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INTERAGENCY TRANSIT STUDY POLICY GROUP
August 19, 1991, 10:00 a.m., Proud Bird Restaurant

11022 Aviation Blvd., 111th Street (Adjacent to LAX)

AGENDA

1. Welcome and Self-Introductions

Green Line Northern Ext. - Bob Cashin

Project Tour

Set Date and Place for Next policy Meeting

Public. Participation Process strategies - Barna Szabo

Neil Peterson

LAX-Palmdale Rail - George Swede

LAX People Mover - Jack Graham

Transit Center - Gary Spivack

o overview of work program and where we are - John stutsman

o Project presentations:

Summary of Accomplishments to Date

overview of the study and the pOlicy Group

Lunch at Proud Bird Restaurant; Recap of Tour and Action
Areas; Set Agenda for Next Policy Meeting.

-0 Key assumptions for this interagency planning effort ­
Judy Weiss

2.

3.

4 .

5.

6.

7.
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MINUTES OF

LAX INTERAGENCY TRANSIT STUDY POLICY GROUP

MEETING NUMBER 1

AUGUST 19, 1991 - 10:00 A.M.

This was the fIrst meeting of the Policy Group for the LAX Interagency Transit Study.
Comments regarding these minutes can be directed to Bob Cashin at (213) 244-6441, or can be
addressed at the beginning of our next meeting.

ISSUES A1'!'l> CONCERNS

The entire 3 miles of the North Coast alignment will be revisited from the Aviation
Boulevard Station nnrth. This will include issues of neighborhood sensitivity, and a
continued commitment to serve Westchester, although the decision on alignment and
technology will be open for discussion. The ultimate solution should not preclude future
service to Marina Del Rey.

Re-examining the alignment provides opportunities, such as:

A chance to develop consensus.
Make the whole system come together by looking at the whole package of needs.

Contribute to synergistic approach.
Include the public fairly early in the process.

All of the area west of the 405 could reasonably be considered for alignments -­
remaining flexible to both alignment and technology options without unreasonable delays.

Make sure that Policy Committee members are involved -- Don't delegate participation
to others.

To be effective as the main point of arrival to LAX the Transit Center will need to
provide adequate "arrival" amenities, such as luggage drop and flight arrival and
departure infonnation. However, if luggage drop becomes a service of the Transit
Center, the vehicles/methods used to transport luggage to the CTA should not impact
CTA traffic. The Transit Center also needs good access to the regional freeway system.

Alignment of the North Coast link through to Playa Vista will be restricted to the east
side of Lincoln because of the wetland enhancement areas west of Lincoln. Playa Vista
development (McGuire/Thomas) is studying the possibility of a powered roadway which
would require no additional right-of-way. The transportation problem in the Playa Vista
area will be solved as part of the whole community. Parcel A - another large parcel ­
needs a quick look.
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The goal is to get people out of their cars. Of the people arriving at LAX each day,
80% arrive by auto (including rentals), 3/4 come by private car, 5-6% use shuttles, 4-5%
use taxis and actual transit use is small. An average of 61,000 cars come into LAX daily
carrying passengers and employees.

If the development of the Green Line, People Mover, and Transit Center are successful
in reducing vehicle trips, future parking area development will be reduced
proponionately.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

The public should be involved as early as possible to foster trust and ownership in the
process.

A broader defmition of "Public· should be developed to include not only the residents
of the immediate vicinity of LAX, but also other interest(ed) groups, such as the Greater
Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce, employees of the Westchester-Inglewood area,
Supervisors Hann, Edelman, Antonovich and Molina, and Chambers of Commerce from
the San Fernando Valley and inland areas that would be affected by transportation
improvements at LAX.

A definition of the interested ·public· will be provided by the Technical Task Force with
panicipation by the Policy Group.

Public Panicipation will be scheduled for October, both to allow for adequate notification
and appropriate preparation of forum and presentation of alternatives.

The Technical Task Force will propose a Public Participation program which will not
sacrifice the schedule.

NEXT POLICY GROUP MEETING

The next Policy Group meeting will be scheduled to occur in the next 3 to 4 weeks.

The Technical Task Force Action Items for the next Policy Group meeting are:

Definition of interested Publics.

Proposed Public Participation Program.

Presentations of 3-4 alignment alternatives, including locations for the Transit Center.

TOUR

The meeting was followed by a tour of the project alignment and sites.
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INTERAGENCY TRANSIT STUDY

PRELIMINARY WORK PLAN
I
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. 1.

2.

ACTIVITY

statement of Goals , Overriding consideration

o Metro Green Line
o LAX People Mover
o SCRTD Transit Center
o LAX-Palmdale Rail Project
o LAX Master Plan - Goals statement

Review of project History, Patronage studies,
and 'Issues

o DOA:

RECOMMENDED
RESPONSIBILITY

DOA; LACTCi
SCRTDi LA CITY

DOA; LACTC

DATE

August 6

August 15

LAX 2000 Plan; Ground Access study;
Capital Program; Project Description;
Goals; Planning Parameters; Funding Schedule.

o LACTC:

Metro Green Line Northern Extension·
LAX-Palmdale Rail Project

3.

o
o·
C1')

Development of Preliminary options PBQ&D; WSA;
GRUEN

August 30
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4.

5.

6.

7.

ACTIVITY

Initial screeninq of preliminary options

o Patronage
o Cost Comparisonsi Funding Implications
oLand Use/CMP Implications
o Timing
o Service to the Public
o Interface Between Modes
o Major Environmental Issues
o Public/Political Acceptability

Refine Selected Alternatives

Refinement , Evaluation of Alternatives.

Technical Task Force Recommendations.

RECOMMENDED
RESPONSIBILITY

PBQ&Di WSAi
MPi GRUEN; JDRP

PBQ&D; GRUEN

PBQ&Di GRUEN

Judy Weiss

DATE

September 15

October 12

November 5

November 13

I..
I

• I

o
O·
~

PBQ&D =
WSA =
MP =
GRUEN =
JDRP =

WRKPLN1.NC

Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade & Douglas, Inc.
Wilbur smith Associates
Manuel Padron
Gruen Associates
Jones, Day, Reavis and Pogue
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PIlOJECT PIlOJECT
PQOJECT DECISION/

PIlOJECT KEY DECISION
NAME DESCIlIPTION

FUNDING IMPLEMENTATION
COMPLETION DATE MAKEIlS

COMMENTS
STATUS TIMElINE, ----._-- -------

MElIlO GIlEEN LINE rhe fi,st phose of the Green line Northern Extension Is a S215million rhe P,olcells In final April 1995 LACTC Commissioners Project allonmeni and
tlOIlTHEIlN EXTENSION: three·mlle segmentlhat begins at Aviation Blvd. and (In mid· 1992 engineering and technology 10 be

! AVIATION TO WESTCHESTEIl Irnperlalliwy. runs north IhrOlloh LAX Lot C. and ends dollars) Inilially scheduled for reconsidered as port or
PARKWAY

, at a lemporary lerminus 01 Weslchester Pkwy. It will construe lion In lole Task Force eHort

have Iwo sial Ions. one (10 be identified) to serve the 1991.

i
LAX area and the oiller 01 Weslchester Pkwy. west or
Sepulveda. II will be on ae,ial.

I
aulomaled/compuler·operated (driverless) line.

!
I _. - - -----_ .. _._---- - -
i

LAX PEOPLE MOVEIl

.

.. -- ......_-----_ . ._-_. . ..

-RfP released In July 2001 -lACTC Commissioners
LAX / PALMDALE 7I mile roll system Itom LAX to Palmdate Regional ApprOXimately August. 1991 -Deportment at Airports

IlAll PIlOJECT Airport. 30 miles aerlol and 40 miles 01 grade. following $5 billion. -Proposals due In -Los Angeles Clly Mayor
Ihe median of the 405. 5 and t4 rreeways. Thirteen January. 1992 and Council
slallons are proposed. To be pr1valely -Recommendallon -los Angeles County

financed wllh ror contract award Boord of Supervisors
public sector In October. 1992 • Ka~/leglslalure
repayment 10 -If built. revenue
be determined. service scheduled ror

July. 2001
- .- -.'.- --

SCIITO / MUNICIPAL Exlsling Iranslt center Is Iocaled 01 Lol C ",lIh fourteen (buill) -SCrUD The Iransll cenler musl
TIIANSIT CENTER bus boys. serving JOO.cOJ bus lrips annually. Riders ~

-Municipal Operators hove linkage 10 LAX
I,ansler 10 other buses or shultles or walk to tlnal -DOA and the Green line
desllnallons. Stallon so may be

relocated depending
on Inler1ace locallon.

i>'j n~f)'fo
o
GO

. ,(I>t <. ,,~
)~,~ j~ I.e:' '.'.1"h '.. .

SUMMARY OF MAJOR GROUND TRANSPORTATION
IMPROVEMENT AND RELATED PLANS· CONTINUED

INTERAGENCY TRANSIT STUDY Tf. . "FORCE
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LAX INTERAGENCY TRANSIT STUDY

August 19, 1991

SUl\JMARY OF KEY STUDY ASSUMPTIONS At'{D UNDERSTANDINGS

GreenLine Northern Extension

The northerly extension of the GreenLine, i.e., north of the Aviation Station, \v'i!l be
given a "fresh look" as part of this Task Force effort. Accordingly, the final design
effort has been put on hold pending outcome of the Task Force effort.

The North Coast must be served. The alignment and technology are open for
discussion.

Use of the GreenLine to bring passengers to LAX is an important goal; therefore,
linkages to People Mover and Transportation Center are important.

LAX People MO\"er System

An LAX People Mover System will be developed to provide fast/efficient transfer
among terminals (including proposed west-end terminal) and convenient service from
LAX parking lots (e, B and proposed west end).

eTA loop and connection to Transportation Center is first priority.

LAX Transportation Ccntcr

A transportation center will be developed at LAX which:

Consolidates rental car facilities and shuttle van service.

Provides an auto drop-off/pick-up location outside the CTA.

Provides a GreenLine connection.

Serves SCRTD and the other municipal operators.

Provides an LAX-Palmdale connection, if that line is built.

Provides access to LAX People Mover.

The GreenLine LAX Station, LAX Transportation Center, and LAX People Mover
should interface at one, optimal location.

009



L

-•
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

I
I
I

The optimal location for the Transportation Center must feature good ground access
(most likely to be satisfied to east of Central Terminal Area).

A lot C location for the Transportation Center is the currently preferred site; thus,
the LAX-Palmdale Project terminal has focused on Lot C.

General

The Technical Task Force will focus on achieving consensus on the optimal
integrated ground access solution to the LAX area and environs, from both a local
and regional standpoint, within the three month framework.

Transportation issues and their successful resolution will be the focus of this effort.
Joint development issues will not be a primary driver in determining the most
optimal course of action.

The LAX Master Plan, under preparation by City Planning, will be considered as a
key guide in the conduct of this effort.

Planning for improved ground access to Lot B should be accomplished now, even if
construction is not in the immediate future.

The FAA needs good, reliable information, which will nor" change significantly, in
order to provide timely review and approval on proposed construction projects. The
FAA must review and approve all notices of construction, and they must also
approve the use of airport land for "non-airport uses" (see attachment).

JMS/reve/keyassum.sum
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LAX BUS TOUR

METRO GREEN LINE
LAX-PALMDALE

HIGH-SPEED RAIL
TOUR ROUTE

1 Aviation/Imperial
Metro Green Line Station

2 Lot C Transit Center

3 96th Street Overcrossing

4 Westchester Parkway Station

5 Arbor Vitae/40~ Interchange

6 LAX-Palmdale High-Speed.Raii
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__AX-PALMDALE
~ase Map
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Palmdale
~~b.. RegIonal

Airport

BASELINE SYSTEM STATIONS

1. lAX LOT C 8. CHATSWORTH
2. VENICE BLVD. 9. ROXFORD
3. PICO BLVD. 10. SAN FERNANDO
4. WILSHIRE BLVD. 11. HOLT CANYON
5. VENTURA BLVD. 12. PALMDALE (AVE S. @ 14 FWY)
6. VICTORY BLVD. 13. PALMDALE ARIPORT
7. RaSCOE BLVD.

LEGEND

.• POSSIBLE STATIONS

~PROJECT

.,................ METRO RAIL

! Q Q Q Q Q QQ. GREEN UNE

~""""~"""""~ LONG BEACH
FREEWAYS

(10)
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Agenda

INTERAGENCY TRANSIT STUDY
JOINT POLICY GROUP AND TECHNICAL TASK FORCE MEETING NO. 2

September 23, 1991, 3:30 p.m., Los Angeles Conference Room
LACTC, 818 W. 7th Street, 10th Floor

AGENDA

1. Approve Minutes

2. Recap of Interagency Transit study Goals and Assumptions,
Overriding Considerations, and Summary of Project Issues

3. Technology Review - George Swede

4. Overview of F~~ Issues

5. Summary of Alignments and Results of Technical Task Force
Preliminary Screen - Bechtel/Gruen

6. Evaluation of Preliminary Alternatives; Direction to
Technical Task Force on Associated Issues

7. Presentation of the Public Process Program - Barna Szabo

8. Set Date and Place of Next Policy Meeting

9. Adjourn

nC4:polmtg2
I
I
I

los Angeles County
Transportation
Commission

818 West Seventh Streel
SUl!e 1100
Los Ange!es CA 90017
iei 213623- ;194
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MINUTES OF

LAX INTERAGENCY TRANSIT STUDY POLICY GROUP

MEETING NUMBER 2

L
SEPTEMBER 23, 1991 - 3:30 P.M.

This was the second meeting of the Policy Group for the LAX Interagency Transit Study.
Comments regarding these minutes can be directed to Bob Cashin at (213) 244-6441, or can be
addressed at the beginning of our next meeting.

ISSUES AND CONCERNS

ADDITIONAL OPTIONS IDENTIFIED THROUGH TASK FORCE DISCUSSION

• Service to Lot B may be a lower priority than previously expressed.

• A change of technology from GreenLine to People Mover would be acceptable.
Whether to make that change at Aviation station, Lot B or Lot C is still a matter for
further discussion.

019

The GreenLine Subway alignment could become more cost-effective if it terminated at
Lot C, the CTA People Mover was not extended to Lot B but was extended to
Westchester to provided continuation of service to the CBD. With this option, People
Mover would be the technology used to serve Playa Vista as part of any future extension
of transit service.

If LAX-Palmdale could be connected at Lot B, a change of technology from GreenLine
to People Mover could be made at Lot B. The alignment option for GreenLine from
Aviation to Lot B could combine with the option for all People Mover north of Lot B.

1.

• A relocation of Westchester Station would be acceptable. A relocation of the
Westchester station closer to the CBD would be preferable, either at 89th Street west of
Sepulveda or north of Westchester Parkway along Sepulveda Eastway. The siting of the
Westchester ~tation and the choice of technology should consider the possibilities of
future extension of the North Coast transit system.

• Provide a direct connection of the GreenLine to the LAX-Palmdale. The ability of
the LAX-Palmdale line to connect to a single transfer point should be a primary
consideration in selecting the location of the Transit Center.

• A primary goal is to minimize transfers. A passenger of the GreenLine, LAX­
Palmdale, or the CTA People Mover should only need to make one transfer at a single
location to ride to any other place served by any of the three systems. This indicates the
desire for a single point Transit Center station which would serve all three systems.

2.

•
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PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

The Public Participation Program has been developed, and the firm of Fairbank,
Bregman and Maullin has been retained to run the public meetings.

Proposed Public Participation Program had been scheduled to begin on September 25th,
but will be adjusted to begin after the next Policy Group Meeting.

A general presentation of alternatives will be developed, introducing the public to the
options being considered. The forum will be one of information gathering and exchange.

NEXT POLICY GROUP MEETING

The next Policy Group meeting will be scheduled to occur in the next 2 weeks.

The Technical Task Force Action Items for the next Policy Group meeting are:

Presentations of 4 alignment alternatives, including revised alternatives for the GreenLine
Subway, and People Mover to Lot B, to achieve single transfer maximum with LAX­
Palmdale, and lower cost.

More detailed cost, schedule and potential for ridership information will be provided for
each alternative presented.

020
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DESCRIPTION

ALTERNATE ALIGNMENTS FOR GBEENLINE NORTH COAST EXTENSION

ALNMT ill ALNMT ill A ALNMT #2 ALNMT #2A ALNMT #3 ALNMT 1f4 ALNMT #5 ALNMT #6 ALNMT il3A ALNMT #3Z ALNMT #Z

LRT-TECHNOLOGY

AT GRADE GUIDEW 1600 1600
CUT&COVER N/A 2000 1000 2000 2000 1000
AERIAL GUIDEWAY 13900 9800 5000 18500 5400 5400
TUNNEL N/A 2100 8000 7400 11000 7768
AERIAL STATIONS 3 3 4
SUBWAY STATIONS N/A 1 1 - 1 1 1
VEHICLES ALLOWANCE ALLOWANCE ALLOWANCE ALLOWANCE ALLOWANCE ALLOWANCE

P\M-TECHNOLOGY

AERIAL GUIDEWAY 12300 12300 26200 23200 26100 12350 29800 31300 26100 26100
AT GRADE GUIDEW 1600 1600
C&CGUIDWAY 800
TUNNEL 2200
AERIAL STATIONS 9 9 12 12 13 9 14 13 13 13
SUBWAY STATION 1
MAINT. FACILITY 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
VEHICLES 15 15 30 30 30 15 30 30 30 30

COST

LIGHT RAIL $219049357 $290780457 $446878250 $274685 892 $316340935 $370388141 $224299211
PEOPLEMVR $226216885 $226216885 $423327382 $489157066 $407763076 $226660320 $443250828 $451 186387 $407763076 $407763076

TOTAL $445266242 $516997342 $423327382 $489157066 $854641326 $501346212 $443250828 $451186387 $724104 011 $n8151217 $224299211

SEPTEMBER 16,1991

!

o
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$178.4

$15.9

15,323

3

!

