Valley (SFV) is served by the MTA bus transit system and the Metro Red Line
subway. Other municipal carrlers, such as Santa Clarita, Antelope Valley, Simi Valley, VISTA
Connejo Connectlon, and LADOT DASH and Commuter Express, also provide bus transit
services in and through the study area. Similarly, the Southern Califomia Regional Rall
Authority (SCRRA) operates two Metrolink commuter rail lines through the San Fernando
Valley, one of which, the Ventura County line is shared with Amtrak service. In 2000, the MTA
iniialed the Ventura Boulevard Metro Rapid Bus service which provides an east-west
improved transit connection between the Universal City Red Line Station and the Warner
Center Transit Center In Woodiand Hllls. The San Fernando Valley Metro Ropid Transitway
project Is scheduled to begin service in 2005 along a dedicated busway on the MTA-owned,
former Southemn Pacific (Burbank-Chandler) right-of-way, providing another improved east-
west fransit connection between the North Hollywood Red Line station and Warner Center,
connecting various activity centers. This RSTIS will seek ways to enhance north-south bus
sewice in the San Fernando Valley to better connect with all these tfransit services and
enhance mobility for Valley residents and workers.

1.2 Background And History

1.2.1 San Femando Valley Transit Resfructuring

The San Fernando Valley Transit Restructuring study was undertaken In 1993-1994 with the
basic objectives of (a) responding to the demographic and employment changes
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that had occurred during the previous decade and their attendant impacts on travel
demand,; (b)position the SFV transit network to take maximum advantage of upcoming rail
improvements including both the Red Line heavy rail and Metrolink commuter rall services;
and (c) improve the efficiency and effectiveness of public transit in the San Fernando Valley.
The study proposed a number of service improvements including:

« Transition from a grid-based network to a hybrid system with hubs at key
locations: new or improved ones at Warner Center, North Hollywood and
Universal City Red Line stations, and California State University Northridge
(CSUN).

» Maximize effective and efficient linking of north-south with east-west cross-
Valley bus lines to reduce passenger transfers.

e |nfroduce community and neighborhood services as replacements for
regional services which provide Ineffective short distance travel mobllity.

e Streamline and consolidate both MTA and LADOT limited-stop and express
services Into more effective connectors with the rail system by providing for
improved north-south and east-west travel.

» Enhance transit connections to the Metolink system and activity centers.

MTA and the City of Los Angeles have spent the last eight years successfully implementing
the majority of the recommendations from this study. Additional work is underway as part of
the new Service Sector operation with most of the remaining recommendations, Including
streamlining limited-stop and express services and the replacement of some standard bus
services with small bus community shuttles where appropriate, belng Implemented in the
near term.

1.2.2 Metro Rapid Bus Program

The MTA Board approved the Metro Rapid Demonstration Project in March 1999 based on
the findings and recommendations of the Regional Transit Alternatives Analysis (RTAA) that
identified opportunities for the deployment of arterial bus rapid fransit (BRT) service. One of
the two selected demonstration corridors was Ventura Boulevard in the San Fernando Valley.
The other was the Wilshire-Whittier corridor, along Wilshire Boulevard from the City of Santa
Monica, through downtown Los Angeles, exiending into East Los Angeles along Whittier
Boulevard. Metro Rapld service was Implemented in June 2000 together with the Metro Red
Line extension to the San Fernando Valley and operated as a contfinuation of rapid transit
from the Universal City Red Line Siation along Ventura Boulevard. The service has been
highly successful with overall corridor ridership climbing by nearly 27 percent with over 1/3 of
the increase coming from new transit riders.

The Rapid Bus service entails limited stops at approximately one-mile spacing, enhanced
bus stops, and transit signal priorily through signalized intersections. The buses travel in
mixed flow with automobile traffic, The demonstration clearly showed that the arterial BRT
service concept could be delivered efficiently and reliably and that there was a strong
latent demand for such transt services. Based on thils successful demonstration, the MTA
Board has approved the expansion of the Metro Rapid program from the two original lines to
a total of 25 lines. A five-year Implementation plan is currently in development that includes
north-south Metro Rapid lines on Van Nuys Boulevard and on San Fernando Road/Lankershim
Boulevard.
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1.2.3 San Fernando Valley Metro Rapid Transitway Project

The San Femando Valley (SFV) Metro Rapid Transttway project (formerly referred to as the SFV
Metro Rapid Transitway) will consist of a 14-mile dedicated busway from the North Hollywood
Red Line Station to Warner Center, operating primarlly on the MTA-owned, Burbank-Chandler
railroad right-of-way. There will be 13 stations along the fransitway at approximately one-
mile intervals. The stations will be similar in design to a light rall station, with canopies over
the platforms, seating, lighting, bicycle parking, and advance fare collecion machines.
Five of the 13 stations will have park-and-ride lots with a total of over 3,000 parking spaces
along the transtt comridor. The Sepulveda station wlll have the largest parking facility with
approximately 1,200 spaces and convenlent access to the San Dlego Freeway. The SFV
Metro Rapld Transitway is scheduled to open for service In 2005. Buses operating in this
dedicated right-of-way will experience reduced delays due fo traffic congestion. The iimited
stops and transit signal prlority along the corridor will decrease travel time and will allow
buses to make this cross-valley trip in vitually the same travel time both today and in 2020
because of the dedicated busway. In 2020, buses are expected to run at approximately
three- to five-minute headways in the peak hours, and there Is the potential for buses to enter
the busway at mid-point stations and/or travel the length of the busway with limited stops. In
addition, coordinated bus feeder service will be provided to the SFV Metro Rapid Transttway
through enhanced headways on existing north-south bus routes along the streets that have
Transitway stations. The SFV Metro Ropid Transitway profect is Hustrated In Figure 1-2.
Extensive landscaping, pedestrian and bicycle facilities, including a bike and pedestrian
path, will also be provided along the former rairoad right-of-way as the urban design
component of the East-West project.