* These costs exclude any real estate aquisition costs.

Source: RCC

•••••••••••••••••

•

9/9.1
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GREENLINE SUBWAY

PEOPLE MOVER STATION •

TRANSIT CENTER OPTION •

JC•
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Source: RCC

* These costs exclude any real estate aqrnsttion costs.

SUBWAY ALIGNMENT

! COSTS* LENGTH/STATIONS

TOTAL $513.9 26,297

CTA $164.8

CTA LOOP $122.6 10,800

DOUBLE WYE

l1NK TO LOT C $13.6 1,200

YARD $28.6

NORTH COAST LINE $349.1 14,297

GL $246.0 11,127

PM $5.6 3,170

GL STATIONS $86.9 1

PM STATIONS $10.6 2

PACIFIC OCEAN

.. ;I'lu .... ".'1:. u~ \,. ...... 111' U-~.tl 'fl'l:.!i r

SQlJFlCE : U.I.G.I EARTH SCI!!'IC! IN"ORMATlON ~NT'ER

•

I
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r
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STATION IMPERIA!Jl

AERIAL (ELEVATED)

STATIO,N

GREENLINE THROUGH LOT B

LAX-CTA PEOPLE MOVER

PEOPLE MOVER STATION

TRANSIT CE' NTER OPTION •

1;=1====-

PROJeCT

\\
r---C======~--- II

M

.-' -_.....•...... ,-

exclude any real estate aquisit'IOn costs.

Source: Ree

T

~ .-,...""

PACIFIC OCEAN

.l,jNV,,".. :;r,iTE <I"
SOURCE; U.S.G.5 I!&IlT" s~~:::E 0"3.0' WEST_ lH"'OHWATION CENTER

Ir----

I

G~EENLINE THROUGH LOT B
=~

_TOTAL

COSTS· LENGTH/STATIONS
-

CTA

$418.4

-

I

CTA LOOP

$153.3

29,658

_ DOUBLE WYE

$122.6

-

10,800

_ LINK TO LOT C

_$2.1
-

-

300

YARD

-ii"'
r

~.J. •.~

yORTH COAST LINE

$28.6
- -

'0

"

-

GL

$265.2

~

I-

PM

$57.6

18,558 • ".11

GL STATIONS

$170.0

3,390
- "':

I.-

~

1,-- PM STATIONS

$11.0

15,168
-

I~$26.5

1

I 5
-

* These costs

..
I
I
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~

I
I
I
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I.
I
I
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PEOPLE MOVER THROUGH LOT B

'f

i
~/.

::::=.;-;::._=\\:::;====.======~I ~L====::::;:~~====~ '--'----"
~ - [

l
I ~

16,771

27,871

M

5

300

16,771 .

10,800

$216.1

$153.3

$369.4

COSTS* LENGTH/STATIONS

$2.1

$28.6

$26.5

$189.6

$122.6

PEOPLE MOVER THROUGH LOT B

Source: RCC

* These costs exclude any real estate aquisition costs .

YARD

GL

GL STATIONS

DOUBLE WYE

PM

LINK TO LOT C

PM STATIONS

CTA LOOP

NORTH COAST LINE

CTA

TOTAL

PACIFIC OCEAN

~ ;'lU~ .. 'UTE "" .: ....."GE ODJ.O' WEST

SOUR!;!; U.$.G.S EARTH SelENel' IN"ORMATION C£JIITER

..----------------------------------------.
~===::::<~Il-JL

-

•
I

I

-

I
I
I
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SUMMARY EVALUATION OF ALIGNMENT OPTIONS

EVALUATION EIR ALIGNMENT EIR ALIGNMENT SUBWAY AVIATION VIA·LOT B LOT·B
CRITERIA GREEN LINE PEOPLE MOVER GREEN LINE GREENLINE PEOPLE MOVER

- Unresolved EI problems. - Unresolved EI problems. ./ OK if mined. ./ Better for ./ Better for
- Possible construction - Possible construction navigation aids. navigation aids.

COMPLIANCE WITH problems. problems. + Out of Clear Zone. + Out of Clear Zone.
FAA REGULATIONS ------------- -------------

(CLEAR ZONE, - Subway closes 104th. + Subway avoids 50:1
OTHERS) - Cut & cover may and keeps 104th open.

interfere. - Cut & cover may
interfere.

TRANSPORTATION
CENTER LOCATION: ./ OK to LotC. ./ OK to LotC. Not compatible +

INTERFACE WITH - Can access Lot C ./ Can access Lot C

PEOPLE MOVER,
(no Lot B access). or LotB. or Lot B.

LAX·PALMDALE, ./ OK to LotC.
& RUSES

INTERFACE WITH - No link to Lot B. No link to Lot B. - No immediate link + Serves Lot C & Lot B. ./ Serves Lot C & Lot B
GROUND ------------- - to Lot B. (no direct street

TRANSPORTATION - Subway closes 104th. access).
(RENTAL CARS & - No stations between
HOTEL SHUTfLE) Aviation and Lot C.

./ $445 + $423 - $778 ./ $501 ./ $436

CO~lTOCONSTRUer ------------- ------------- (All Subway)

~ $516 ./ $489
(w/Subway) (w/Subway)

CONSTRUefiRILlTY
-Consistency with ./ Problems· limited hours. ./ Limited hours. - Work site limits. ./ Curves tight for ./ 'light interface with

accepted and/or ------------- ------------- - Possible subsidence. - Greenline. railroad bridge at

approved systems ~ Possible cut and cover ~ Possible cut and cover - Limited access. Aviation and Century.

design cr!tcrl.. interference. interference. - Requires more study.

·Tlmlng to construct (May have H82Mat)

.Englneerlng constraints

AREAS/uSERS
SERVICED - No Lot B. - No Lot B. - Lot B wI extra $. + Serves aU. + Serves aU.

·Lot B
·LAX·Employees

·LotC
·Westchester

./ OK· Construction. ./ Construction. - Construction. ./ OK Construction. + Operation.
LOCAL CIRCULATION

+ Operation. + Operation. + Operation. ./ OK Operation.
IMPACr -------------

-Construction ./ OK . Construction.
•Operatlon - Closes l04th.

POTENTIAL FOR
FlJfURE EXTENSiON ./ Possible· needs study. +./ Needs study· - Costly to continue. ./ Possible· needs study. +./ Needs study -

OFTHE TRANSIT More flexible. More flexible.

SYSTEM NORTH TO Less cost. Less cost.

PLAYA VISTA AND
MARINA DEL REY

ADDITIONAL ./ ElR Clear "/' ElR Clear .....~ NewEIR. ./ Supplemental ElR. ./ Supplemental EIR.

~l'UDlES REQUIRED, Supplement required. Addendum required. - All new alignment study. ./ Some new alignment study. .£. More new alignment study.

INCLUDING EIR ./ More design required - Requires revised design - New constructability - Alignment revision

for technology changes. analysis. for technology.

\

-

INSTITlJnONAL • Separately supported • Joint system. • Overlapping service. • Separate systems. • Joint system.

RELATIONSHIPS systems. • Separate systems.

...
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Technology Fact Summary

SYSTEM STANDARDS
Built to Transit Standards

• Operational Safe~y Yes
• Rre Safety Yes
• Construction Yes

Areas Needing Emergency Evacuation
Development Train Control

DEGREE OF AUTOMATION
Fully Automated (Driverless) Yes
Partially Automated No
Fixed/Moving Block Train Control Moving

HANDICAPPED ACCESSIBILITY
Provided Yes
Adaptable Not Required

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS
Noise (dBA @ 22 mph) 62
Vibration None
Emissions None

~

" \ \'\\':'\\1
\
I
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Technology People Mover
"UM IV Series" Monorail

(Automated)
Suppliers Transportation Group Inc. (Tal)
Development Status Mature
Primary Application Circulation/Distribution

SERVICE/OPERATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS
Vehicle Capacity (Pass) Design 40, Crush 56
Train Formation Variable
Train Size (It Cars) 2to 8
Speed (mph) Cruise 18, Max 22
Acceleration (mph/sec/sec) 2.2
Deceleration (mph/sec/sec) 4.4
Switching Complicated
Curve Radius, Minimum (feet) 100
Directional Capability BI-Dlrectlonal
Max. Sustained Grade 8%
Fallur. Mgml Concerns Emergency Evacuation

VEHICLE CHARACTERISTICS
Dimensions (feet)

• Length "A" Car 23.5. "B" Car 16.8
• Width 7.5
• Height 9.6

Doors, No. per Side 1
Type of Entry High
Alrconditloned Yes
Type of Guidance Rubber TIres

---
POWER SUPPLY
Voltage (VAC) 480
Power Pickup Bottom Brushes
Substation Spacing (Miles) 1 to 2

GUIDEWAY
Type Concrete Beam
Material Concrete
ROW WIdth, Single Lane. feet 10
ROW WIdth, Double Lane, feet 18
Adaptability to Locale:

• At·Grade Above Average Cost
• Aerlal More Costly
• Tunnel Most Costly

Grade Separation Exclusive ROW

en
I
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01

o
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Technology Fact Summary
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Technology PeoJ!ll. Mover
"MR III" Monorail

(Autome.ted)
Suppliers Von Roll Transport Inc.
Development Status Mature
Primary Application CirculatlonlDlstribution

SERVICE/OPERATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS
Vehicle Capacity (Pass) Design 18, Crush 24
Train Formation Variable
Train Size (# Cars) 2to 9
Speed (mph) Cruise 30, Max 37
Acceleration (mph/sec/sec) 2.3
Deceleration (mph/sec/sec) 4.3
Switching Complicated
Curve Radius, Minimum (feet) 66
Directional Capability Bi·Dlrectional
Max. Sustained Grade 6%
Failure Mgmt Concerns Emergency Evacuation

VEHICLE CHARACTERISTICS
Dimensions (feet)

- Length A" Car 18, "B" Car 13.5
• Width 6.8
• Height 8.5

Doors, No. per Side 1
Type of Entry High
Airconditloned Yes
Type of Guidance Rubber Tires

POWER SUPPLY
Voltage (VAC) 500
Power Pickup Bonom Brushes
Substation Spacing (Miles) 1 to 2

..
GUIDEWAY
Type Steel Beam
Material Steel
ROW WIdth, Single Lane, feet fO.3
ROW WIdth, Double Lane, feet 18
Adaptability to Locale:

• At·Grade Above Average Cost
• Aerial More Costly
• Tunnel Most Costly

Grade Separation Exclusive ROW

SYSTEM STANDARDS
Built to Transit Standards

• Operational Safety Yes
• Are Safety Yes
• Construction Yes

Areas Needing Emergency Evacuation
Development

DEGREE OF AUTOMATION
Fully Automated (Driverless), Yes
Partially Automated No
Fixed/Moving Block Train Control Fixed

HANDICAPPED ACCESSIBILITY
Provided Yes
Adaptable Not Required

.. _. -. ~ .._- _..

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS
Noise (dBA @ 37 mph) 66
Vibration None
Emissions None
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Technology Fact Summary
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Technology

Suppliers
Development Status

PrImary Application

SERVICEJOP-El'fATIONAL CHARACTI:RISrlCS
Vehicle Capacity (Pass)
Train Formation
Train Size (# Cars)
Speed (mph)
Aoceleration (mph/sec/sec)
Deceleration (mph/sedsec)
Switching
Curve Radius, Minimum (feet)
Directional Capability
Max. Sustained Grade
Failure Mgmt Concerns

-VEHIClE-c-tfA-AACTERISTfCS
Dimensions (feet)

- Length
• Width
• HeIght

Doors, No. per Side
Type of Entry
Aircondltloned
Type of Guidance

POWER SUPPLY
Voltage (VDC)
Power PickUp
Substation Spacfng (Miles)

GUIDEWAY
Type
Material
ROW Width, Single Lane, feet
ROW Width, Double Lane, leet
Adaptability to Locale:

• At-Grade
• Aerial
• Tunnel

Grade Separation

..

People Mover
(Automated)

Lavelln (UTD~)

Mature. First Deployed
In Detroit, MI. DPM

Circulation/Distribution

Design 102, Crush 147
Variable

1 to 3
Cruise 32, Max 50

3
3.2

Simple
60

Bi-Dlrectlonal
0.08

Train Control

41.6
8.2

10.2
2

High
Ves

Steel Wheels

600
Side Brushes

1 to 2

Conventional Rail
Steel
11.7

21

Above Average Cost
.Expensive

Very Expensive
Exclusive ROW

SYSTEM STANDARDS
Built to Transit Standards

- Operational Safety Ves
- Fire Safety Ves
- Construction Ves

Areas Needing Development Train Control

-- ... - -
DEGREE OF AUTOMATION
Fully Au\or;nated (Driverless) '. Ves
Partially Automated . No

Fixed/Moving Block Train Control Moving

HANDICAPPED ACCESSIBILITY
Provided Ves
Adaptable Not Required

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS
Noise (dBA @ 50 mph) 65
Vibration Low
Emissions None
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Technology Fact Summary
- ... ..

SYSTEM STANDARDS
Built to Transit Slandards

- Operational Safety Yes
- Rre Safely Yes
• Construction Yes

Areas Needing None
Development

DEGREE OF AU1OMATION
Fully Automated (Driverless) Yes
Partially Automated No
FixedlMoving Block Train Control Fixed

HANDICAPPED ACCESSIBILITY
Provided Yes
Adaplable Not Required

ENVIRONMENiAL CONSIDERATiONS
Noise (dBA @ 30 mph) 68
Vibration Low
Emissions None

o
w....

OJ
I....
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Technology

Suppliers
Development Status

Primary ApplicaUon

S-ERVICE/OPERATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS
Vehicle Capacity (Pass)
Train Formation
Train Size (# Cars)
Speed (mph)
Acceleration (mph/sec/sec)
Deceleration (mph/sec/sec)
SWitching
Curve Radius, Minimum (feel)
Directional Capabilily
Max. Sustained Grade
Failure Mgmt Concerns

VEHICLE CfiARACTERISTICS
Dimensions (Ieel)

- Length
- Width
• Height

Doors, No. per Side
Type of Entry
Alrconditloned
Type 01 Guidance

POWER SUPPLY
Voltage (VDC)
Power Pickup
Substation Spacing (Miles)

GUIDEWAY
Type
Material
ROW Width, Sf"gle Lane, feet
ROW Width, Double Lane, feet
Adaptability to Locale:

- AI-Grade
- Aerial
• Tunnel

Grade Separation

People Mover
RUbber Tired
C 45 Vehicle

AEG Westli1ghouse
Mature. First Deployed In

Las Colinas, Texas
Circulation/Distribution

Design 45, Crush 70
Variable

1to 4
Cruise 26, Max 30

2
3.6

Slightly Complicated
60

BI-Dlrectlonal
10%

None

26.5
9

10.5
2

High
Yes

Rubber Tires on Center 8eam

600
. Side Brushes

1to 2

Steel or Concrete
Steel or Concrete

12.5
22

Above Average Cost
Expensive

Very Expensive
ExclusivA ROW

.... ,• I'. ,

.(~ l.-....
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SYSTEM STANDARDS
Built to Transit Standards

• Operational Safety Yes
• Rre Safety Yes
- Construction Yes

Areas Needing Development None

DEGREE OF AUTOMATION
Fully Automated (Driverless) Yes
Partially Automated No
FixedlMoving Block Train Control Fixed

HANDICAPPED ACCESSIBILITY
Provided Yes
Adaptable Not Required

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS
Noise (dBA @ 50 mph) 72
Vlbratlqn Low
Emissions None

<,
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Technology People Mover
(Automated)

Suppliers Matra Transpart Inc.
Development Status Mature. Jacksonville. FL.

PM & Under Const. In
Chicago & Newalk Airports

Primary Application Circulation/Distribution

SERVIC(/I'\f1rl"l AT." NAL CHARACTERISTICS
Vehicle Capacity (Pass) Design 160, Crush 208
Train Formation Variable
Train Size (II Cars) 1 to 3
Speed (mph) Cruise 32. Max 50
Acceleration (mph/sec/sec) 2.9
Deceleration (mph/sec/sec) 2.9
Switching Reasonably Simple
Curve Radius, Minimum (feet) 100
Directional Capability BI-Directional
Max, Sustained Grade 0.07
Failure Mgmt Concerns None

VEHICLE CHARACTERISTICS
Dimensions (feet)

• Length 45,3
• Width 8.5
• Height 11.5

Doors, No. p.r Side 3
Type of Entry High
Aircondltioned Yes
Type of Guidance Rubber Tires on Side Ralls

POW£Jr SUPPLT
Voltage (VDC) 750
Power Pickup Side Brushes
Substation Spacing (Miles) 1 to 2

GUIDEWAY
Type Concrete Trough
Material Concrete
ROW Width, Singi. Lan., f••t 12
ROW Width, Double Lane, feet 22
Adaptability to Locale:

• At·Grade Above Average Cost
• Aerial Expensive
• Tunnel Very Expensive

Grade Separation Exclusive ROW.
~ --_ ...-
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Technology Fact Summary

SYSTEM STANDARDS
Buill to Transit Standards

- Operallonal Safety Yes
- Fire Safety Yes
- Construction Yes

Areas Needing None
Development

.. _..