1.2.4 State Legisiation

State legisiation has been passed which provides funding for a north-south transit corridor in
the San Fernando Valley. The State of California’s Transportation Congestion Relief Program
(TCRP) and the Governor's 2001 Transporatlon Initiative earmarked $100 million o “bulld o
North/South corridor bus fronsit project that would inferface with the Eost/West Burbonk-
Chandler corridor project and with the Ventura Boulevord Ropid Bus project,” Due to the
state budget situation in 2003, these funds are no longer currently avallable. The evaluation
of alternatives in this RSTIS takes this legistation into consideration in as much as, the preferred
corridor(s) for a north-south busway must connect with the existing Ventura Boulevard Metro
Rapid Bus and the San Femando Valley Metro Rapld Transitway service In order to meet state
funding requirements under the TCRP, shouid Its funding be restoreqd In the future.

1.2.5 Translt Sectors

The MTA recently began operating fts transit service on a service sector pattern which is
designed to bring the operation closer to the customer and to the communities served. It is
hoped that this will help make MTA service more responsive to customers’ needs, improve
community satisfaction and improve the Image of the agency. If successful,
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the service sectors will provide high-quality, on-time, safe and efficient customer-responsive
service at a cost that saves money for the taxpayers.

The MTA service area has been divided info five sectors; the San Femando Valley, the San
Gabriel Valley, the Ceniral City and Westside, the South Bay and the Gateway Clties in the
southeastern part of Los Angeles County. Each of these areas was identified by its
cohesiveness as a group of communities, as well as by the “tip generators” and franstt
service pattems. The service sectors manage the Tier Two and Three types of transit service.
Metro Rall, along with the Metro Rapid Bus and Express Bus lines, are inter-regional in nature.,
Called Tier One services, they will continue to be directed from MTA Headquarters. Tier Two
services are local routes, which are now managed at the secior level. Similarly, Tier Three
services are local shuttle-type services, are also coordinated In the sectors. The service
sectors semi-autonomous areas with a general manager who has the authority to shape
service, reroute bus lines, and conduct the sector's business in the most appropriate way to
serve the area. The sector general mangers report to local governance boards. Sector
management offices, are located within the service areq, include service scheduling and
planning personnel, security, public affalrs, recruiting, finance and administrative
employees. Their duties involve local oversight of bus routes, types of service to be offered,
service frequency and hours of operation, among others.

The San Fernando Valley Sector staff are participating in this RSTIS effort and will
coordinate their public outreach efforts with the RSTIS outreach program. This will help
to insure that the RSTIS is coordinated with all of the other ifransit planning activities
occurring simultaneously in the San Fernando Valley.

1.3 Setting

The need for a transpontation improvement can be driven by a number of factors, These
include relieving congestion, providing transportation options 1o persons without a car,
enhancing connectivilty of transportation facllities, better serving land uses and public and
private activity centers, increasing the efficiency of transit services, or making transit service
more accessible and aesthetically pleasing fo use. This section addresses the existing and
future transporiation conditions in the San Fernando Valley, which indicate that
improverments to north-south transi service are needed.

1.3.1 Regilonal Context

There are several regional transportation facllities existing or planned in the San Fermmando
Valley. One of the purposes of a North-South Transit corridor would be to provide connectivity
to these facilities.

Inter-County Transit Connections

Regional fransporiation services, which extend between counties, Include the inter-county
commuter rall network, Metrolink, operated by the Southern California Regional Rail Authority
(SCRRA) and Amtrak service, which operates daily trains between San Dlego and northern
California, but which also offers more frequent service between San Diego and Santa
Barbara. Two Metrolink lines traverse the San Fernando Valley, the Ventura County Line and
the Paimdale/Lancaster Line. The Ventura County Line extends diagonally across the Valley
from Chatsworth to Burbank. The Palmdale/Lancaster line paralleis San Fernando Road in
the eastern portion of the Valley. The Amirak route uses the same rail line as the Ventura
County line. The Metro Rall and Rapid Bus systems in Los Angeles also carry longer-distance
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trips throughout the County. Figure 1-3 lllustrates these reglonal transit facilities, 1t is clear
that the majority of the regional fransit service In the San Fernando Valley is generally east-
west oriented. Additional high-capacity north-south service, beyond the planned Van Nuys
Metro Rapid Bus, would greatly enhance the connectivily of large sectlons of the Valiey to
the regional transportation system. Connections to other bus transit operators are discussed
later in Section 1.3.6.