DEGREE OF AUTOMATION
Fully Automated (Driverless) Yes
Partially Automated No
Fixed/Moving Block Train Control Fixed

...

HANDICAPPED ACCESSIBILITY
Provided Yes
Adaptable Not Required

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS
Noise (dBA @ 30 mph) 68
Vibr<1tion Low
Emissions None

CXJ
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Technology People Mover
Rubber Tired
C 100 Vehicle

"

Suppliers AEG Westinghouse
Development Status Mature. Miami MetroMover

& Many Airport Applications
Primary Applicallon Circulallon/Distribullon

SERVICE/OPED CRARACTERISTICS
Vehicle Capacity (Pass) Design 96, Crush 150
Train Formation Variable
Train Siz. (. Cars) 1to 3
Speed (mph) Cruise 26, Max 30
Accelerallon (mph/sec/sec) 2
Decelerallon (mph/sec/sec) 3.6
Switching Slighlly Complicated
Curve Radius, Minimum (Ieet) 90
Dlrecllonal Capability BI-Dlrecllonal
Max. Sustained Orad. 10%
Failure Mgmt Concerns None

VEHICLE CHARACTERISTICS
Dimensions (Ieet)

• Length 39
- Width 10
- Height 11

Doors, No. per Side 2
Type 01 Entry High
Aircondilioned Yes
Type 01 Guidance Rubber Tires on Center Beam

"

POWER SUPPLY
Voltage (VDC) 600
Power Pickup Side Brushes
Substation Spacing (Miles) 1to 2

GUIDEWAY
Type Steel Beam
Material Steel
ROW Width, Singh~ Lane. fMt 13.5
ROW Width, Double Lane, feet, 24
Adaptability to Locale:

• At-Grade Above Average Cost
- Aerial Expensive
• Tunnel Very Expensive

Grade Separation Exclusive ROW
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Technology Fact Summary

POWER SUPPLY
Voltage (VAC)
Power PICkup
Substation Spacing (MIles)

GUIO-EWAY
Type
Material
ROW WIdth, Single lane, feet
ROW Width, Double lane, leet
Adaptability to Locale:

- At-Grade
• Aerial
• Tunnel

Grade Separation

SERVle!/OPERATlONAl~HARACTERISTICS

Vehicle Capacity (Pass)
Train Formation
Train Size (/I Cars)
Speed (mph)
Acceleration (mph/sec/sec)
Deceleration (mph/sec/sec)
Switching
Curve Radius, Minimum (le8t)
Directional Capability
Max. Sustained Orade
Failure Mgmt Concerns

;'n
;.~

SYSTEM STANDARDS
Built to Transit Standards

• Operational Salety Yes
• Rre Salety Yes
• Construction Yes

Areas Needing Development None

DEGREE OF AUTOMATION
Fully Automated (Driverless). Yes
Partially Automated No
FlxedlMovlng Block Train Control Fixed

HANDICAPPED ACCESSIBILITY
Provided Yes
Adaptable Not Required

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS
Nolse(dBA @ 25 mph) 65
Vibration low
EmiSSions None

- .-- .- --.- ~
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People Mover
(Automated)

Concrete
Concrete

10
18

76.8
6.4
7.2

9
low
Yes

Rubber Tires

480
Side Brushes

1 to 2

Above Average Cost
Expensive

Very Expensive
Exclusive ROW

Design 54, Crush 81
Variable

1 to 3
Cruise 22, Max 30

3.0
3.2

Simple
120

BI-Dlrectlonal
6%

None

VSL Corporation
Mature

Circulation/Distribution

__ ••_46

Technology

Suppliers
Development Status
Primary Application

VEHICLE cHARAC1 ..,
Dimensions (le8t)
• length
- Width
- Height

Doors, No. per Side
Type 01 Entry
Airconditioned
Type 01 Guidance
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Technology People Mover
Magnetic levitation

Series 100 (Autq.mllted)
Suppliers HSST
Development Status Never Deployed in

Transit Application
Primary Application Circulation/Distribulion

SERVICE/OPERATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS
Vehicle Capacity (Pass) Design 40, Crush 56
Train Formalion Variable
Train Size (# Cars) 1to 6
Speed (mph) Cruise 30, Max 60

. Acceleration (mph/sec/sec) 2
Deceleration (mph/sec/sec) 3
Switching Complicated
Curve Radius, Minimum (feet) 80
Directional Capability Bi·Directional
Max. Sustained Grade 8%
Failure Mgmt Concerns Emergency Evacuation

VEHICLE CHARACTERISTICS
Dimensions (feet)

• Length A" Car 35.6. "B" Car 26.3
• Width 9.B
• Height 10.3

Doors. No. per Side 1
Type of Entry High
Alrcondltioned Yes
Type of Guidance Guide Magnets

POWER SUPPLY
Voltage (VDC) 750
Power Pickup Side Brushes
Substation Spacing (Miles) 1to 2

. -
GUIDEWAY
Type Steel Beam
MaterIal Steel
ROW Width. Single lane. feet 13.3
ROW Width. Double Lane, feet 24
Adaptability to Locale:
• At-Grade Above Average Cost
• Aerial Expensive
• Tunnel Very txpenslve

Grade Separation Exclusive ROW

SYSTEM STANDARDS
Built to Transit Standards

• Operational Safety Yes
• Rre Salety Yes
• Construction Yes

Areas Needing Emergency Evacuation
Development

DEGREE OF AUTOMATION
Fully Automated (Driverless) Yes
Partially Automated No
FixedlMoving Block traIn Control Fixed

HANDICAPPED ACCESSIBILITY
Provided Yes
Adaptable Not Required

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS
Noise (dBA @ 50 mph) 65
Vibration None Reported
Emissions None
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Technology Fact Summary
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Technology People Mover
Magnetic levitation

M·Bahn" Type
Suppliers AEG Westinghouse.
Development Status First Deployed In W. Berlin

Under Const. In Las Vegas
Primary Application Circulation/Distribution

SERVICE/OPERATIONAL CHARACTERISTfCS
Vehicle Capacity (Pass) Design 70, ~rush 108
Train Formation Variable
Train Size (# Cars) 1 to 6
Speed (mph) Cruise 3D, Max 60
Acceleration (mph/sec/sec) 2.2
Deceleration (mph/sec/sec) 3
Switching Complicated
Curve RadiUS, Minimum (f8et) 90
Directional Capability "Bi-Directional
Max. Sustained Grade 7%
Failure Mgmt Concerns Emergency Evacuation

VEHICLE CHARACTERISTiCS
Dimensions (feet)
- Length 39
- Width 8
• Height 10

Doors, No. per Side 2
Type of Entry High
Airconditioned Yes
Type of Guidance Rubber Tires on Side Ralls

POWER SUPPLY
Vollage (VDC) 750
Power Pickup Side Brushes
Substation Spacing (Miles) 1 to 2

GUIDEWAY
Type Steel Beam
Material Steel
ROW Width, Single Lane, feet 11.5
ROW Width, Double Lan., feet 21
Adaptability to Locale:

- At-Grade Above Average Cost
- Aerial Expensive
- Tunnel Very Expensive

Grade Separation" Exclusive ROW

SYSTEM STANDARDS
Buill to Transit Standards

• Operational Safety Yes
• Fire Safety Yes
- Construction Yes

Areas Needing Emergency Evacuation
Development

DEGREE OF AUTOMATION
Fully Automated (Driverless) , Yes
Partially Automated No
Fixed/Moving Block Train Control Fixed

HANDICAPPED ACCESSIBILITY
Provided Yes
Adaptable Not Required

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS
Noise (dBA @ 50 mph) 65
Vibration Low
Emissions None
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COST COMPARISON

L1NEHAUL & PEOPLE MOVER TECHNOLOGIES

CAPITAL COST PER MILE ($ MILLIONS)

L1NEHAUL TECHNOLOGIES (1)

COST/MILE ($ MILLIONS)
TECHNOLOGY AT-GRADE AERIAL SUBWAY

Light Rail $32 $56 $82
Heavy Rail N.A. $60 $95
Monorail N.A. $46 $80
Magnetic Levitation N.A. $50 $82

PEOPLE MOVER TECHNOLOGIES (2)

COST/MILE ($ MILLIONS)
TECHNOLOGY AT-GRADE AERIAL SUBWAY

Monorail (TGI UM Series) N.A. $45 N.A.
Steel Wheel (UTDC) N.A: $55 N.A.
Rubber Tire (Westinghouse) N.A. $55 N.A.
Mag Lev (HSST· 100 Series) N.A. $52 N.A.

NOTES:

1. Costs per mile based on ten (10) mile double track system with
11 stations and 5,000 passengers per peak hour/peak direction
throughput requirement.

2. Costs per mile based on three (3) mile double track system with
eight (8) stations and 2,500 passengers per peak hour/peak direction
throughput requirement.
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LAX INTERAGENCY TASK FORCE

PROPOSED PUBLIC OUTREACH PROGRAM

-
..

for REVIEW OF RAIL/TRANSIT OPTIONS

DURING SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1991

Below are three categories of outreach:

-- (1) Proposed groups to be briefed with known meeting dates
(12) ;

GROUPS WITH PROPOSED BRIEFING DATES

(2) Proposed groups to be briefed with date to be set (19);

Sept. 26 - 6:30 p.m. South Bay Corridor Steering committee
San Pedro (alternative date is Oct. 24)

Sept~ 24 - 7:30 a.m. Greater Los Angeles Transportation Coalition
Chamber office (alternative date is Oct. 15)

Galanter's CPACs (3) (possible date;
alternatives are Oct. 3 or 17)

South Bay Corridor Steering Committee TAC
(alternate date is Oct. 16)

Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce Surface
Transportation Committee and Aerospace and
Air Transportation Committee Joint Meeting
(optional dates are Oct. 8,9,10,14,15,16,17)

(3) Proposed groups to receive letters requesting input
instead of briefings (10).

September

Sept. 18 - 10 a.m.
Lomita city Hall

sept. 26 - 7 p.m.
Westchester office

October

Oct. 2 - 7:30 a.m.

J
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
- Oct. 3 - 7 p.m. *

Westchester office
Galanter's CPACs (alternate date)

I
I
I

Oct. 8 - 8 a.m.
Location not set

Oct. 8 - 8 a.m.

Joint Westchester/LAX Chamber Committees and
TMA meeting

South Bay Association of Chambers of
Commerce Torrance Chamber

1
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I
EI Segundo Chamber of CommerceOct. 9 - 7:30 a.m.

EI Segundo

Oct. 10 - 10 a.m. LAX Blue Ribbon Committee (tentative date)
location not set

Oct. 10 - 7:30 p.m. LAX Area Advisory Committee
LAX

-
II'

-
Oct. 15 - 7:30 a.m.
Chamber office

Oct. 16 - 10 a.m.
Lomita city Hall

GLATC (alternate date)

South Bay Corridor Steering Committee TAC
(alternative date)

2

ADDITIONAL BRIEFINGS TO BE SET

Oct. 17 - 7:30 p.m. LAX Citywide Advisory Committee
LAX

Oct. 17 - 7 p.m. Galanter's CPACs (alternate date)
Westchester office

039

Mayor Bradley's Mobility Action Committee
for Weschester

Oct. 17 - 9 a.m.
Westchester

Air Line pilots Association
Assemblymember curtis Tucker
Assemblymember Gwen Moore
Senator Diane Watson
ATA
ALTA
McGuire Thomas (Playa Vista)
Representatives of San Fernando Valley businesses and residents
(LACTC's San Fernando Valley Area Team will assist in arranging.)
Members of the Board of Supervisors
City of Culver city
Los Angeles City Transportation Commission
El Segundo city Council/staff
Inglewood City Council/staff
Municipal bus operators operating out of Lot C (Culver City,
Santa Monica, Torrance)
Mayor Bradley's Mobility Action Committee for Venice

* Meetings in italics are alternate dates to earlier meetings
of the same groups.

Oct. 24 - 6:30 p.m. South Bay Corridor steering Committee
San Pedro (alternative date)

-

~
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I
I
I
I
I
I

I
I
I
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PROPOSED GROUPS TO RECEIVE LETTERS REQUESTING WRITTEN RESPONSE TO
OPTIONS

El segundo Employers Association (letter to them by Sept. 15 for
presentation by their staff to their sept. 24 Board Meeting)
League of California cities (letter to them by late September for
individual response - no October meeting due to Annual
Conference)
Los Angeles County Department of Beaches and Harbors
Marina del Rey residents/businesses
Howard Drollinger
Playa del Rey Business Association
Assorted homeowners groups (unless covered by CPAC)
Alan Borstein
Westchester concerned citizens groups (unless covered by CPAC)
Westchester Revitalization
SCAG

3
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INTERAGENCY TRANSIT STUDY
JOINT POLICY GROUP AND TECHNICAL TASK FORCE

October 10, 1991, 10:00 a.ID.
Los Angeles Airport Marriott Hotel
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Agenda

INTERAGENCY TRANSIT STUDY
JOINT POLICY GROUP AND TECHNICAL TASK FORCE

Meeting No. 3
October 10, 1991, 10:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m.

Los Angeles Airport Marriott Hotel
5855 West Century Boulevard

Los Angeles, CA 90045

1. Approve Minutes

2. Present overview of Alignments, including Westchester Parkway
Segment and Service Issues - Sheila Murphy

3. Review LAX-Palmdale Interface: opportunities and Constraints
- Ben Beasley

4. Authorize Aiignments to be taken to the Public

5. Present Public Process Update - Barna Szabo

6. Set Next Meeting Objectives

7. Identify Possible Dates of Remaining Policy Group Meetings

8. Adjourn

Attachments

Minutes of September 23rd Policy Group Meeting

Minutes of October 1st Technical Task Force Meeting

Revised Alignment Maps

I

·0I LAot

DSK:IN4:MTGJ.POL

Los Angeles County 818 West Seventh Street
Transportation Suite 1100
Commission Los Angeles. CA 90017

Tel 213 623-1194

Lea din g I t1 e Way loG r e..a Ie r Mob iii If
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MINUTES OF

LA,X ThlERAGENCY TRANSIT STUDY POLICY GROUP

MEETING NlJMBER 3

OCTOBER 10, 1991 - 10:00 A.M.

This was the third meeting of the Policy Group for the LAX Interagency T;ansit Study. On a
motion by Dean Dana, second by Phil Depoian, the minutes of the September 23rd Policy Group
Meeting were approved. Comments regarding these minmes can be directed to Bob Cashin at
(213) 244-6441, or can be addressed at the beginning of our next meeting.

ISSlcS A.:."\i-n CONCER'I"S

• All alignment options will operate with 4-minute headways. Bruce Emory of Manuel
Padron Associates has reviewed the alignment options and has based operating headways
on the Green Line headways along the 1-105 L."1lnk, and the stations being served by the
Nonh Coast Branch. His estimation is that both Green Line and People Mover will have
equal operating times.

• Eliminate the EIR alignment from the options presented to the Public. Ruth
Gallanter expressed:oncer:1 with showing the public 2. ?reviously approved alignment
which would violate aviation safety st4I1dards.

• ..People \-lover is the preferred technology in the area of P!aya Vista. Deane Dana's
conversations with Maquire Thomas nave indicated that a smaller transit technology
without an overhead catenary would be preferred visually, and spatially 'w'ould afford
more t1exibility of alignment options.

• Present an alignment which avoids the Clear Zone of the north runways. To stay
above grade and avoid the Clear Zone in \Vestchester, the alignment would need to
displace houses .in the residential neighborhood east of Sepulveda Eastway. However,
a subway under the current aerial alignment could be considered to avoid the Clear Zone.

• The goal of a single transfer for all patrons can only be achieved at Aviation station.
South Coast patrons will be required to make a transfer at Aviation station to go north,
regardless of technology or alignment selected (there is no double "wye" at Aviation to
allow north-south service). Gnless LAX-Palmdale. and the CTA People Mover connect
at Aviation station, South Coast patrons will be required to make two transfers to use
either of those systems. Either Lot B or Lot C could serve as a single point of transfer
for the other area patrons of the three systems.

I
I
I

• Provide a direct connection of the Green Line to the LAX-Palmdale. LAX-Palmdale
can successfully connect to the Green Line and People Mover at Lot C, Lot 13 and at
Aviation station, including adequate space for a T;ansit Center with bus service.
However, Lot C is the location preferred by DOA (as closest to the CTA).
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ADDffiONAL OITIONS IDENTIFIED THROUGH TASK FORCE DISCUSSION

,. 1. The Green Line Subway alignment to Westchester station should be re-added to the array
of options, as one which would not use any of the Clear Zone. The subway station
location in Westchester would be at 89th street, under the same location as the aerial
station.