MTA Long Range Plan

The 2001 Ltong-Range Tronsportation Plan for Los Angeles County prepared by the MTA,
looks at the transportation needs of the County over the next twenty-five years. |t includes
recommendations for a Baseline Plan, which includes projects already approved by the MTA
Board, a Constrained Plan, which includes projects that can be tunded with funds available
for allocation over the next twenty-five years, and a Strategic Plan, that includes high priority
projects that would be funded if more revenue becomes avallable. The San Femando
Valley North-South Transit Corridor is Included in the Constrained Plan without the
idenilfication of a specific route, indicating that policy makers see a need for a high-
capacity north-south transit project in the Valley. In addition to the Nonth-South Transh
Corridor, the Constrained Plan includes 22 additional Meho Rapld Bus routes and the
Strategic Plan Includes 14 additional Metro Rapid routes. In the San Fernando Valley,
beyond the planned Van Nuys Boulevard and Lankershim-San Fernando Road Metro Rapld
Bus routes, candidate lines include Roscoe Boulevard and Vineland Avenue. A Five-Year
Implementation Plan for Metro Rapid Service was approved by the MTA Board in September,
2002. Itincludes funding for the Van Nuys and San Fernando-Lankershim routes. The Roscoe
Boulevard route was not approved for Phase Il funding by the MTA Board, however.

Regional Transportation Plan

The 2001 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Update, Community Link 24, was prepared by
the Southern Callfornia Association of Governments (SCAG) and adopted by the Regional
Councll. It Is currently being updated and will be approved in 2004. |t is consistent with the
MTA Long Range Plan, as far as planned transit projects In the San Fernando Valley. (n
addition, the RIP also proposes a Mefro Rapid Bus route on the San Diego Freeway,
extending south from the Ventura Metro Ropid Bus.

1.3.2 Demographics

Population and Employment Growth Trends

Los Angeles County Is the most populous county in California. The County is estimated to
have hod approximately 9.5 million residenits in 2000, and Is anficipated to have
approximately 12.3 million residents in 2025. This represents a growth of over 29 percent
over 25 years.

The City of Los Angeles is the second most populous city in the United States, and the most
populous in the State of Califomia. Los Angeles was home to approximately 3.7 million
people In the year 2000, according o the 2000 Census, and is predicted to grow o over 4.7
milllon people by the year 2025, representing 28 percent growth in that 25 year fime frame.
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The San Femando Valley was orlginally developed as an agricultural area.

It became o
suburb of Los Angeles as an affordable living option for workers commuting into downtown
Los Angeles and elsewhere in the County. In the 1980Q's, major employment centers located
in the Valley, however, many residents continued o commute fo their jobs while residents
from other areas began commuting into the Valley. This resulted in a very large population
and rapld job growth in the Valley, and a heavy patiern of commuting throughout the area.

Table 1.1 shows that In the year 2000, 1,317,334 peopile lived In the San Fernando Valiey. By
2025, this area is predicted to have a population of 1,668,549 people, an increase of over

351,000 people or approximaiely 31 percent.

Employment in the San Fernando Valley is also expected to grow steadily as well (see Table
1.1). In 2000, there were 555,960 jobs in the Valley. By the year 2025, the numbers of [obs in
fhe Valley Is expected to have grown to 647,989, a 17 percent increase.

Table 1.1: Population and Employment Changes from 1997 to 2025

Popuiafion ]
San Fernando Valley | 1,278,281 1,317,334 | 1,382,728 1,446,486 1,5610,047] 1,591,567 | 1,668,549 31%
Clty of Los Angeles | 3,700,895] 3,809,860 | 3.992,073| 4,148,566 4.306,692| 4,523,452 | 4,742,540 28%

Empiloyment
San Fernando Volley | 555,462 555960 | 579,593 603,475] 619,773 631,158 | 647,989 17%
Chty of Los Angeles | 1,751,951| 1,762,085 | 1,833.650| 1,901,025 1,946,942] 1,979,969 | 2,023,641 16%

Source: Projections based on Data from the Southern California Associalion of Governments' (SCAG) 2001 Reglonal
Trasnportation Plan, SCAG, April 2001.

In summary, the San Fermando Valley and the City of Los Angeles, have been growing
steadily for the past several years and are expected to continue to do so throughout the next
23 years, with growth in the Valley outpaces the City as a whole. The potential North-South
transit corridors are In close proximity to a substantial fraction of the population of the San
Fernando Valley, and will only grow in importance as the population and employment of the
San Fernando Valley grows.

Figures 1-4 through 1-9 illustrate additional socloeconomic data that provide indicators of
potential transit ridership. Figure 1-4 shows population density by census tracts. The darker
colors indicate a higher concentration of population. The highest population densities are
concentfrated in the Panorama City and North Hills areas along Sepulveda Boulevard and
Van Nuys Boulevard, but there are also concentrations of population density along Vineland

Avenue, Lankershim Boulevard and in Canoga Park and Tarzana.

These are the same

general areas where persons under 15 and over é4(Figure 1-5), those most likety to need fo
use transit because they cannof drive, are concentrated.

Employment densities are illustrated In Figure 1-6. The areas with the highest densities of jobs
are generally focated In the southern half of the Valley, in Warner Center, the Media District
In the Universal Chy-Burbank arec and along Ventura Boulevard.
conceniration of jobs along the Metrolink line in the center of the Valley, Including the Van

There is also a

San Fernaudo Valley
North-South Transit Corridor
PEEXY) Regionally Significant Transportation Investment Study
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Nuys government center, Industrial areas west of the 1-405 and in the Chatsworth area.
North-south fransit improvements would help residents of the northern portions of the Valley
get to the employment centers to the south.

Figure 1-7 lllustrates data from the Southem California Association of Governments (SCAG)
travel demand forecasting model. It shows the Trafflc Analysis Zones (TAZs) in the San
Fernando Valley with a high transit mode split. The areas of high transit usage are most
heavily concentrated in the East Valley, including the City of San Fernando. There are also
areas of high transit usage in the West Valley along Topanga Canyon Boulevard and along
Reseda Boulevard and around CSUN.

I-10
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1.3.3 Activity Centers

Major activity ceinters are potentlal good attractors of transit services due to their
employment density, relatively high traffic congestion, cost of parking and occasional
pedestian amenities. One of the purposes of the Nonth-South Transit Corrldor will be to
provide high-capaclty service to as many of these activity centers as possible. The following
Is a list of different types of major activity ceniers in the San Fernando Valley study areq,
which are described in the following paragraphs:

Medical Facllities

Olive View Medical Center

Columbia-West Hills Medical Center
Encino-Tarzana Medical Center and surrounding areas
Granada Hllls Community Hospital

Hollywood Community Hospital, Van Nuys

Kaiser Hospital, Panorama Clty

Kaiser Hospital, Woodland Hills

Mission Community Hospital

Northridge Hospital Medical Center

Veterans Administration Hospital, Panorama City
Pacifica Hospital of the Valley

Sherman Oaks Hospltal

Valley Presbylierian Hospital

VVYVVVVVVVVYVVVY

Colleges & Universities

California State University Northridge
Woodbury University

Los Angeles Misslon College

Los Angeles Valley College

Pierce College

YVVVY

Alrports
> Van Nuys Alrport
> Burbank Airport

>  Whiteman Airpark

E

Reglonal Shopping Centers

Fallbrook Mall

Westfield Shoppingtown Topanga Plaza
Promenade Mall

Northridge Fashion Center
Sherman Oaks Galleria
Sherman Oaks Fashion Square
Panorama Mall

Valley Plaza

The “Plant”

Laurel Plaza

VVYVVVYVVVVYY

Entertainment/Recreational Centers

1-15
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Sepulveda Basin Recreational Center
Hansen Dam Recreotion Area

Universal Studios/Amphitheater/City Walk
San Fernando Mission

Y VVY

Ma

[}

r Employment Centers
Warner Center
Van Nuys Government Center & Commercial Corridor
Ventura Boulevard Corridor (Encino-Sherman Oaks)
Chatsworth industrial center
City of San Fernando Government Center
North Hollywood District
I-405/Roscoe area (Busch Brewery, Gaipin Ford dealership)
Van Nuys Boulevard Auto Mall
Universal City/Media District
Malor Transit Hubs
Wamer Center Transit Center
Chatsworth Metrolink Station
Northridge Metrolink Station
Van Nuys Metrolink/Amirak Siation
Burbank Airport Metrolink Station
Sylmar/San Fernando Mefrolink Station
Sun Valley Metrolink Station
North Hollywood Metro Red Line Station
Universal City Metro Red Line Station
Future East-West BRT Sepulveda Park-and-Ride Station
Van Nuys Flyaway

VYVVVYVVVVVVYVQ VVYVVVYVYY

There are thiteen targe medical centers located throughout the San Fernando Valiey. Los
Angeles County QOlive View — UCLA Medical Center Is the largest and t Is located north of the
Sylmar Community. Other large medical centers include: Columbia-West Hlils Medical
Center, Enclno-Tarzana Regional Medical Center, Granada Hills Community Hospital,
Hollywood Community Hospital — Van Nuys, Kalser Foundation Hospital - Panorama City,
Kaiser Foundation Hosplital — Woodland Hills, Mission Community Hospital, Northridge Hospital
Medical Center, Northridge Hospltal Medical Center — Sherman, Paclfica Hospital of the
Valley, Sherman Oaks Hospltal and Health Center, and Valley Presbyterian Hospital. Medical
centers represent concentrations of employment, but they also represent areas where many
visitor trips are made, often via transit.

There are five colleges and universities located within the San Fernando Valley. Calffornia
State University, Northridge is the lkargest and it is located in the northwest section of the
Valley. Woodbury University, a private college, Is located In the community of Sun Valley on
the northwest boundary of the City of Burbank. Los Angeles Mission College is located in the
communiy of Syimar. Los Angeles Pierce College Is located near Wamer Center in the west
valley, and Los Angeles Valley College is located in the Community of North Hollywood in the
eastern portion of the Valley. Both Los Angeles Valley College and Pierce College are
located adjacent to stations on the planned SFV Metro Rapid Transliway, so fransfers to

1-16
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potential North-South transit corridors could significantly increase the transit accessibility of
these colleges.

There are three airports within the San Fernando Valley, the largest belng the Burbank-
Glendale-Pasadena Alrport located in northwest Burbank In the eastem portion of the Valley.
The Van Nuys Airport Is located in the western portion of the Valley near the communities of
North Hills and Northridge. Adjacent to the Van Nuys Airport on Woodiey Avenue is the Van
Nuys Flyaway that serves as a park-and-ride facllity for LAX Alrport. Express buses connect
the Flyaway site to LAX. Whiteman Airpark is in the north-central section of the Valley In the
communlty of Pacoima.