FPCOl\1ING POLICY GROlJ'"P )IEETING

PUBLIC PARTICIPAnON

Matrix comparison of the station options and operational characteristics.

The Technical Task Force Action Items for the next Policy Group meeting are:

The options for a station along Sepulveda Eastway would displace parking sufficient to
require full takes of most of the business between Westchester Parkway and 89th Street,
on the east side of Sepulveda. This would be compounded by the need to provide 500
park-n-ride spaces adjacent to the station. Consequently, this station location will be
eliminated from further consideration.

2.

Presentations of 3 basic alignment alternatives, of which 2 have variations in technology
used along part of the alignments: including revised alternatives for the GreenLine
Subway, and People Mover to Lot B, to achieve single transfer maximum with LAX­
Palmdale, and lower cost.

Proposed Public Participation Program will be postponed until after the presentation of
cost estimates for each alignment at the Policy Group meeting on October 21.

• October 21st from 3:30 to 5:30 in the LAX area.
The focus of this meeting will be to review the cost, schedule and patronage/sen/ice
estimates of the alignment options to be taken to the public.

• November 18th from 3:30 to 5:30 at LACTC.
The focus of this meeting will be to choose the preferred alternative to be recommended
to the respective Boards, to be carried forward into the EIR process and design
development.

•
-
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

I
I
I

More detailed cost, schedule and potential for ridership information will be provided for
each alternative presented.

a:..5\pgmtg3.miD
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INTERAGENCY TRANSIT STUDY
JOINT POLICY GROUP AND TECHNICAL TASK FORCE MEETING NO.4

October 21, 1991, 3:30 p.m., Proud Bird Restaurant
11022 Aviation Blvd., 111th Street (Adjacent to LAX)

AGENDA

1. Approve Minutes

2. Brief Recap of Alignments - Bob Cashin

3. Summary of the McFarland Report - Jerry Chavkin

4. Patronage Study - Jack Graham

5., Preliminary Operations Report on Various Alignments - Manuel
Padron

6. Cost Estimates - Jim Wiley/Tim Davis

7. Public Process Update - Barna Szabo

8. Set Agenda for November 18 Meeting at LACTC (3:30 - 5:30)

9. Adjourn

nC4:polmtg4
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MINUTES OF

LAX INTERAGENCY TRANSIT STUDY POLICY GROUP

MEETING NUMBER 4

OCTOBER 21, 1991 - 3:30 P.M.

This was the fourth meeting of the Policy Group for the LAX Interagency Transit Study. On
a motion by Bill Schoenfeld, second by Phil Depoian, the minutes of the October 10th Policy
Group Meeting were approved. Comments regarding these minutes can be directed to Bob
Cashin at (213) 244-6441, or can be addressed at the beginning of our next meeting.

SillvfMARY OF ITEMS DISCUSSED

• FAA will require a formal description of the Westchester alignment for approval.
FAA needs detailed engineering information (longitude, latitude, and altitude) of the
Westchester Parkway portion of the alignment, where it runs in the footprint of the Clear
Zone, before it can make a determination of acceptability. This review and approval
process (Form 7460 process) requires level of detail that would normally be available
much further in the design development process. Bechtel will meet with FAA to
determine the time and specificity needed for the Form 7460 process before full
engineering is d<;me on a preferred alignment.

• Patronage. Ken Ross, of Wilbur-Smith, presented patronage projections by station daily
boardings. Estimates were based on SCAG forecasts with the addition of airport-related
trips, and all options included LAX-Palmdale connection at Lot C. (Wilbur-Smith
Associates will revise its estimates based on LAX-Palmdale connecting to Lot B for
Option 3 and Aviation station for Options 5 and 6.) SCAG projections weight transfers
at a rate of 2.5 times the running time associated with non-transfer trips, while second
transfers are yveighted at an even higher rate. Comparisons of available seating versus
standing ride times were not taken into account. George Swede has commissioned from
SCAG new projections based on LAX-Palmdale to Lot B or Aviation stations. The
options with the greater numbers of stations (#3, #4, and #5) indicated the greatest
patronage (55,956 - 56,620 boardings daily). Lot C would have the greatest number of
daily boardings as primary entry point into the CTA, and assuming the location of LAX­
Palmdale at that point.

I
I
I

• The goal of a single transfer for all patrons can only be achieved at Aviation station•
South Coast patrons will be required to make a transfer at Aviation station to go north,
regardless of technology or alignment selected (double "wye" at Aviation which would
have allowed north-south service is not currently part of the Green Line design). Unless
LAX-Palmdale, and the eTA People Mover connect at AV.iation station, South Coast
patrons will be required to make two transfers to use either of those systems. Either Lot
B or Lot e could serve as a single point of transfer for the other area patrons of the three
systems. However, Lot C, being the closest to the eTA, is the location preferred by
DOA.
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COSTS OF THE ALIGNMENTS ARE AS FOLLOWS:
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Operating times. Manual Padron has based operating headways on the North Coast
extension of the Green Line on the headways along the 1-105 trunk. The Gree)1 Line
vehicle out of Norwalk will have 2 minute headways, with every other vehicle destined
for North or South Coast Branches. This results in 4 minute headways on North Coast
branch if it is an extension of the Green Line. However, if the technology change to
People Mover were made at Aviation station, the North Coast Branch could achieve 2
minute headways on an all-People Mover system, with a grade separated double "wye"
at Century. This service could be timed to alternate with the 2 minute headways of
vehicles arriving at Aviation station, so that patrons need only wait 1 to 2 minutes to
board a connecting train.

Relative operating expenses of the alignment options would be lower for the alignments
1 and 2, medium for alignment 4 and, high for 3 or five (based on miles travelled per
year and number of stations served).

Change of all Green Line to People Mover technology. The question was raised as
to whether the Green Line could use People Mover technology from Norwalk throughout
the system. The guideway construction requirements would be completely different and
the issue of adequate width of right-of-way would need to be verified. The estimated
speeds of the available technologies arc 45 MPH for the People Mover, 65 MPH for the
Green Line and 55 MPH for the Blue Line, with the Green Line and the People Mover
having the same acceleration/deceleration rates.

Types of People Movers. Either the Matra or UTDC vehicles could serve both the
line-haul objective of the Green Line systems, as well as the tight turns required in the
CTA. Smaller Westinghouse vehicles are used in airports such as Tampa, Chicago,
Honolulu and Paris, the same vehicles being considered for LAX.

Cost Estimates are based on the current alignment options 1 through 6, and include costs
for construction, vehicle purchase, right-of-way acquisition, and contingency for
hazardous materials. Real estate costs were developed using low and high end estimates,
assuming full market price for land owned by the DOA or the City of Los Angeles as
the high end, and no cost of acquisition for land within Lot C and Lot B as the low end
(however, LAX-Northside was valued under each case). Additional savings of 16-20%
might be gained by using precast guideway for regular span sections of the People Mover
guideway (a savings of $20 million on #5). However, it was agreed that cast-in-place
would be used for all baseline cost estimates, with the exception of #6, which assumes
steel construction.

#1 #2 #3
$645-665 $529-547 $489-524

I
I
~'

TOTAL COST
(million $)
(CTA - PM) SI81
Through Alignment S464-484

S181 S190
$348-366 $299-334

#4
$531-574

$181
S350-393

#5
$490-534

$190
S300-344

#6
$46).48g
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• Caltrans Air space issues. Caltrans plans to lease its airspace right at the Aviation

station within the next month. However, they would be willing to work with the Task
Force on areas needed.

UPCO~G POLICY GROUP MEETING

The Technical Task Force Action Items for the next Policy Group meeting are:

• DOA must support the most efficient use of airport funds. Any alignment on DOA
property using DOA funds must serve the highest and best use of airport needs, i. e. the
most number of patrons from Lot C into the CTA with the minimum waiting time.

• November 18th from 3:30 to 5:00 at LACTC.
The focus of this meeting will be to choose the preferred alternative to be recommended
to the respective Boards, which will subsequently be carried forward into the EIR process
and design.

055

Cost (including operation costs), schedule (including Revenue Operation Date) and
potential for ridership information will be provided for each alternative.

Time and cost impacts of converting the entire Green Line to People Mover Technology.

.
• Public Participation Program will begin October 23rd. The EIR alignment will not be

presented as an alignment option, but will be available, as needed, to illustrate the
previous alignment, with the disclaimer that additional information has been raised which
was not known at the time that alignment was selected. The presentation of alternatives
will include cost estimates (with sub-totals for the CTA People Mover system) for each
alignment.

•

•
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SUMMARY OF LAX/

METRO GREEN LINE IMPACTS-

McFARLAND REPORT

The McFarland Report is a 143 page document which describes, in
detail, the impact of the original Green Line EIR alignment on the
electronic navigation, communication, and radar systems which serve
Los Angeles International Airport (LAX). It provides valuable,
detailed, technical information regardless of the choice of the
final alignment. In reviewing 50 facilities operating at LAX~ Dr~.

McFarland concludes that only 5 of these will be significantly
affected by the EIR Green Line alignment.

Three of these facilities make up the far-field monitor system for
runway 24R where the line of sight of these units to the respective
localizer would be blocked by the proposed alignment of the MGL
through Lot C. These three individual units, essentially simple
antennas, comprising the far field monitor need only to be raised
approximately 9 feet to resolve this problem. No· risks are
foreseen for this corrective action.

The next problem is the localizer at the east end of runway 25L
which serves to align aircraft landing on 07R from the west. It is
proposed to relocate the localizer westward onto the concrete
surf~ce which places it approximately 920 feet from the threshold
and west of the MGL, the airport patrol road, the Santa Fe Railway,
and Aviation Boulevard. This will improve the performance of the
localizer over existing conditions and little technical risk is
envisioned. Only the logistics (sequence) of its relocation
represent any matter of concern. Even though this relocation is
into an area in near proximity of the inner marker, no interference
was found.

The last problem, and the most technically challenging, is the
localizer at the east end of runway 25R. This localizer, like the
one at the east end of runway 25L, is currently degraded by
automobile and train traffic and the MGL may reduce performance to
an unacceptable level. This unit, unlike the localizer east of
25L, cannot be relocated westerly with the same ease. The runway
for 25R extends approximately 1000 feet further to the east than
25L. This extended portion is used primarily for takeoffs. This
presents a situation where only approximately 260 feet exists
between the rear of aircraft taking off and the MGL alignment in
which to place the localizer.
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Several alternate designs of a relocated antenna assembly were
examined. These included a ground level location immediately in
front of the blast fence, a second configuration immediately behind
and slightly above the blast fence utilizing a short counterpoise,
and a third design elevated on a counterpoise structure over the
MGL alignment.

All three of these solutions appear technically feasible but
require varying degrees of development analysis, design and
testing. The McFarland report discusses these technical concerns
in detail. A complete plan for implementation would need to be
developed, including design and capital cost estimates in order to
assist the FAA and DOA in approving the proposed solution.

In summary, all potential impacts of this proposed MGL alignment on
the operations of the airport have been examined. Of the five
problems that require remedial action four are considered somewhat
routine. Only the localizer for 25R/07L presents any risk. One of
the available alternatives uses proven technology. While the other
two alternatives do not use technology proven in airport
conditions, they appear viable and at least one alternative has low
technical risk. We believe a careful program can minimize concerns
and allow acceptance of the MGL alignment by all parties involved.

In the event that the Green Line EIR alignment could be constructed
in a depressed box at the end of Runways 25L and R, then both of
the Runway 25L and R localizer problems would be un-impacted by the
Green Line. However, this alternative requires relocation of l04th
Street.

The Runway 24R far field monitor units would still require
elevation due to the elevated portion of the MGL though Lot c.

A:Sumrnary.LAX
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COST ESTIMATE WORKSHEET
LIGHT RAIL APPLICATION

PROJECT: NORTH COAST EXTENSION EST. T. DAVIS SHT. 2

• ITEM: ALIGNMENT #1 (LRT/P-M) DATE 9/26/91 OF 3
REVISION: 1/3, UNITI
DESCRIPTION QTY PRICE UNIT TOTAL

GUIDEWAY COSTS

I GUIDEWAY @ GRADE-(LRT) 1366 $900 RF $1 229400
CUT & COVER (SHALLOW) a $10 000 RF $0
AERIAL GUIDEWAY-(LRT) 13957 $4500 RF $62806500

I
AERIAL GUIDEWAY-(PEOPLE MOVER) 12000 $3375 RF $40 500 000

SUBTOTAL (GUIDEWAY COST) $104535900

STATION COST

I AERIAL STATION 3 $5 000 000 EA $15 000 000
AERIAL STATION (PEOPLE MOVER) 9 $2 000 000 EA $18 000 000, SUBTOTAL (STATION COST) $33 000 000

MAINT. FACIL & YARD COSTS

I
MAINT FACIL-(PEOPLE MOVER) '1 $17500 000 LS $17500 000

SUBTOTAL (MAINT. FACIL.) $17500 000

I
VEHICLE COST
GREEN LINE (LRT) a ALLOWANCE EA $8208 000
PEOPLE MOVER 15 $1 550 000 EA $23250000

I
SUBTOTAL (VEHICLE COST) $31 458 000

SYSTEM WIDE EQUIPMENT COST
TRKWRK (INCL. SPECIAL TRACKWORK) 15323 $320 RF $4903360

j SIGNS & GRAPHICS (PER STATION) 12 $100 000 EA $1 200 000
TRAIN CONTROL STA. (LRT) 3 $280 000 EA $840 000
TRAIN CNTRl STA.(PEOPLE MOVER) 9 $210 000 EA $1 890 000, TRAIN CONTROL GDWY (LRT) 15323 $718 RF $11 001 914
TRAIN CNTRl GDWY.(PEOPLE MOVER) 12000 $538 RF $6456 000
TRACTION POWER STA. (LRT) 3 $1 100 000 EA $3300 000

I TRCTN PWR STA.(PEOPLE MOVER) 9 $760 000 EA $6840 000
TRACTION POWER GDWY (LRT) 15323 $270 RF $4137210
TRCTN PWR GDWY.(PEOPLE MOVER 12000 $132 RF $1 584 000

I COMMUNICATIONS 27323 $200 RF $5464600
FARE COLLECTION (LRT) 3 $250 000 EA $750 000
FARE COLLECTION (PEOPLE MOVER) 9 $175 000 EA $1 575 000

I SUBTOTAL (SYSTEM COST) $49942 084

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST $236435984

I
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COST ESTIMATE COVERSHEET
LIGHT RAIL APPLICATION

'-, PROJECT: NORTH COAST EXTENSION EST. T. DAVIS SHT. 1
ITEM: ALIGNMENT #1 (LRT/P-M) DATE 9/26/91 OF 3

~
REVISION: #3

ESTIMATED

I
ITEM DESCRIPTION COST

1) GUIDEWAYS AND STRUCTURES $104535900

I
2) STATIONS $33000000
3) MAIN YARD AND SHOP $17500000
4) SYSTEMWIDE EQUIPMENT $49942084

a 5) VEHICLES S31 458000

SUBTOTAL (A) $236435984

I 6) PRE REVENUE OPERATION S5 910 900
7) OWNERS INSURANCE $18914879

I
8) MASTER AGREEMENTS S5 910 900

SUBTOTAL (B) $30736678

I 9) RIGHT OF WAY SO

SUBTOTAL (C) SO

1
10) PROF. SERVICES S80 151 799

I
11) CONTINGENCY
A) OF SUBTOTAL A, B $18702086
B) OF SUBTOTAL (C) SO

I C) OF SUBTOTAL ITEM 10 $20037950

SUBTOTAL (ITEMS 10 & 11) $118891 835

~\ GRAND TOTAL $386064 496-
I
I
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3) REAL ESTATE COST NOT INCLUDED.

2) COST FOR REMOVAL OF HAZARDOUS WASTE NOT INCLUDED

1) INCLUDES 15,323 FT OF LRT GUIDEWAY W/3 STATIONS AND AN ALLOWANCE OF
$8,208,000 FOR ADDITIONAL GREENLINE TYPE CARS. ALSO INCLUDED IS
12,000 FT OF PEOPLE MOVER TYPE GUIDEWAY WI 9 STATIONS, 15 CARS, AND
AN ALLOWANCE OF $17,500,000 FOR MAINTAINENCE FACILITIES.