There are eleven large shopping centers located throughout the San Fernando Valley. They
include: Fallbrook Mall, Fashion Square - Sherman Oaks, Laurel Plaza, Northridge Fashion
Center, Panorama Mall, Promenade at Woodland Hills, Sherman Oaks Galleria, Topanga
Plaza, Valley Pliaza, The “Plant”, and Westfield Shoppingtown Topanga.

Entertainment-related businesses within the San Fernando Valley include some of the largest
motion plcture and television studios In the UnHed States. They represent major employment
concentrations as well as destinations for recreation trips and tourist visits. The entertainment
venues include Universal Studios, the Universal Amphitheater, and Universal Citywalk within
the Universal City section of Los Angeles County. The CBS Studio Center located in the
Community of Studio City. Wamer Bros Studios, Disney Studios, and NBC Studios are located
In the Media District of the City of Burbank.

The Sepulveda Dam Recreation Area and Hansen Dam Recreation Area are aiso major
recreational destinations. Another point of interest that should be considered an activity
center is the San Fernando Mission in the Misslon Hills Community of the City of Los Angeles.

Figure 1-8 lllustrates the dispersed nature of these activity centers. It would be difficult 1o
serve all of them with high-capacity transit service, but there Is a clear need for north-south
service to connect as many of these activity centers as possible to the existing and planned
east-west transit facllitles.

The employment centers listed above also constitute activity centers and are discussed In
the next section of this chapter.
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1.3.4 Land Use Plans & Policles
General Plans, Communliy Plans

The San Fernando Valley encompasses an area of 346 square miles. There are six cities
within the San Fernando Valley: Burbank, Calabasas, Glendale, Los Angeles (valley portion),
San Fernando, and Hidden Hills. There is also one unincorporated area of the County,
Universal City, at the southern edge of the Valley. The study area for this RSTIS Is confined o
the City of Los Angeles and CHy of San Femmando portions of the Valley. The valley portion of
the City of Los Angeles Is divided into fourteen Community or District Plan Areas. Each has its
own Community Plan. Figure 1-9 lllustrates the Community Plan Areas in the City of Los
Angeles. Since each of these cities and plan areas has Its own land use plan and policles to
regulate development, there are twenty different land use plans covering the San Fernando
Valley.

The alternatives being evaluated for the San Fernando Valley North-South Transit Corridor are
located in their entirety within the communities of the City of Los Angeles and the City of San
Fernando. The land use plans for these areas of the Valley Identify the following land use
categories: single-family residential, multiple-family residential, general commercial,
Industrial-manufacturing, open space, and public facilities.

An examination of the different land use plans shows that the vast majority of the land within
the San Fernando Valley Is planned for single-family residential uses. Multiple-family
residential uses are generally located along the major arterials. General commercial uses
front most of the major streets or are located in centers, and there are industrial —
manufacturing uses located along the rail corridors that pass through the valley. Figure 1-10
illustrates the existing land use pattern 'n the San Fernando Valley.
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Redevelopment Project Areas

There are four City of Los Angeles Redevelopment Project Areas (RPAs) within the San
Fernando Valley: Pacoima/ Panocrama City, Laurel Canyon, North Hollywood, and
Reseda/Canoga Park. Development within RPAs Is overseen by the Communily
Redevelopment Agency (CRA) of the City of Los Angeles, which attempts to encourage
housing and economic revitalization in blighted areas of the city. RPAs were also established
in part fo facilitate the repair, restoration, demoiition, and/or replacement of property or
areas adversely affected by the Northridge Earthquake and its subsequent aftershocks.

The Pacoima/Panorama City Redevelopment Project Area (RPA) is located In the northern
portion of the valley within the communities of Syimar, Panorama Clty, Arleta Pacoima, Sun
Valley, and North Hollywood. In Sylmar the RPA is located along San Femando Road,
Bradiey Avenue, and a small section of Glenoaks Boulevard. Another RPA Is located along
Foothllt Boulevard north of the City of San Femando. In Panorama City the main RPA is
located along Sepulveda Boulevard, Van Nuys Boulevard, and Parthenia Street. There is a
smaller RPA that runs along San Fernando Misslon Boulevard, Rinaldi Street, and Laurel
Canyon Boulevard. The RPA In Arleta Pacoima/ Sun Valley covers most of the area between
Van Nuys Boulevard on the northwest, Glenoaks Boulevard on the northeast, Sheldon Street
on the southeast, and Laurel Canyon Boulevard. There is a smaller RPA between San
Fernando Road and Bradley Street and Louvre Street, and the boundary of the City of San
Fernando. Foothlll Boulevard is also designated as an RPA within the Arieta Pacoima
Community. In the community of North Hollywood the area between Laurel Canyon
Boulevard on the west, Vose Street on the north, Tujunga Avenue on the east, and Kitiridge
Street is also designated as a RPA.

The Laurel Canyon RPA is located In the center of the community of North Hollywood. This
RPA focuses on the major commercial corridors of Burbank Boulevard, Victory Boulevard, and
Laurel Canyon Boulevard.

The North Hollywood RPA is located i the southeastern portion of the community of North
Hollywood. This RPA encompasses the area south of Hatteras Street, west of Cahuenga
Avenue, north of Sarah Street, and east of Tujunga Avenue.