J
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PROJECT: NORTH COAST EXTENSION
ITEM: ALIGNMENT #1 (LRTJP-M)
REVISION: #3

NOTES

EST. T. DAVIS
DATE 9/26/91

SHT. ..:;:3 _
OF 3
~----
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COST ESTIMATE COVERSHEET
RUBBER TIRE-PEOPLE MOVER

$87467345
$24 000 000
$17500 000
$38325973
$46500000

$0

$0

$72155245

$26724165

$5344833
$17 103 465
$4275866

$16836224
$0

$18038811

ESTIMATED
COST

$213793318

$107030280

$347547763

•
~

PROJECT: NORTH COAST EXTENSION EST. T. DAVIS SHT. 1
ITEM: ALIGNMENT 112 P/M DATE 9/26/91 OF 3

J
R~ISION:1I3

ITEM DESCRIPTION

I 1) GUIDEWAYS AND STRUCTURES
2) STATIONS

I 3) MAIN YARD AND SHOP
4) SYSTEMWIDE EQUIPMENT
5) VEHICLES

I SUBTOTAL (A)

-I
6) PRE REVENUE OPERATION

-- 7) OWNERS INSURANCE
8) MASTER AGREEMENTS

I SUBTOTAL (B)

I 9) RIGHT OF WAY

SUBTOTAL (C)

• 10) PROF. SERVICES

I
11) CONTINGENCY
A) OF SUBTOTAL At B
B) OF SUBTOTAL (C)

I
C) OF SUBTOTAL ITEM 10

SUBTOTAL (ITEMS 10 & 11)

•
GRAND TOTAL

061



COST ESTIMATE WORKSHEET
l ' RUBBER TIRE PEOPLE MOVER

~ PROJECT: NORTH COAST EXTENSION EST. T. DAVIS SHT. 2
ITEM: ALIGNMENT 112 P/M DATE 9/26/91 OF 3

- REVISION: 113
UNIT/

I
DESCRIPTION QTY PRICE UNIT TOTAL

GUIDEWAY COSTS
GUIDEWAY @ GRADE 2024 $2530 RF $5120 720

I CUT & COVER (SHALLOW - 20 FT) a $10 000 RF $0
AERIAL GUIDEWAY CONSTRUCTION 24399 $3375 RF $82346625

I
SUBTOTAL (GUIDEWAY COST) $87467345

STATION COST
AERIAL STATION 12 $2 000 000 EA $24 000 000

I SUBTOTAL (STATION COST) $24 000 000

I
MAINT. FACIL & YARD COSTS
FACILITIES & EQUIPMENT PER LOCATION $17500 000 LS $17500 000

SUBTOTAL (MAINT. FACIL.) $17500 000

I VEHiCLE COST
FULLY AUTOMATED RUBBER TIRED VEHI 30 $1 550 000 EA $46500 000

I
SUBTOTAL (VEHICLE COST) $46500 000

SYSTEM WIDE EQUIPMENT COST

I
SIGNS & GRAPHICS (PER STATION) 12 $100 000 EA $1 200 000
TRAIN CONTROL (STATION) 12 $210 000 EA $2520 000
TRAIN CONTROL (GUIDEWAy) 26423 $538 RF $14215574

I
TRACTION POWER (STATION) 12 $760 000 EA $9120 000
TRACTION POWER (GUIDEWAy) 26423 $132 RF $3487836
COMMUNICATIONS 26423 $181 RF $4782563

I
FARE COLLECTION (PER STATION) 12 $250 000 EA $3000000

SUBTOTAL (SYSTEM COST) $38325973

e TOTAL ESTIMATED COST $213793318

,I
I
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2) REAL ESTATE COST NOT INCLUDED.

3) COST FOR REMOVAL OF HAZARDOUS WASTE NOT INCLUDED.

1) INCLUDES 26,423 FT OF GUIDEWAY W/12 STATIONS, 30 CARS, AND AN ALLOWANCE
OF $17,500,000 FOR MAINTAINENCE FACILITIES.
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PROJECT: NORTH COAST EXTENSION
ITEM: ALIGNMENT #2 P/M
REVISION: #3

NOTES

EST. T. DAVIS
DATE 9/26/91

SHT. 3-----
OF 3-----
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COST ESTIMATE COVERSHEET
LIGHT RAIL APPLICATION

I
I

PROJECT: NORTH COAST EXTENSION EST. T. DAVIS SHT. 1
ITEM: ALIGNMENT W#3-ZW(MODIFIED) DATE 9/26/91 OF 3
REVISION: #2

I ESTIMATED
ITEM DESCRIPTION COST

I 1) GUIDEWAYS AND STRUCTURES $123606250
2) STATIONS $72000000

I
3) MAIN YARD AND SHOP $17500000
4) SYSTEMWIDE EQUIPMENT $46922416
5) VEHICLES $54708000

I
SUBTOTAL (A) $314736666

I
6) P~E REVENUE OPERATION $7868417
7) OWNERS INSURANCE $25178933
8) MASTER AGREEMENTS $7868417

J
SUBTOTAL (B) $40915767

I
9) RIGHT OF WAY $0

SUBTOTAL (C) $0, 10) PROF. SERVICES $106695730
11) CONTINGENCY

I
A) OF SUBTOTAL A, B $24895670
B) OF SUBTOTAL (C) $0
C) OF SUBTOTAL ITEM 10 $26673932

• SUBTOTAL (ITEMS 10 & 11) $158265332
I-

I GRAND TOTAL $513917765

I
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COST ESTIMATE WORKSHEET
LIGHT RAIL APPLICATION

PROJECT: NORTH COAST EXTENSION EST. T. DAVIS SHT. 2
ITEM: ALIGNMENT"#3-Z" (MODIFIED) DATE 9/26/91 OF 3
REVISION: #2

I UNIT/
DESCRIPTION QTY PRICE UNIT TOTAL

GUIDEWAY COSTS

I GUIDEWAY @ GRADE 0 $900 RF $0
CUT & COVER (SHALLOW) 1200 $10000 RF $12 000 000
AERIAL GUIDEWAY 2059 $4500 RF $9265500

I TUNNELED 7868 $6500 RF $51 142 000
AERIAL GUIDEWAY (PEOPLE MOVER) 15170 $3375 RF $51 198750

SUBTOTAL (GUIDEWAY COST) $123606250

I STATION COST
AERIAL STATION (PEOPLE MOVER) 11 $2 000 000 EA $22 000 000

I
SUBWAY STATION 1 $50 000 000 EA $50 000 000

SUBTOTAL (STATION COST) $72000 000

MAINT. FACIL & YARD COSTS

I FACILITIES & EQUIPMENT PER LOCATION 1 $17500 000 LS $17500 000

SUBTOTAL (MAINT. FACIL.) $17500 000

I
VEHICLE COST
GREEN LINE (LRT) ALLOWANCE EA $8208 000
PEOPLE MOVER 30 $1 550 000 EA $46500 000

I
SUBTOTAL (VEHICLE COST) $54 708 000

SYSTEM WIDE EQUIPMENT COST
TRKWRK (INCL. SPECIAL TRACKWORK) 11127 $320 RF $3560 640

I SIGNS & GRAPHICS (LRT) 1 $580 000 EA $580 000
SIGNS & GRAPHICS (PEOPLE MOVER) 11 $100 000 EA $1 100 000
TRAIN CONTROL STA. (LRT) 1 $900 000 EA $900 000

I
TRAIN CONTROL STA. (PEOPLE MOVER) 11 $210 000 EA $2310 000
TRAIN CONTROL GDWY(LRT} 11127 $718 RF $7989186
TRAIN CONTROL GDWY(PEOPLE MOVER} 15170 $538 RF $8161 460

I
TRACTION POWER STA. (LRT) 1 $1 100 000 EA $1 100 000
TRACTION PWR STA. (PEOPLE MOVER) 11 $760000 EA $8360 000
TRACTION POWER GDWY (LRT) 11127 $270 RF $3 004 290

• TRACTION POWER GDWY (PEOPLE MOVE 15170 $132 RF $2002440
I COMMUNICATIONS (LRT) 11127 $200 RF $2225400- COMMUNICATIONS (PEOPLE MOVER) 15170 $200 RF $3 034 000

I
FARE COLLECTION (LRT) 1 $670 000 EA $670 000
FARE COLLECTION (PEOPLE MOVER) 11 $175 000 EA $1 925 000

SUBTOTAL (SYSTEM COST) $46922416

I TOTAL ESTIMATED COST $314736666
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PROJECT: NORTH COAST EXTENSION
ITEM: ALIGNMENT '#3-Z'(MODIFIED)
REVISION: #2

EST. T. DAVIS
DATE 9/26/91

SHT. 1-----
OF 3-----

I
~

I
I
I
I
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NOTES

1) INCLUDES 11,127 FTOF LRT GUIDEWAY W/1 SUBWAY STATION AND AN ALLOWANCE
OF $8,208,000 FOR ADDITIONAL GREENLINE TYPE CARS. ALSO INCLUDED IS
15,170 FT OF PEOPLE MOVER TYPE GUIDEWAYW/11 STATIONS. 30 CARS. AND AN
ALLOWANCE OF $17,500,000 FOR MAINTAINENCE FACILITIES

2) COST FOR REMOVAL OF HAZARDOUS WASTE IS NOT INCLUDED

3) REAL ESTATE COST NOT INCLUDED.
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COST ESTIMATE COVERSHEET
LIGHT RAIL APPLICATION
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COST ESTIMATE WORKSHEET
LIGHT RAIL APPLICATION

PROJECT: NORTH COAST EXTENSION EST. T. DAVIS SHT. 2
ITEM: ALIGNMENT #4 (LRT/P-M) DATE 9/26/91 OF 3
REVISION: #3

~.
UNITJ

DESCRIPTION QTY PRICE UNIT TOTAL

GUIDEWAY COSTS- GUIDEWAY @ GRADE-(LRT) 0 $900 RF $0- CUT & COVER (SHALLOW) a $10 000 RF $0
AERIAL GUIDEWAY-(LRT) 3390 $4500 RF $15255 000

I
AERIAL GUIDEWAY-(PEOPLE MOVER) 26268 $3375 RF $88654500

SUBTOTAL (GUIDEWAY COST) $103909500

STATION COST

I AERIAL STATION 1 $5 000 000 EA $5 000 000
AERIAL STATION (PEOPLE MOVER) 14 $2000 000 EA $28 000 000

I
SUBTOTAL (STATION COST) $33 000 000

MAINT. FACIL & YARD COSTS
MAINT FACIL-(PEOPLE MOVER) 1 $17500 000 LS $17 500 000

I SUBTOTAL (MAlNT. FACIL.) $17500 000

I
VEHICLE COST
GREEN LINE (LRT) a ALLOWANCE EA $8208 000
PEOPLE MOVER 30 $1 550 000 EA $46500 000

I
SUBTOTAL (VEHICLE COST) $54 708 000

SYSTEM WIDE EQUIPMENT COST
TRKWRK (INCL. SPECIAL TRACKWORK) 3390 $320 RF $1 084800

I SIGNS & GRAPHICS (PER STATION) 15 $100 000 EA $1 500 000
TRAIN CONTROL SrA. (LRT) 1 $280 000 EA $280 000
TRAIN CNTRL STA.(PEOPLE MOVER) 14 $210000 EA $2940 000

I TRAIN CONTROL GDWY (LRT) 3390 $718 RF $2434 020
TRAIN CNTRL GDWY.(PEOPLE MOVER) 26268 $538 RF $14132184
TRACTION POWER STA. (LRT) 1 $1 100 000 EA $1 100 000

I TRCTN PWR STA.(PEOPLE MOVER) 14 $760 000 EA $10640 000
TRACTION POWER GDWY (LRT) 3390 $270 RF $915300
TRCTN PWR GDWY.(PEOPLE MOVER 26268 $132 RF $3467376

~
COMMUNICATIONS 29658 $200 RF $5931 600... FARE COLLECTION (LRT) 1 $250 000 EA $250000
FARE COLLECTION (PEOPLE MOVER) 14 $175 000 EA $2450 000

I SUBTOTAL (SYSTEM COST) $47125280

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST $256242780

I
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PROJECT: NORTH COAST EXTENSION
ITEM: ALIGNMENT #4 (LRT/P-M)
REVISION: #3

EST. T. DAVIS
DATE 9/26/91

SHT. 3
OF-3-----

I
••
I
I
I
I
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NOTES

1) INCLUDES 3.390 FT OF LRT GUIDEWAY W/1 STATIONS AND AN ALLOWANCE OF
$8,208,000 FOR ADDITIONAL GREENLINE TYPE CARS. ALSO INCLUDED IS
27.168 FT OF PEOPLE MOVER TYPE GUIDEWAY W/14 STATIONS, 30 CARS, AND
AN ALLOWANCE OF $17.500.000 FOR MAINTAINENCE FACILITIES.

2) COST FOR REMOVAL OF HAZARDOUS WASTE NOT INCLUDED

3) REAL ESTATE COST IS NOT INCLUDED
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COST ESTIMATE COVERSHEET

RUBBER TIRE PEOPLE MOVER

I PROJECT: NORTH COAST EXTENSION EST. T. DAVIS SHT. 1
ITEM: ALIGNMENT #5 P/M DATE 9/26/91 OF 3

..... REVISION: #4.. ESTIMATED

I
ITEM DESCRIPTION COST

1) GUIDEWAYS AND STRUCTURES $94064625

I
2) STATIONS $28000000
3) MAIN YARD AND SHOP $17500000
4) SYSTEMWIDE EQUIPMENT $41 148221

I
5) VEHICLES $46500000

SUBTOTAL (A) $227212846

I 6) PRE REVENUE OPERATION $5680321
7) OWNERS INSURANCE $18177 028

I
8) MASTER AGREEMENTS $4544257

SUBTOTAL (B) $28401 606

I 9) RIGHT OF WAY $0

SUBTOTAL (C) $0

I
10) PROF. SERVICES $76684336

I
11) CONTINGENCY
A) OF SUBTOTAL A, B $17 893012
B) OF SUBTOTAL (C) $0

I
C) OF SUBTOTALITEM 10 $19171 084

SUBTOTAL (ITEMS 10 & 11) $113748431

• GRAND TOTAL $369362883-
I
I
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COST ESTIMATE WORKSHEET
RUBBER TIRE PEOPLE MOVER

PROJECT: NORTH COAST EXTENSION EST. T. DAVIS SHT. 2

I
ITEM: ALIGNMENT #5 PIM DATE 9/26/91 OF 3
REVISION: #4

UNIT!- DESCRIPTION QTY PRICE UNIT TOTAL..
GUIDEWAY COSTS

I
GUIDEWAY @ GRADE $2530 RF $0
CUT & COVER (SHALLOW - 20 FT) $10 000 RF $0
AERIAL GUIDEWAY CONSTRUCTION 27871 $3375 RF . $94 064 625

I
AERIAL GUIDEWAY WI CROSSOVER $3375 RF $0

SUBTOTAL (GUIDEWAY COST) $94 064 625

I
STATION COST
AERIAL STATION 14 $2 000 000 EA $28 000 000
AT GRADE STATION $1 300000 EA $0

I
SUBTOTAL (STATION COST) $28000000

MAINT. FACIL & YARD COSTS

• FACILITIES & EQUIPMENT PER LOCATION 1 $17 500 000 LS $17500 000

• SUBTOTAL (MAlNT. FACIL.) $17500000

I
VEHICLE COST
FULLY AUTOMATED RUBBER TIRED VEHI 30 $1 550 000 EA $46500000

SUBTOTAL (VEHICLE COST) $46500 000

I SYSTEM WIDE EQUIPMENT COST
SIGNS & GRAPHICS (PER STATION) 14 $100 000 EA $1 400000

I
TRAIN CONTROL (STATION) 14 $210000 EA $2940000
TRAIN CONTROL (GUIDEWAy) 27871 $538 RF $14994598
TRACTION POWER (STATION) 14 $760000 EA $10640000

I
TRACTION POWER (GUIDEWAy) 27871 $132 RF $3678972
COMMUNICATIONS 27871 $181 RF $5044651
FARE COLLECTION (PER STATION) 14 $175000 EA $2450000

~
SUBTOTAL (SYSTEM COST) $41148221

- TOTAL ESTIMATED COST $227212846

I
I
I 071
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PROJECT: NORTH COAST EXTENSION
ITEM: ALIGNMENT #5 P/M
REVISION: #4

EST. T. DAVIS
DATE 9/26/91

SHT. 3
OF -:-3-----

I
--
I
I
I
I
C
I
I
I
I
•
I
I
I

NOTES
o

1) INCLUDES 27.571 FT OF GUIDEWAY W/14 STATIONS, 30 CARS. AND AN ALLOWANCE
OF $17.500,000 FOR MAINTAINENCE FACILITIES.