The Reseda/Canoga Park RPA is located in the western portion of the San Fernando Valley
within the communities of Canoga Park, Winnetka, and Reseda. The main focus of this RPA Is
along Sherman Way between Topanga Canyon Boulevard (in Canoga Park) and Louise
Avenue (in Reseda). Within Canoga Park the RPA expands in a north/south direction to
include the area between Saticoy Street on the north and Erwin Street on the south. Within
Winnetka the RPA focuses on Sherman Way, with a small area along Saticoy Street between
Mason Avenue and Winnetka Avenue. In Reseda the RPA again expands in a nonth/south
direction to Roscoe Boulevard on the north and Victory Boulevard on the south between
Wilbur Avenue on the west and Hesperia Avenue on the east. The City of Los Angeles General
Plan Framework includes goails for Increased fransit mode split and concentration of growth
In designated Targeted Growth Areas.

City of Los Angeles’ Transportation Element
The City of Los Angeles Transportation Element of the General Pian provides the guide o how
the fransporiation system in the City of Los Angeles is o be developed and managed. It
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identifies the general location and extent of existing and proposed major thoroughfares,
transportation routes, terminals, and other public utilities and facilities, all correlated to meet
the transportation demands of the land use element of the general plan. The Transportation
Element designates transit priority streets. As shown in Figure 1-11, in the San Femando
Valley, the designated Transit Priority streets are :

East-West Transit Priority Streets

Ventura Boulevard (Primary Transit Priority)
Victory Boulevard (Transit Priority)

Roscoe Boulevard (Future Transit Priority)
Devonshire Street (Future Transit Priority)

e & o e

North-South Transit Priority Streets

» Van Nuys Boulevard (Primary Transit Priority)
Lankershim Boulevard (Transit Priority)
Glenoaks Boulevard (Transtt Priority)
Topanga Canyon Boulevard (Transit Priority)
Reseda Boulevard (Future Transit Priority)
Foothlll Boulevard (Future Transit Priority)

To date, hansit priofity has only been implemented on Ventura Boulevard through the
Ventura Metro Rapid Bus project. The Son Fernando Valley Metro Rapid Transitway closely
parallels Victory Boulevard and will In a sense substitute for the implementation of that Transit
Priority arterlal street. In the north-south direction, Metro Rapid Bus service is planned for Van
Nuys Boulevard and the planned San Fernando Road Metro Rapid Bus service will closely
parallel Glenoaks Boulevard, but none of the other north-south Transit Priority arerlal streets
envisioned In the Transportation Element has yet been scheduled for implementation.

The types of improvements envisioned In the Transportation Element for Transit Priority arterial
streets are:

Peak period parking restrictions (Tow Away/No Stopping)

Minimum 13-foot curb lanes

Traffic signal modifications (queue jumping, signal preemption or other)

For Primary Transit Priority streets, bus only or bus and right-turn only curb lanes
during peak periods may be installed.

The Transportation Element also identifies centers of activity in the City that shouild be linked
by transit, as well as areas of potential Pedestrlan Priority street segments to which transit
access would also be desirable. These are illustrated In Figure 1-12.
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1.3.5 Troffic Conditions

The arterial system in San Femando Valley is generally characterized by a predominant
north-south/east-west grid system, that has Major Highways — Class Il (as defined by the City
of Los Angeles' arerial classlfications) at typically one-mile Intervals, while Secondary
Highways flil-in the 4 mile spacing between the Majors. There is also a secondary grid
system, which runs in the eastern Valley areq, that is parallel and perpendicular to the Union
Pacffic (Santa Clarita-Paimdale Metrolink) rail fracks, generally east of the I-5 Freeway. The
alignment of the railroad and the adjacent Golden State Freeway (I-5) isolates the northeast
portion of the Valley from the rest of the Valley and makes it more difficult to serve that area
with transit routes.

The Major Highways typically have a 100-104 foot right of way, with four fo six moving lanes,
a two-way left lum lane (or In some limited cases ralsed median), and curbside parking,
which is restricted to non-peak periods. The Secondary Highways typically have a 90-foot
right of way, mostly four moving lanes, and curbside parking, however, the median type
varies depending on the width of the street, from just a solid yellow stipe or a two-way left
turn lane.

Figure 1-13 shows the number of through lanes on various segments of the preliminary
candidate north-south arterials. Table 1.2 provides segment-by-segment detalls on the
physical characteristics of the preliminary candidate arterials. These inciude: number of
lanes, speed Iimits, median type, on-street parking avaliabllity and peak period restrictions (it
any). The tfable also provides an initiol assessment of whether the paricular peak hour
parking restriction results In an additlonal moving lane. Topanga Canyon, Sepulveda and
Van Nuys Boulevards are the only arterials with three lanes In each direction at all times.
However, a large majority of the other candidate arerials gain a third lane in each direction
with peak period parking restrictions.

In the north-south direction, the Valley is generally only 8 to 10 miles in width, as opposed to
the east-west direction, which is over 20 miles wide. Therefore, there are about twice as
many north-south arterials as east-west arterlals, and the north-south arterials tend fo be more
continuous. Where north-south arterials are discontinuous, it Is typically due to natural
features (the Sepulveda Dam and basin, hllis, etc.) the Southern Pacific (Ventura Metrolink)
rall line, or large developments (Van Nuys Alrport, CSUN, Northridge Mall, etc.). All arterials
are generally continuous across the many flood control channels and branches of the Los
Angeles River, as well as across all the freeways and the SFV Metro Rapid Transitway
alignment. Louise Avenue is the only arterlal that does not cross the SFV Metro Rapid
Transitway alignment.
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Table 1.2 Roadway Characteristics by Segment
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The significant north-south Major Highways that run the entire length of the Valley, from east
1o west, include:

s« Glenoaks Boulevard
Laurel Canyon Boulevard
Coldwater Canyon Avenue
Woodman Avenue
Van Nuys Boulevard
Sepulveda Boulevard
Balboa Boulevard
Reseda Boulevard
Tampa Avenue
De Soto Avenue
Topanga Canyon Boulevard

« &6 & ¢ @ o © @& & @

San Fernando Road, which is a significant Mojor Highway, is discontinuous where It crosses
under the I-5 freeway. Generally, few of the Secondary Highways Is continuous throughout
the entire length of the Valley. Only Corbin Avenue is continuous from Ventura Boulevard to
Devonshire Street.

Topanga Canyon Boulevard, Sepulveda Boulevard, Yan Nuys Boulevard (through Beverly
Glen Boulevard and Benedict Canyon Drive), Coldwater Canyon Avenue, and Laurel
Canyon Avenue provide surface street connections through the Santa Monica Mountains
with the Paclific Coast, the Wesiside and the Los Angeles Basin. Balboa Boulevard and San
Fernando Road-The Old Road are the only arterials that provide surface street connections
to the north via the Newhall Pass.

Most of the Major Highways have interchanges with complete ramp connections to the
freeway system. On the other hand, the secondary arterials, are typically only grade
separated with the freeways and have no interchange ramp connections, with minor
exceptions.

The arterlal grid system Is the backbone of the Valley's circulation network. The previously
described Major and Secondary Highways are also typlcally supported by intermediate V-
mile collector streefs. This highly regular orientation of the arterial system provides a
significant amount of traffic carrylng capacity and a multitude of route choices. Due to this
fact, turn volumes at the Intersections of arterials tend to be moderate in comparison to
some other subregions, where most turns occur at the arterial crossings. Therefore, the
Valley’s grid system, which has over 1,700 traffic signals, is still predominantly controlied by
two-phase traffic signals, which provide good levels of traffic progression.

As an illustration of the north-south arterial’s collective traffic carrying capacity, an imaginary
line (screenline) was drawn just south of Sherman Way and all trafflc volumes crossing this line
were counted and iotaled across 23 arterials from Topanga Canyon Boulevard to Tujunga
Avenue. At this location, the main north-south arterlals carry a total daily two-way volume of
approximately 550,000 vehicles in both directions. As a comparison, the 1-405 and SR-170
freeways carry daily volumes of approximately 215,000 and 165,000 respectively, for a total
of 380,000 at the same location (south of the Sherman Way Interchanges). This means that
the north-south arterials collectively carry nearly 45 percent more dally traffic than the ftwo
north-south freeways.
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Daily traffic volumes on the candidate north-south arterials vary widely from just under 2,000
to more than 45,000. However, most of the arerlal daily volumes typically range between
20,000 and 30,000 dally two-way trips. Only a limited number of arterlals carry less than
15,000 or more than 40,000 at any point. The highest average dally fraffic volume on any
north-south arterlal is recorded on Sepulveda Boulevard south of Sherman Way, at over
46,600 and on Topanga Canyon Boulevard north of Devonshire Street at 46,200. Dally
volumes on Van Nuys Boulevard peak at almost 39,000 south of Sherman Way and 38,400
near Burbank Boulevard. De Soto Avenue in the West Valley also has some of the highest
daily volumes, at over 44,100 near Nordhoff Sireet. Reseda Boulevard carries consistently
high dally tfraffic volumes in the range of 30,000 to 38,000 throughout its entire length.
Lankershim Boulevard carries relatively lower volumes In the range of 22,000 to 28,000.
Volumes on Vineland Avenue are generally below 30,000 dally frips. San Fernando Road
carrles daily volumes typically In the range of 15,000 to 22,000, and sharply peaks at 35,000
at Paxton Street. Daily volumes on Glenoaks Boulevard also typically range between 16,000
and 24,000,

Assuming an average four-lane cross section, the 23 arterials collectively have
approximately 92 two-way lanes. Typlcally, one lane of traffic has a daily capacity of
between 8000 to 10,000 vehicles per lane. This roughly fransiates Into a dally north-south
capacity of 736,000 to 920,000. Given the overall north-south volume of nearly 550,000 at
the mid-point (Sherman Way), thils means that on the average the north-south streets are
already filled with vehicular traffic up to approximately 60 to 75 percent of their daily
capacity.