2) REAL ESTATE COST NOT INCLUDED

3) COST FOR REMOVAL OF HAZARDOUS WASTE NOT INCLUDED
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COST ESTIMATE WORKSHEET

LIGHT RAIL APPLICATION

PROJECT: NORTH COAST EXTENSION EST. T. DAVIS SHT. 2
ITEM: ALIGNMENT #3 (LRT-P/M) DATE 9/16/91 OF 3

I
REVISION: #3

UNIT/
DESCRIPTION QTY PRICE UNIT TOTAL

- GUIDEWAY COSTS
GUIDEWAY @ GRADE 0 $900 RF $0- CUT &COVER (SHALLOW) 2000 $10000 RF $20000000

I
AERIAL GUIDEWAY 5400 $4500 RF $24300 000
TUNNELED 7400 $6500 RF $48100 000
AERIAL GUIDEWAY (PEOPLE MOVER) 26100 $3375 RF $88 087 500

I
SUBTOTAL (GUIDEWAY COST) $180487500

STATION COST
AERIAL STATION (PEOPLE MOVER) 13 $2 000 000 EA $26 000 000

I SUBWAY STATION 1 $50 000 000 EA $50 000 000

SUBTOTAL (STATION COST) $76 000 000

I
MAINT. FACIL &YARD COSTS
FACILITIES &EQUIPMENT PER LOCATION 1 $17500 000 LS $17500 000

SUBTOTAL (MAINT. FACIL.) $17500 000

• VEHICLE COST.. GREEN LINE (LRT) ALLOWANCE EA $8206 000
PEOPLE MOVER 30 $1 550 000 EA $46500 000

I SUBTOTAL (VEHICLE COST) $54708 000

SYSTEM WIDE EQUIPMENT COST
TRKWRK (INCL. SPECIAL TRACKWORK) 14800 $320 RF $4736 000

I SIGNS &GRAPHICS (LRT) 1 $580 000 EA $580 000
SIGNS &GRAPHICS (PEOPLE MOVER) 13 $100 000 EA $1 300 000
TRAIN CONTROL STA. (LRT) 1 $900 000 EA $900 000

I TRAIN CONTROL STA. (PEOPLE MOVER) 13 $210 000 EA $2730 000
TRAIN CONTROL GDWY(LRT) 14800 $718 RF $10 626 400
TRAIN CONTROL GDWY(PEOPLE MOVER) 26100 $538 RF $14 041 800

I TRACTION POWER STA. (LRT) 1 $1 100 000 EA $1100 000
TRACTION PWR STA. (PEOPLE MOVER) 13 $760 000 EA $9880 000
TRACTION POWER GDWY (LRT) 14800 $270 RF $3996 000.. TRACTION POWER GDWY (PEOPLE MOVE 26100 $132 RF $3445200
COMMUNICATIONS (LRT) 14800 $200 RF $2960 000
COMMUNICATIONS (PEOPLE MOVER) 26100 $200 RF $5220 000

I FARE COLLECTION (LRT) 1 $670 000 EA $670 000
FARE COLLECTION (PEOPLE MOVER) 13 $175 000 EA $2275 000

SUBTOTAL (SYSTEM COST) $64460 400

I TOTAL ESTIMATED COST $393155900

I 073
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COST ESTIMATE COVERSHEET
LIGHT RAIL APPLICATION

I.. PROJECT: NORTH COAST EXTENSION EST. T. DAVIS SHT. 1
ITEM: ALIGNMENT #3 (LRT-P/M) DATE 9/16/91 OF 3..
REVISION: #3

I ESTIMATED
ITEM DESCRIPTION COST

~ 1) GUIDEWAYS AND STRUCTURES $180 487 500
2) STATIONS $76 000 000

I
3) MAIN YARD AND SHOP $17500 000
4) SYSTEMWIDE EQUIPMENT $64460 400
5) VEHICLES $54708 000

I
SUBTOTAL (A) $393155900

- 6) Pf1E REVENUE OPERATION $9828898

• 7) OWNERS INSURANCE $31 452472
8) MASTER AGREEMENTS $9828898

I
SUBTOTAL (B) $51 110 267

I
9) RIGHT OF WAY $44520 000

SUBTOTAL (C) $44520 000

I 10) PROF. SERVICES $146635850
11) CONTINGENCY

I
A) OF SUBTOTAL A, B $31 098632
B) OF SUBTOTAL (C) $20 924 400
C) OF SUBTOTAL ITEM 10 $36658963

~ SUBTOTAL (ITEMS 10 & 11) $235317844

I
I
I

GRAND TOTAL $724104011
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PROJECT: NORTH COAST EXTENSION
ITEM: ALIGNMENT #3 (LRT-P/M)

REVISION: #3

NOTES

EST. T. DAVIS
DATE 9116/91

SHT. 1
OF -3-----

I

II

]

I
I
I
~

I
I
I
I
I
...

I
I
I

1) INCLUDES 14,800 FT OF LRT GUIDEWAY W/1 SUBWAY STATION AND AN ALLOWANCE
OF $8,208,000 FOR ADDITIONAL GREENLINE TYPE CARS. ALSO INCLUDED IS
26,100 FT OF PEOPLE MOVER TYPE GUIDEWAY W/13 STATIONS, 30 CARS, AND AN
ALLOWANCE OF $17,500,000 FOR MAINTAINENCE FACILITIES

2) COST FOR REMOVAL OF HAZARDOUS WASTE IS NOT INCLUDED

3) REAL ESTATE COST IS BASED ON $35.00 PER SQUARE FT, AND ASSUMES A 30 FT
R.O.W.. ALSO INCLUDED IS A 45,000 SF MAINT. AREA WHICH IS BASED ON AN
ALLOWANCE OF 1500 SF OF MAINT. AREA PER CAR.

4) COST BREAKDOWN
LRT - $316,340,935.00
P\M - $407,763,076.00
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COST ESTIMATE COVERSHEET
LIGHT RAIL APPLICATION

I
PROJECT: NORTH COAST EXTENSION EST. T. DAVIS SHT. 1-..

ALIGNMENT '#3-Z' (LRT-P/M) DATE 9116/91 OFITEM: 3
...I REVISION: #0

I ITEM DESCRIPTION

I 1) GUIDEWAYS AND STRUCTURES
2) STATIONS

I
3) MAIN YARD AND SHOP
4) SYSTEMWIDE EQUIPMENT
5) VEHICLES

I
SUBTOTAL (A)

~
6) ~RE REVENUE OPERATION
7) OWNERS INSURANCE
8) MASTER AGREEMENTS

I
SUBTOTAL (B)

I
9) RIGHT OF WAY

SUBTOTAL (C)

I 10) PROF. SERVICES
11) CONTINGENCY

I
A) OF SUBTOTAL A, B
B) OF SUBTOTAL (C)
C) OF SUBTOTAL ITEM 10

• SUBTOTAL (ITEMS 10 & 11)

ESTIMATED
COST

$203887500
$76000000
$17500000 .
$69889200
$54708000

$421 984700

$10549618.
$33758776
$10549618

$54858011

$48300000

$48300000

$157542813

$33378990
$22701 000
$39385703

$253008506

I
I
I

GRAND TOTAL $778151 217
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COST ESTIMATE WORKSHEET
LIGHT RAIL APPLICATION

PROJECT: NORTH COAST EXTENSION EST. T. DAVIS SHT. 2
ITEM: ALIGNMENT ·#3-Z· (LRT-P/M) DATE 9/16/91 OF 3

~
REVISION: #0

UNITI
DESCRIPTION QTY PRICE UNIT TOTAL

GUIDEWAY COSTS
GUIDEWAY @ GRADE 0 $900 RF $0- CUT &COVER (SHALLOW) 2000 $10000 RF $20000 000

I
AERIAL GUIDEWAY 5400 $4500 RF $24300 000
TUNNELED 11000 $6500 RF $71 500 000
AERIAL GUIDEWAY (PEOPLE MOVER) 26100 $3375 RF . $88 087500

I
SUBTOTAL (GUIDEWAY COST) $203887500

STATION COST
AERIAL STATION (PEOPLE MOVER) 13 $2 000 000 EA $26 000 000

I SUBWAY STATION 1 S50 000 000 EA $50 000 000

SUBTOTAL (STATION COST) $76000 000

MAINT. FACIL & YARD COSTS

~ FACILITIES & EQUIPMENT PER LOCATION 1 $17500000 LS $17500 000

SUBTOTAL (MAINT. FACIL.) $17500 000

~
VEHICLE COST
GREEN LINE (LRT) ALLOWANCE EA $8208 000
PEOPLE MOVER 30 $1 550 000 EA $46500 000

I SUBTOTAL (VEHICLE COST) $54708 000

SYSTEM WIDE EQUIPMENT COST
TRKWRK (INCL. SPECIAL TRACKWORK) 18400 $320 RF $5888 000

I SIGNS &GRAPHICS (LRT) 1 $580 000 EA $580 000
SIGNS &GRAPHICS (PEOPLE MOVER) 13 $100000 EA $1 300 000
TRAIN CONTROL STA. (LRT) 1 $900 000 EA $900 000

I TRAIN CONTROL STA. (PEOPLE MOVER) 13 $210 000 EA $2730 000
TRAIN CONTROL GDWY(LRT) 18400 $718 RF $13211 200
TRAIN CONTROL GDWY(PEOPLE MOVER) 26100 $538 RF $14 041 800

I TRACTION POWER STA. (LRT) 1 $1100000 EA $1 100 000
TRACTION PWR STA. (PEOPLE MOVER) 13 $760000 EA $9880 000
TRACTION POWER GDWY (LRT) 18400 $270 RF $4968 000

• TRACTION POWER GDWY (PEOPLE MOVE 26100 $132 RF $3445200
COMMUNICATIONS (LRT) 18400 $200 RF $3680 000
COMMUNICATIONS (PEOPLE MOVER) 26100 $200 RF $5220 000

I FARE COLLECTION (LRT) 1 $670000 EA $670 000
FARE COLLECTION (PEOPLE MOVER) 13 $175000 EA $2275 000

SUBTOTAL (SYSTEM COST) $69889200

I TOTAL ESTIMATED COST $421 984700
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PROJECT: NORTH COAST EXTENSION
ITEM: ALIGNMENT"#3-2" (LRT-P/M)
REVISION: #0

EST. T. DAVIS
DATE 9/16/91

SHT. 1
OF-3-----

•
--
I
~

I
~

•
III

I
I
I
I
•
I
I
I

NOTES

1) INCLUDES 18,400 FT OF LRT GUIDEWAY W/1 SUBWAY STATION AND AN ALLOWANCE
OF $8,208,000 FOR ADDITIONAL GREENLINE TYPE CARS. ALSO INCLUDED IS
26.100 FT OF PEOPLE MOVER TYPE GUIDEWAY W/13 STATIONS. 30 CARS. AND AN
ALLOWANCE OF $17,500,000 FOR MAINTAINENCE FACILITIES

2) COST FOR REMOVAL OF HAZARDOUS WASTE IS NOT INCLUDED

3) REAL ESTATE COST IS BASED ON $35.00 PER SQUARE FT, AND ASSUMES A 30 FT
R.O.W.. ALSO INCLUDED IS A 45.000 SF MAINT. AREA WHICH IS BASED ON AN
ALLOWANCE OF 1500 SF OF MAlNT. AREA PER CAR.

4) COST BREAKDOWN
LRT - $370,388,141.00
P\M - $407,763,076.00
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COST ESTIMATE COVERSHEET
LIGHT RAIL APPLICATION

J
PROJECT: NORTH COAST EXTENSION EST. T. DAVIS SHT. 1
ITEM: ALIGNMENT "Z" (LRT) DATE 9/16/91 OF 3

- REVISION: #0

I
ESTIMATED

ITEM DESCRIPTION COST

~
1) GUIDEWAYS AND STRUCTURES $60492000
2) STATIONS $50000000
3) MAIN YARD AND SHOP $0

I
4) SYSTEMWIDE EQUIPMENT $16472144
5) VEHICLES $0

SUBTOTAL (A) $126964144-

~
6) PRE REVENUE OPERATION $3174104

I 7) 0WNERS INSURANCE $1015713.2
8) MASTER AGREEMENTS $3174104

SUBTOTAL (B) $16505339

I
9) RIGHT OF WAY $9206400

I SUBTOTAL (C) $9206400

I 10) PROF. SERVICES $45802765
11) CONTINGENCY
A) OF SUBTOTAL A, B $10042864

I B) OF SUBTOTAL (C) $4327008
C) OF SUBTOTAL ITEM 10 $11 450691

SUBTOTAL (ITEMS 10 & 11) $71 623328..
GRAND TOTAL $224299211

I
I
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COST ESTIMATE WORKSHEET

LIGHT RAIL APPLICATION

PROJECT: NORTH COAST EXTENSION EST. T. DAVIS SHT. 2
ITEM: ALIGNMENT "Z" (LRT) DATE 9/16/91 OF 3
REVISION: #0

UNIT/- DESCRIPTION QTY PRICE UNIT TOTAL

GUIDEWAY COSTS
GUIDEWAY @ GRADE 0 $900 RF $0
CUT & COVER (SHALLOW) 1000 $10000 RF $10000000...
AERIAL GUIDEWAY 0 $4500 RF $0

I
TUNNELED 7768 $6500 RF $50492000

SUBTO-r:AL (GUIDEWAY COST) $60492000

STATION COST

~- SUBWAY STATION 1 $50000000 EA $50000000

SUBTOTAL (STATION COST) $50000000

I
MAINT. FACIL & YARD COSTS
FACILITIES & EQUIPMENT PER LOCATION 0 $25000000 LS $0

SUBTOTAL (MAINT. FACIL.) $0

~
VEHICLE COST
GREEN LINE (LRT) 0 $0 EA $0

SUBTOTAL (VEHICLE COST) $0

I SYSTEM WIDE EQUIPMENT COST
TRKWRK (INCL. SPECIAL TRACKWORK) 8768 $320 RF $2805760
SIGNS & GRAPHICS (LRT) 1 $580000 EA $580000

I TRAIN CONTROL STA. (LRT) 1 $900000 EA $900000
TRAIN CONTROL GDWY(LRT) 8768 $718 RF $6295424
TRACTION POWER STA. (LRT) 1 $1 100000 EA $1 100000

I TRACTION POWER GDWY (LRT) 8768 $270 RF $2367360
COMMUNICATIONS-(LRT) 8768 $200 RF $1 753600
FARE COLLECTION (LRT) 1 $670000 EA $670000

I SUBTOTAL (SYSTEM COST) $16472144

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST $126964144

I
II1II

I
I
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PROJECT: NORTH COAST EXTENSION
ITEM: ALIGNMENT '2" (LRT)
REVISION: #0

NOTES

EST. T. DAVIS
DATE 9/16/91

SHT. 1-----
OF 3

I
~

I
•..
~

I
I
I
I

I
I
I

1) INCLUDES 8,768 FT OF LRT GUIDEWAY W/1 SUBWAY STATION.

2) COST FOR REMOVAL OF HAZARDOUS WASTE IS NOT INCLUDED

3) REAL ESTATE COST IS BASED ON $35.00 PER SQUARE FT, AND ASSUMES A 30 FT
R.O.W..
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INTERAGENCY TRANSIT STUDY
JOINT POLICY GROUP AND TECHNICAL TASK FORCE MEETING No.5
November 18, 1991, 3:30 p.m., Los Angeles Conference Room

LACTC, 818 W. 7th Street, 10th Floor

AGENDA

DISCUSSION - 1 HOUR

INFORMATION AND PRESENTATIONS - 30 KINS

1. Approve Minutes

9. Recommendation on LAX/Green Line Alignment(s) for Further
Action

Lynn Struthers

Manuel Padron

Ben Beasley/Mal Packer

Wilbur smith Associates

Update on the Double "Wye" at Aviation

Update on Patronage

Update on Preliminary Operations Plan

2. Review of Alignments, Cost Estimates, and Project Schedule
Judy Wilson/Bob Cashin

3. Overview of the FAA Issues, including the McFarland Report ­
Al Thiede/Lynn Struthers

4.

5.' Update on the Form 7460 Process

6.

7.

8. Summary of Public Comments/Update on the Public Outreach
Process Barna Szabo

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

10. Adjourn - 5:00 p.m.

I
I
I
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I
MINUTES OF

LAX INTERAGENCY TRANSIT STUDY POLICY GROUP

MEETING NUMBER 5

NOVEMBER 18, 1991 - 3:30 P.M.

•
....

The minutes of the
Comments regarding
(213) 244-6441, or
meeting •

October 21th Policy Group Meeting were approved.
these minutes can be directed to Bob Cashin at

can be addressed at the beginning of our next

SUMMARY OF ITEMS DISCUSSED

COSTS OF THE ALIGNMENTS (in million $):

EIR-MIT #1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6
TOTAL $,494-499 $645-665 $489-524 $531-574 $490-534 $477-467 $447-467

(CTA) $172 $172 $172 $179 $172 $179 $179
(wjo $322-327 $473-493 $357-375 $310-345 $360-403 $312-356 $268-288

ESTIMATED REVENUE OPERATION DATE (ROD)

Jul 97 Dec 98 Jun 98 Jan 98 Dec 97 Jun 98 Jun 98

I
I,
I
I
I
I
I
I
•
I
I
I

•

•

•

Introduction of Mitigated EIR Alignment. In response to pUblic
concerns regarding the number of stations and the projected
revenue operations date, the Technical Task Force re-examined the
possibility of mitigating the EIR alignment by running the
portion of the alignment at the end of 25L and 25R in subway from
just south of 111th to north of 104th. This option should be
able to maintain 111th open in its present location, but 104th
might need to be relocated slightly.

McFarland Report. There appear to be technically feasible
solutions to the five specific problems which could be presented
by the Metro Green Line (details presented in summary handout).

FAA Form 7460 review process. Based on the technical group
meeting with FAA held on November 7, DOA will officially submit a
partial Form 7460 application to FAA for the review of the
alignment north of 96th Street to Westchester. Bechtel will have
drawings and filing material prepared to submit by November 26,
1991. with "best-case" assumptions for a guideway located in the
median of Westchester Parkway, the People Mover would not
penetrate the 50:1 surface, but the Green Line catenary poles
would penetrate 4 feet into the 50:1. Based on a 90-day review,
the process should be completed by early March 1992.
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I
Meeting Minutes of Nov. 5, 1991
Page Two

I
I
I
,I
I
I
I
I
I
•-
i
I
I

•

•

•

•

North South Connector (Double Wye) at Aviation/Imperial.
Although either an at-grade (aerial) or flyover connector would
be possible, an at-grade connector would limit headway to about 6
minutes and require platform to be 3 car lengths. The
construction cost of providing an at-grade connector now would be
$5.5 million versus $6.6 million (1991 $) if added in the future.
A flyover connector would cost $28 million if completed now. The
minimal construction cost of a not-to-preclude a flyover
connector in the future is estimated at $2.4 million now and a
total of $40 million (1991 $) if completed in the future. Both
the at-grade and flyover options could go into subway without
needing to relocate 111th street. However, a subway station a
Lot B would not be possible with the flyover connector.