There are numerous traffic congestion hot-spots on the north-south arterlals in the Valley. The
most significant and critical ones are typically associated with one or more of the following
conditions:

> High-density employment and activity centers (e.g. Wamer Center, Van Nuys
Government Center, CSUN})

» Freeway parallel corridors (e.g. Sepulveda Boulevard, Woodley Avenue, San
Fernando Road, Glenoaks Boulevard)

» Freeway crossing, interchange locations (e.g. Topanga Canyon Boulevard,
Reseda Boulevard, Van Nuys Boulevard, at the 101 Freeway, Lankershim
Boulevard at the 134 Freeway)

The most critical recurring peak hour congestion areas associated with the preliminary
candidate arterials include, but are not limited to the following arterial segments:

» Topanga Canyon Boulevard in Wamer Center, from Ventura Boulevard to
Sherman Way

> Topanga Canyon Boulevard in the Vicinity of Roscoe Boulevard

» Reseda Boulevard In Tarzana between Ventura Boulevard and Victory Boulevard

» Reseda Boulevard in Northridge from Parthenia Street to Devonshire Street
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Y

Sepulveda Boulevard in Sherman Oaks, from Valley Vista Avenue to the Ventura
Freeway

Sepulveda Boulevard from Victory Boulevard 1o Roscoe Boulevard

Van Nuys Boulevard from Ventura Boulevard to Magnolia Avenue

Van Nuys Boulevard from Oxnard to Sherman Way, through the Government
Center

Lankershim Boulevard from Magnolia Avenue to Oxnard Street

Y V V

Y

Other candidate arterial comidors such as Woodley Avenue, Vineland Avenue, San Fernando
Road and Glenoaks Boulevard, in comparison with the above locations, are relatively free of
high levels of congestion throughout most of the day.

1.3.6 Translt Service & Ridership Patterns

MTA transit service throughout the Valley Is comprised of 23 local bus routes (five of them
have branches adding up o 28 local bus routes). In addition, there is one limited-stop bus
service (Iilne 394, branch of local route 924) between Syimar and Downtown Los Angeles, four
express service routes (three of them branches of other locai routes), and a Metro Rapid Bus
ine along Veniura Boulevard. Other public bus transit operators include Antelope Vailey
Transit Authority (AVTA), Santa Clarita Transit, Simi Valley Transit, VISTA Conejo Connection, and
DASH and Commuter Express buses operated by LADOT. Greyhound service Is also avallable
at the North Hollywood Greyhound Station. Complementary rail services, the Metro Red
Line subway stations at Universal City and North Hollywood and two Metrolink commuter raill
lines cross the Valley on their way to Ventura and Lancaster to/from Downtown Union Station,
also provide transit service to Valley residents.

The MTA bus service network has been established in a grid pattern with most of the routes
focused on both east-west and north-south arterials (see Existing Transit Network Figure 1- 14).
Despite the fact that the bus network covers all major arterlais, bus service is not provided
evenly throughout the Valley (see Table 1-3 Existing MTA Transit Service).
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Table 1-3
Existing MTA Transit Service
Peak
Service Routs Route
Number
Headway
! 156 Panorama City - North Hollywood
94 - 394 San Fernando Road
5t0 10 233 - 561 Lakaview Temace - Van Nuy_s
| Minutes 150 Wamer Canter - Unlversal City
240 Reseda-Ventura Bl
750 Warmner Center - Universal City
92 - 93 Glenoaks 8l, - Brand Bl !
80 - 93 Foothill Bl. - Glendale Ave. 12 18 18 40
| 06 Sherman Oaks - Burbank 15 14 13 30
164 - 165 Victory Bl. - Burbank TC 17 18 18 ../a0,
11 t0 20 166 tankershim BI. - Chatsworth TC 16 16 14 :xf .
Minutes 183 - 234 Sepuiveda BL - Sayre St 18 17 16 I 30 :
230 taurel Ganyon BI. 16 16 15 30
| 163 Sherman Way - Hollywood 18 18 17 ]
152 Roscoe B, - Burbank 18 17 16 130
426 San Femando - Wilshire 12 - - e
410 San Femando - Los Angeles 2 - - -
| 154 Tampa Ave. - Burbank 14 13 - SRy
2110 30 |158 Devonshire St. - Woodman Ave. 14 13 12 45
Minutes [238 [Balboa BL.- Woodley Ave. 13 13 11 &0 i
245 Chatsworth TC - Valley Circle 16 13 11 60
I 418 Canoga Park - Los Angeles 13 - - -
| 211045 [233 Chatswork TC - Winnetka Ave. 14 - - T
Minutes |167 Plummer St. - Chatswocth TC 17 17 17 B0
239 White Oak Ave. - Rinald] St. 13 13 11 50
45 to 80 | 187 Westlake Viilage - Woodland Hilis 13 1" 11 ] ; 60
s 1168 Chatsworth TC - Paxton St 13 11 - . 80 | -

e b
Soorce: LACMTA June 3, 2001 Shake-up
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The Existing Transit Service Table 1-3, above, shows that local routes have varying service
hours and varying service frequencies. The table also shows that routes providing more
service (5-10 minute headways) are those along Ventura Boulevard, Reseda Boulevard, Van
Nuys Boulevard, Burbank Boulevard, San Fernando Road, and Glenoaks Boulevard, which
are the corridors that provide direct or connecting regional transit service through the
Sepulveda and Cahuenga Passes to Los Angeles, or to Glendale and Downfown Los Angeles
via Burbank (see Existing Transit Service Figure 1-15). The second-best service frequency (11 -
20 minutes) comprises bus routes that provide service throughout the Valley, with service in
both north-south (Sepulveda Boulevard and Laurel Canyon Boulevard) and east-west
(Nordh<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>