Patronage. Wilbur-Smith presented its projections of patronage
for the Mitigated E1R Green Line based on the SCAG 2010
projections, adjusted to reflect special generator
characteristics (such as the airport). The Mitigated E1R Green
Line had the same daily boardings as option 1 Green Line sUbway,
with variations limited to a shift of 914 boardings from the Lot
C station to the Century/Airport station, and consequently 914
less boardings at the Transit Center (Lot C, in this case).

Public Participation. Public meetings will be concluded this
week, with the last meeting occurring Thursday evening.
Although presentations have not been heavily attended, the turn­
out has been characteristic of the organizations themselves. The
pUblic meeting schedule for November 13,has been widely
pUblicized and may be a better indicator of pUblic interest.

operating times. Manual Padron has based operating headways on
the North Coast extension of the Green Line on the headways along
the 1-105 trunk. The Green Line vehicle out of Norwalk will have
2 minute headways, with eery other vehicle destined for North of
South Coast branches. This results in 4 minute headways on North
Coast branch if it is an extension of the Green Line. However,
if the technology change to People Mover were made at Aviation
station, the North Coast Branch could achieve 2 minute headways
on an all-People Mover system, with a grade separated double
"wye" at Century. This service could be timed to alternate with
the 2 minute headways of vehicles arriving at Aviation station,
so that patrons need only wait 1 to 2 minutes to board a
connecting train •

Relative operating expenses of the alignment options would be
lower for the alignments 1 and 2, medium for alignment 4 and,
high for 3 or five ( based on miles traveled per year and number
of stations served).
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Meeting Minutes of Nov. 5, 1991
Page Three

DISCUSSION OF PREFERRED ALIGNMENT OPTIONS

Preliminary analysis indicated that the EIR Mitigated Alignment is the
least expensive and could be completed within the shortest time.
DOA's preferred alignment was Option 4. The Westchester Chamber of
Commerce preferred Option 5. LADOT was split between the EIR
Mitigated Alignment and a variation of Option 5 which was proposed by
Ruth Galanter. The variation 5 RG proposed that Option 5 People Mover
include a future phase using Green Line technology to Lot C via the
existing Sepulveda subway tunnel. This would provide an opportunity
to connect the LAX-Palmdale at Lot C (or Aviation) so the Green Line
and LAX-Palmdale could serve regional transit needs, while the People
Mover could serve the area needs of LAX and the Marina.

UPCOMING POLICY GROUP MEETING

• December 9th from 3:30 to 5:30 at LACTC.
The focus of this meeting will be to chose the preferred
alternative to be recommended to the respective Boards, to be
carried forward into the EIR process and design development.
(The meeting date has been changed to December 19, 1991.)

Meeting Handouts

FILING SCHEDULE FAA FORM 7460 NORTH OF 96TH STREET
MINUTES OF MEETING ON THE FORM 7460 PROCESS (November 7, 1991)
METRO GREEN LINE NORTH SOUTH CONNECTOR AT AVIATION/IMPERIAL
LAX People Mover-Green Line station Daily Boardings

Mitigated EIR Alignment Option map
LAX INTERAGENCY TRANSIT STUDY COST SUMMARY
RAIL CONSTRUCTION COMPANY [ALIGNMENT SCHEDULES]
LAX INTERAGENCY TRANSIT STUDY SUMMARY OF ALIGNMENTS
LAX People Mover Patronage Study
Green Line/LAX Alternatives Preliminary Operations Analysis
SUMMARY OF LAX/METRO GREEN LINE IMPACTS - McFARLAND REPORT

The Technical Task Force Action Items for the next Policy Group
meeting are:

• Matrix of the 4 remalnlng alignments against Task Force Goals for
priority rating. .

• Cost (inclUding operation costs) and preliminary operations
analysis of Alternative 5 RG.

nc:sus2:novI8.miDlDec.12, 1991
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alignment would be completely aerial.

Potential Impacts of People Mover through Lot B. A supplemental EIR would be
required to address the land use impacts along the new alignment sections (including real
estate impacts), and the traffic impacts occasioned by crossing Imperial, Illth, l04th,
l02nd and Aviation at Century. A constructability analysis would also be required.

• The alignments as described all follow the EIR approved alignment from the Caruso
property through Lot C. Therefore, it could be possible to cross-match alignment
options north and south of Lot C to combine the preferred Westchester Parkway
alignment with the preferred Lot B alignment.
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October 17,1991
DESCRIYfION OF ALIGNMENT OPTIONS

• GreenLine Subway to Westchester. (ALIGNMENT OPTION 1)
The north coast extension would follow the EIR alignment north of Aviation station in
an aerial alignment until 111th Street where it would descend into subway along the end
of the south runway, curving west by northwest toward Century and the Caruso property
where it would turn north to a subway station in Lot C, then continuing in subway to
89th Street, with a subway station in the parking lot east of Sepulveda Westway. The
CTA would be served via a Lot C connection to People Mover.

Potential Impacts of a Subway alignment. A constructability analysis (engineering
constraints) of this option would be required. A new EIR would be required to analyze
the impacts associated with this alignment, including real estate impacts. FAA would
need to evaluate the possibility of risks from cut-and-cover and boring at the end of the
south runways.

• GreenLine Subway to Lot C. (ALIGNMENT OPTION 2)
The north coast extension would follow the EIR alignment north of Aviation station in
an aerial alignment until 11lth Street where it would descend into subway along the end
of the south runway, curving west by northwest toward Century and the Caruso property
where it would turn north to a subway station in Lot C, where the GreenLine technology
would terminate. The CTA would be served via a People Mover system which could
connect to the GreenLine at Lot C. This People Mover system would continue on to
Westchester CBD, with an aerial People Mover station in the parking lot west of
Sepulveda Eastway. This option would not include a station at Century and Airport
Boulevards, as with the EIR alignment, or a station to serve Lot B.

Potential Impacts of a Subway alignment. A constructability analysis (engineering
constraints) of this option would be required. A new EIR would be required to analyze
the impacts associated with this alignment, including real estate impacts. FAA would
need to evaluate the possibility of risks from cut-and-cover and boring at the end of the
south runways.

• GreenLine north along Aviation via Lot B. (ALIGNMENT OPTION 3)
The GreenLine will follow the EIR approved alignment along Aviation north of Imperial
until it reaches 111th Street where it would turn and run east along the north side of the
street where it would terminate mid-block at an aerial station. From that point, a People
Mover system would continue east along 111th Street until roughly parallel with the edge
of the Clear Zone, turn north through Lot B Gust east of the Clear Zone), through the
parking lots west of 5340 & 5341 l04th Street, through the parking lots between 5330
and 5432 102nd, curving to align due north along the west side of Concourse Way,
turning west along the south side of Century to join the EIR approved alignment west of
Aviation to Westchester Parkway where the alignment would cross north into the parking
lot west of Sepulveda Eastway, turn west along 89th Street, with a station in the parking
lot east of Sepulveda Westway. This People Mover system would continue .into the
CTA. This option would include all the stations described in the EIR alignment, plus
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a Lot B station located along the north side of 11lth, just east of the Proud Bird property
boundary, plus an option for a station at Century and Concourse. This alignment would
be completely aerial.

Potential Impacts of GreenLine through Lot B. A supplemental EIR would be
required to address land use impacts along new alignment sections (including real estate
impacts), and the potential traffic impacts occasioned by two additional crossing of
Aviation (at ll1th and Century, as well as along 89th Street). A constructability analysis
would also be required.

• GreenLine through Lot C. (ALIGNMENT OPTION 4)
The GreenLine would follow the EIR approved alignment along Aviation north of
Imperial until it reaches lllth Street where it would turn and run east along the north
side of the street with a Lot B station mid block, continue east along 111th Street until
roughly parallel with the edge of the Clear Zone, turn north through Lot B Gust east of
the Clear Zone), through the parking lots west of 5340 & 5341 l04th Street, through the
parking lots between 5330 and 5432 102nd, curving to align due north along the west
side of Concourse Way, turning west along the south side of Century to join the EIR
approved alignment west of Aviation to Lot C, where it would terminate. At that point,
an extension of the CTA People Mover system would continue to Westchester Parkway
where the alignment would cross north into the parking lot west of Sepulveda Eastway,
turn west along 89th Street, with a station in the parking lot east of Sepulveda Westway.
This People Mover system would continue into the CTA. This option would include all
the stations described in the EIR alignment, plus a Lot B station located along the north
side of 111 th, just east of the Proud Bird property boundary, plus an option for a station
at Century and Concourse. This alignment would be completely aerial.

Potential Impacts of GreenLine through Lot C. A supplemental EIR would be
required to address land use impacts along new alignment sections (including real estate
impacts), and the potential traffic impacts occasioned by two additional crossing of
Aviation (at lllth and Century, as well as along 89th Street). A constructability analysis
would also be required.

• People Mover through Lot B. (ALIGNMENT OPTION 5)
A People Mover would come east from the Aviation station, curving north along the east
boundary of the Continental City property, continuing north across 111th and through Lot
B first northeast and then north, just east of the Clear Zone and navigation aids, through
the parking lots west of 5340 & 5341 l04th Street, through the parking lots between
5330 and 5432 102nd (flying over the northeast corner of the 1 story building), curving
to align due north along the west side of Concourse Way, turning west along the south
side of Century to join the EIR approved alignment west of Aviation to Westchester
Parkway where the alignment would move into the median of Westchester Parkway from
east of Sepulveda Eastway to west of Sepulveda Westway, placing the Westchester
station in the median mid-block west of Sepulveda Westway. As with the People Mover
option using the EIR alignment, this People Mover system would continue into the CTA.
This option would include all the stations described in the EIR alignment plus a Lot B
station just south of the Clear Zone and an option for a station at Concourse Way. This
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LAX INTERAGENCY TRANSIT STUDY
SUMMARY OF ALIGNMENTS

APPROVED EIR 1 2 3 4 5 6
WITH SUBWAY SUBWAY TO SUBWAY GREEN LINE GREEN LINE PEOPLE MOVER PEOPLE MOVER
AT AVIATION WESTCHESTER TO LOT C TO LOT B TO LOT C VIA LOT B VIA LOT B

LENGTH {W/O CTA;
IN FEET)

,

-AERIAL 11,753 2,059 5.709 17,413 17,413 16,463 19,408

-AT·GRADE 3,504

-SUBWAY 11,468 7,838

TOTAL 15,257 13,527 13.547 17,413 17 ,413 16,463 19,408

STATIONS
GREEN LINE CGL)
PEOPLE MOVER CPM)

-AVIATION lPM lPM

-LOT B 1 GL + 1 PM 1 GL 1 PM

-CENTURY/CONCRSE 1 PM 1 GL 1 PM OPTIONAL

-CENTURY AIRPORT 1 GL 1 PM 1 GL 1 PM lPM

-LOTC 1 GL 1 GL 1 GL + 1 PM 1 PM 1 GL + 1 PM 1 PM 1 PM

-WESTCHESTER 1 GL 1 GL 1 PM 1 PM 1 PM 1 PM 1 PM

TOTAL 3 2 2 5 5 6 4

VEHICLES REQUIRED

-GREEN LINE 4 4 1 1 4 0 0

-PEOPLE MOVER 0 3 3 5 3 16 16

••• 6 7 16 16TOTAL ....... 4 ..... ... 7 4...

COST lin mill/on.)
....

_CONSTRUCTION $254 $389 $277 $213 $254 $216 $188

-HAZARDOUS WASTE $15·20 835-50 $35·50 85·10 85·10 85·10 $5-10

-REAL ESTATE 848 842·47 838-41 $85·115 $94·132 $84·123 $68-84

.PARKING·WEST. $7.3 $7.3 $7.3 $7.3 $7.3 $7.3 $7.3

TOTAL $322-327 $473-493' • $357·375' • 8310·345' • $360-403' • $312-356· • $268·288·· •

• Cut and Cover.
Cost doe8 not include CTA or Meintenanca Shop.
Guideway C08a bll8ed on 8aael.

NOTIE: ALL COST ARE 1991 DOLLARS AND ARE NOT ESCALATED TO MID-POINT OF CONSTRUCTION - WITH THE EXCEPTION OF THE EIR ESTIMATE.

Source: RCC/LACTC, Bachtel Civil. November 5. 1991.



I

~

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
•
I
I
I

LAX INTERAGENCY TRANSIT STUDY
EVALUATION OF ALIGNMENTS

MITIGATED EIR ALTERNATIVE 4 ALTERNATIVE 5
GREEN LINE

Description Follows approved Using Green Line Follows Alternative
EIR alignment with technology, runs 4 using People
a subway segment aerial from Aviation, Mover technology.
along south turns easterly to Lot
runways using B, runs north to
Green Line Century and
technology. continues to the

Westchester
Parkway as in the
mitigated EIR
alignment.

length (miles) (w/o CTA) 2.9 3.3 3.1 .

Stations 3 5 5

Cost (in millions)

a. Capital Cost $327 $362/382 $334
b. Operating & Maintenance Cost

• LAX People Mover . $ 3.23 $ 4.58 $12.58
• Green line (Regional PM) 37.0 35.8 32.5
• Combined 40.23 40.38 45.08

Daily Boardings 21,523 26,108 29,704

Peak Headways (minutes) (3-way wye) (2-way wye) ("Wye" at Century)

Norwalk-Westchester 5 5 -
Norwalk-Aviation - - -
Aviation-Westchester - - 5
Aviation-CTA - - 5
Norwalk-Marine Blvd. 5 5 -
Marine-Westchester 5 - -

CTA Internal Loop 5 5 5
CTA Internal Loop Avg. 2.5 2.5 1.7

Travel times (minutes) Time Transfers Time Transfers Time Transfers
Norwalk-Lot C 29 none 31 none 33 @A
Norwalk-Westchester 31 none 36 @C 35 @A
Norwalk-CTA 37 @C 39 @C 38 @A

Marine Blvd.-Westchester
2-way 17 @A 21 @A&C 20 @A
3-way 15 none

Marine Blvd.-CTA
2-way 24 @A&C 26 @A&C 23 @A
3-way 22 @C

_.
. ....
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MITIGATED EtR ALTERNATIVE 4 ALTERNATIVE 5
GREEN LINE

Implementation Schedule (years) 5 1/2 6 6 1/2

Requires Joint Implementation and
.Operations Agreement NO NO YES

Other Planning and Implementation Issues eNeeds Addendum eNeeds EJR eNeeds EIR
eNeeds DOA eTight curves eTight curves
concurrence on ePossible impact ePossible impact
subway segment. on middle markers on middle

& far-field monitor markers
antennas & far-field
(runway 24R & L) monitor

antennas
(runway 24R & L)

eSchedule of
DOA
implementation
for its
People Mover
System
(technology
choice, capital
funding)

eRequires FAA eReQuires FAA eReQuires FAA
. Form 7460 and Form 7460 and Form 7460 and

release from DOA's release from DOA's release from DOA's
grant agreement grant agreement grant agreement
with FAA for the with FAA for the with FAA for the
north segment from north segment from north segment
Lot C to Lot C to from Lot C to
Westchester Westchester Westchester
Parkway. Parkway. Parkway.

Notes:

1. Alternative 4 could have either Green Line technology all the way to Westchester Parkway or People Mover
from Lot C to Westchester Parkway. Capital and 0 & M costs, as well as the preliminary operations plan,
shown here assume the use of a People Mover. An additional $20 million in capital costs will be required
to have an all-Green Line alignment. Additionally, if required, this could be included in the final preliminary
operations plan.

2. The number of stations shown for each alignment does not include the Aviation station. That station,
however, was included for estimating cost of the all-People Mover Alternative 5:

3. Capital and 0 & M costs for the Mitigated EIR alignment assume the operation of a 3-way "Wye" at
Aviation, adding a not-to-preclude cost of $2.4 million. Capital and 0 & M cost of Alternative 5 assume
the operation of a grade - separated "Wye" at Century Boulevard. Adjustments were made to earlier data
to reflect these assumptions.

4. Peak trunk headways for Alternative 5 is 2.5 minutes resulting in headways of 5 minutes for CTA-bound
trains and express trains (bypassing CTA) to Westchester Parkway. A CTA internal shuttle is included and
would run at 5 minute headways.

5. @A = @Aviation Station
@C = @Lot C Station
None = No Transfer Necessary
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LAX INTERAGENCY TRANSIT STUDY

COST SUMMARY

-,

ALIGNMENTS APPROVED EIR ALTERNATIVE 1 ALTERNATIVE 2 ALTERNATIVE 3 ALTERNATIVE 4 ALTERNATIVE 5 ALTERNATIVE 6
WITH SUBWAY
AT AVIATION SUBWAY SUBWAY GREEN LINE GREEN LINE PEOPLE MOVER PEOPLE MOVER

TO TO TO TO AVIATION AVIATION
WESTCHESTER LOT C LOT B LOT C TO TO

WESTCHESTER WESTCHESTER
VIA LOT B VIA

LA CIENEGA
COST
11991 $ MILLIONSI STATIONS =3 STATIONS = 2 STATIONS=2 STATIONS=5 STATIONS=5 STATIONS=5 STATIONS=4

CONSTRUCTION •• $433 $568 - $456 $399 $433 $402 $373

RIGHT·OF·WAY • $46 $42·47 $38-41 $85-115 $94-132 $84-123 $69-84

I

CONTINGENCY FOR
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 15·20 35·50 35·50 5·10 5·10 5-10 5-10

GRAND TOTAL $494-499 $645-665 $529-547 $489-524 $531-574 $490-534 $447-467

ICTA PEOPLE MVR) (1721 (1721 11721 (179) (172) (1791 (1791

TOTAL IW/O CTA) $322-327 $473-493 $357-375 $310-345 $360-403 $312-356 $268-288

• Low number does not Include cost of ROW at the Department of Airports' IDOAI perking lots B snd C, but includes cost of ROW st LAX Northside.
High number includes cost of ROW at lots B and C and LAX Northside.
Includes cost for Parking Structure @ Westchester.

Source: RCC-LACTC, November 5, 1991.
sus:cost.tbl
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OTHER COST ASSUMPTIONS:

1. Except for contingencies unique to each alignment (subway,
People Mover), a consistent contingency rate was applied to
all other cost items following the LACTC/RCC cost
methodology. Adjusted contingencies used for this project
are as follows:

o Construction: 15 % guideway cost on all alignments
+ 5 % on tunnel segment
+ 7 % on People Mover

o Right-of-Way: 25 % on all alignments.
o Professional Services: 25 % on all alignments.

2. All real estate estimates are preliminary and will be
refined as alignments are further studied.

3. The real estate cost for the EIR-approved alignment includes
estimates of all rights-of-way except Los Angeles City/DOA
property and the Drollinger property along the Westchester
segment.

4. Vehicle costs are based upon preliminary operations analysis
and exclude vehicles required for CTA service.

5. The cost of an aerial People Mover/Green Line station is
approximately $10-13 million.

6. Green Line technology was assumed for the entire EIR
alignment.

7. Alignment 6 cost estimate assumes the use of steel guideway
and columns ,with a concrete deck.

8. All costs are in 1991 dollars.

nc4:usump.out
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LAX INTERAGENCY TRANSIT STUDY

COST BY SEGMENT/OTHER ITEMS
(MILLION $, 1991)

ALIGNMENTS APPROVED EIR 1 2 3 4 5 6
WITH SUBWAY SUBWAY TO SUBWAY GREEN LINE GREEN LINE PEOPLE MOVER PEOPLE MOVER

SEGMENTS AT AVIATION WESTCHESTER TO LOT C TO LOT B TO LOT C VIA LOT B VIA LA CIENEGA

AVIATION • LOT B 41 41 38

LOTB
CENTURY'CONCOURSE 52 52 36

CENTURY'CONCOURSE
CENTURY AIRPORT 137 35 43 35 90

CENTURY'AIRPORT
LOT C 42 217 217 32 42 32 27

LOTC
WESTCHESTER 54 144 46 35 46 35 31

VEHICLE COST 21 28 14 18 30 39 40

SUBTOTAL
ALIGNMENT COST 254 389 277 213 254 215 188

HAZARDOUS WASTE 16-20 36·60 35·50 5·10 6·10 5-10 5-10

REAL ESTATE COST 48 42-47 38-41 85-115 94·132 84-123 68-84

.....

PARKING STRUCTURE.
WESTCHESTER 7.3 7.3 7.3 7.3 7.3 7.3 7.3

TOTAL U22-327 t473-493 t357-375 $310-345 $360-403 $312·358 $266·266

Source: RCCIlACTC, Bechtel Civil Corporetlon, November 5, 1991.
sus:811gment.tbl
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November 11, 1991

METRO GREEN LINE
NORTH SOUTH CONNECTOR AT

AVIATION/IMPERIAL

connection can be at grade or via flyover.

If at grade, future headway will be limited to. about 6
minutes + This would require changing platform length on
Metro Green Line from 2 car length to 3 car length at an
earlier date to meet increasing demand.

Cost of providing at grade connection:
Now $5.5m
Future $6.6m (now year dollars)

A flyover connection can be constructed complete now for $28m.

Minimal not to preclude flyover construction cost now is
$2.4m.

With this .minimal investment and work completed in future,
total cost is $40.8m (now year dollars).
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Handout

LAX People Mover
Patronage Study

~.....••••••••••••~",

V\fI\
Wilbur Smith Associates

November 5, 1991
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LAX People Mover-Green Line Station Daily Boardings

~ -
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Daily Boardings at LAX Area Stations
Westchester CTA Trips Other Trips Century/ Century/ Lot B Aviation/ Total Total

Options Originating at Lot G Boarding at Lot C Airport Concourse Imperial W/O eTA Trips

originating at Lot C

1 1,447 31,716* 15,418 NA NA NA 4,658 53,239 21,523
2 1,085 31,716* 16,503 NA NA NA 4,658 53,962 22,246
3 1,085 27,871 494 3,742 274 19,819* 4,658 57,943 30,072
4 1,085 31,201 * 17,520 548 366 1,931 4,658 57,309 26,108
5 1,085 27,871 494 3,742 274 2,575 21,534* 57,575 29,704
6 1,085 28,386 494 4,016 NA NA 21,534* 55,515 27,129

'0.1_& ___ • -1 __ & ___ & __ _ z __ ___ & __

NA denotes not applicable
Palmdale Une terminates at Lot C, Lot B or AViation/lmperlal depending on the alignment option

Daily Boardings at People Mover/Green Line/Palmdale Line Transfer Stations

Options Transfer Station People Mover Green Line Transfer Total
Green Line/People Palmdale/Green Line Palmdale/People

1 Lot C 31,716 1,571 7,220 689 5,938 47,134
2 Lot C 31,716 1,571 8,305 689 5,938 48,219
3 Lot B 2,575 0 9,319 517 7,408 19,819
4 Lot C 31,201 657 10,236 689 5,938 48,721
5 Aviation/Imperial 0 4,241 9,736 517 7,040 21,534
6 Aviation/Imperial ° 4,241 9,736 517 7,040 21,534

Wilbur Smith Associates
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GREEN LINE LAX - PALMDALE LINE

Daily Boardings Daily Boardings
Station Airport Station Airport

Passenger Work TOTAL Passenger Work TOTAL
Trips Trips Trips Trips

Norwalk 750 4497 5247 LAX-Lot C 3289 5297 8586
Lakewood 415 2340 2755 Venice Blvd. 784 3459 4243
Lynwood 179 3473 3652 Pico Blvd. 416 2313 2729
Wilmington 194 8264 8458 Wilshire 674 6903 7577
Avalon 287 1444 1731 Ventura Blvd. 175 1730 1905
Harbor Freeway 289 6594 6883 Victory Blvd. 184 5450 5634
Vermont 363 1227 1590 Roscoe Blvd. 124 1942 2066
Crenshaw 455 3481 3936 Devonshire 62 1780 1842
Hawthorne 545 1319 1864 Sylmar , 246 1189 1435
Aviation/Imperial 417 4241 4658 Santa Clarita 252 1817 2069
Century/Lot C 6562 2229 8791 Holt Canyon 123 185 308
Mariposa 144 1684 1828 Ave. S @ 14 Fwy 121 658 779
EISegundo 172 985 1157 Palmdale Airport 128 448 576
Douglas Street 125 1037 1162
Space Park 40 1281 1321
166th/Hawthorne 51 454 505
Artesia/Hawthorne 304 785 1089
190th/Hawthorne 350 863 1213
Del Amo Fshn. Ctr. 316 1570 1886
Lomita/Hospital 54 1071 1125
Crenshaw/Lomita 272 761 1033

TOTAL 12284 49600 61884 TOTAL 6578 33171 39749

NOTES: Airport passenger trips are based on the 'LAX Ground Access Study' and the 'LAX Air Passenger Survey Report'.
Work trips are obtained from the SCAG ridership estimates for the Green Une.

Wilbur Smith Associates
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LAX People Mover-Green Line Boardings at Lot C

J

,,

-
Options

Components of Originating Boardings at Lot C Station 1 2 3 4 5 6
Parking Lot C 2,231 2,231 1,716 1,716 1,716 2,231
Parking Lot 0 4,590 4,590 4,590 4,590 4,590 4,590
RTD Buses (LAX passengers & employees) 1,894 1,894 1,894 1,894 1,894 1,894
Car Rentals 11,089 11,089 8,317 11,089 8,317 8,317
Hotel Vans 3,729 3,729 3,729 3,729 3,729 3,729
Door-to-Door/Chartered Vans 7,067 7,067 7,067 7,067 7,067 7,067
Other Parking Location Vans 1,116 1,116 558 1,116 558 558

Sub-Total CTA Trips Originating at Lot C 31,716 31,716 27,871 31,201 27,871 28,386

Palmdale Line LAX Passengers 3,289 3,289 ° 3,289 ° °Green Line LAX Passengers 6,562 6,562 ° 6,562 ° °CTA Palmdale Work Trips 2,649 2,649 ° 2,649 ° °Green Line Work Trips 2,229 2,229 494 1,315 494 494
Westchester Station NA 1,085 NA 1,085 NA NA

Parking Lot B NA NA NA 1,931 NA NA

Transfer Palmdale/Green Line 689 689 ° 689 ° °Total Boardings 47,134 48,219 28,365 48,721 28,365 28,880. ~- _~"l ~ ~ ... ~ .. -~ ..... -, _ill. __ A ••• _ ....
-~-

26% of Palmdale line work trips (non-CTA) transferring to Greenline

Wilbur Smith Associates

.......
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LAX People Mover-Green Line Boardings

Options
Stations 1 2 3 4 5 6
Westchester
People Mover NA 1,085 1.085 1,085 1.085 1,085
Green Une 1,447 NA NA NA NA NA

Lote
Transfer Palmdale Une-Green Une 689 689 689
Transfer Palmdale Una-People Mover 5,938 5.938 5.938
Transfer Green Une-People Mover 7.220 8,305 NA 10,236 NA NA

People Mover 31.716 31,716 28,365 31,201 '28,365 28,880
Green Une 1.571 1,571 NA 657 NA NA

Century/Airport
People Mover NA NA 3,742 NA 3,742 4,016
-Green Une NA NA NA 548 NA NA

Century/Concourse
People Mover NA NA 274 NA 274 NA

Green Une .' NA NA NA 366 NA NA

Lot 8
Transfer Palmdale Una-Green Une 517
Transfer Palmdale Una-People Mover 7,408
Transfer Green Une-People Mover NA NA 9,319 NA NA NA

People Mover NA NA 2.575 NA 2.575 NA

Green Une NA NA 0 1.931 NA NA

Aviation/Imperial
Transfer Palmdale Une-Green Une 517 517
Transfer Palmdale Una-People Mover 7040 7,040
Transfer Green Una-People Mover NA NA NA NA 9,736 9,736
People Mover NA NA NA NA 0 0
Green Una 4.658 4.658 4.658 4.658 4.241 4,241

I
I
I

Wilbur Smith Associates 10-28-91
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LAX People Mover-Green Line Station Daily Boardings

., -
.,

Daily Boardings at lAX Area Stations
Westchester CTA Trips Other Trips Century/ Century/ Lot B Aviation/ Total Total

OptIons Originating at Lot C Boarding at Lot C Airport Concourse Imperial W/OCTATripe

originating at Lot C

A 1,447 31,716* 14,504* 914 NA NA 4,658 53,239 21.523
1 1,447 31,716* 15,418* NA NA NA 4,658 53,239 21,523
2 1,085 31,716* 16,503* NA NA NA 4,658 53.962 22.246 .
3 1,085 27,871 494 3,742 274 19.819* 4.658 57,943 30,072
4 1,085 31,201 * 17,520* 548 366 1,931 4,658 57,309 26.108
5 1,085 27,871 494 3,742 274 2,575 21.534* 57.575 29,704
6 1,085 28,386 494 4,016 NA NA 21,534* 55,515 27,129

...,..... . .....- ...... -...._......... -_......_-
NA denotes not applicable
Palmdale Una terminates at Lot C, Lot Bor Aviation/Imperial depending on the alignment option
'A' denotes Mitigated EIR Alignment Option with Green Une extending to Westchester

Daily Boardings at People Mover/Green Line/Palmdale Une Transfer Stations

Optional Transfer StationI People Mover I Green Line I Transfer Total

A

2

3

4

5

6

LotC
Lote
Lot C
Lot B
LotC
Aviation/Imperia
Aviation/lmperiall

31,716
31,716
31,716

2,575
31,201

o
o

- 657
1,571
1,571

o
657

4,241
4,241

Green UneIPeopie

7,220
7,220
8,305
9,319

10,236
9,736
9,736

Palmdale/Green Une

689
689
689
517
689
517
517

Palmdale/People

5,938
5,938
5,938
7,408
5,938
7.040
7,040

46,220
47,134
48,219
19,819
48,721
21,534
21,534

Wilbur Smi1h Associates

~
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LAX PEOPLE MOVER AND GREEN LINE OPTIONS
OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS

This report is a summary of an operating analysis of the final Green Line and the LAX
People Mover options. The initial seven options (1-6 and A) were previously analyzed and
compared. From this analysis, presented last November 18, 1991, three final options were
selected. These were:

Option A: This option is a modification of the EIR alignment of the Green Line to
eliminate conflicts with airplane operations. A People Mover would connect
with the Green Line at Lot C. The People Mover would run from Lot C to
the Central Terminal Area (CTA). Either the Green Line or the LAX
People Mover would continue to Westchester.

Option 4: The North Coast Branch of the Green Line would run through Lot Band
terminate at Lot C, where it would connect to the LAX People Mover. The
lAX People Mover would connect Lot C, Lot B and the CTA, and would
provide service to Westchester.

Option 5: The Green Line would not have a North Coast Branch. Instead, the LAX
People Mover would connect to the Green Line at Aviation Station, and
providing service to the CTA, Lot C and Westchester. A possible long-term
version of this option (Option 5-RG) would extend the Green Line west to
Sepulveda and then north (in subway) to connect to the LAX-Palmdale Line
at Lot C, if this location is chosen for the south terminus of that line.

Option A was evaluated with and without a grade-separation for the Aviation Wye of the
Green Line. This grade separation would allow three-way train movement (Norwalk-EI
Segunodo, Norwalk-Westchester and Westchester-EI Segundo). Current Wye design (with
at-grade crossings) only permits two-way train movements, because of the high cost of the
grade separation and the small projected north-south passenger demand.

With two-way operations through the Wye, passengers from the south (EI Segundo) would
have to transfer at Aviation if destined for North Coast stations (e.g. Lot C). With three­
way operations, this transfer would not be required. However, this would require grade­
separating the Aviation Wye, as mentioned above.

In options 4, and 5-RG it is not physically feasible to grade-separate the Wye west of
Aviation and permit three-way train movement for Green Line trains. In Option 5, Green
Line trains would be confined to one movement (Norwalk to EI Segundo, and points south).

To allow high-frequency service for all movements in People Mover operations, it was
assumed that the Wye of the People Mover at Century Boulevard (in Options 5 and 5-RG)
would be grade-separated. This design is reflected in the cost of these options.
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GREEN LINE OPERATIONS

Table 1 shows the operating plans for the Green Line in the different options. Option A
is shown with two and three-way operations through the Aviation Wye. Five-minute
headways with one-car trains were assumed in the peak periods for each service, consistent
with the minimum operational headway. (The train control system of the Green Line is to
be designed for a minimum headway of 2.0 minutes, which would allow a 2.5 minute
headway in actual operations). With three-way service this would produce 2.5 minute
headways in both the trunk (Century Freeway) and branches (North and South Coast).
With two-way train operations, each of the branches would have 5-minute service, with 2.5
minute (combined) service in the trunk.

In Option 5, one-car Green Line trains would run every 5 minutes from Norwalk to EI
Segundo (Marine Boulevard) and every 5 minutes from Norwalk to Aviation, where they
would turn back. This would result in 2.5-minute headways between Norwalk and Aviation,
and 5-minute headway south of Aviation, since the demand of the South Coast Branch does
not warrant operating all trains through EI Segundo. This level of service is also consistent
with that of the other options.

In options 4 and 5-RG it is not possible to grade-separate the Wye west of Aviation to
provide 3-way train movement. For that reason, train service is provided only from Norwalk
to Lot C and from Norwalk to EI Segundo.

:LAX PEOPLE MOVER OPERATIONS

Operating plans for the LAX People Mover appear in Table 2. In Option A, trains would
run from Lot C to the CfA every' 5 minutes in the peak periods. Trains would also
circulate counter-clockwise around the CfA loop every 5 minutes. Thus, trains around the
loop would run every 2.5 minutes in one direction.

In Option 4 there would be a shuttle from Westchester through Lot C, which would
continue to the CfA (every 5 minutes). As in Option A, trains would also circulate counter­
clock."Wise around the CfA loop every 5 minutes. Therefore, trains around the loop would
run every 2.5 minutes in one direction.

In Option 5 there would be three train services: (1) from Westchester through Lot C and
then along Century Blvd. to Lot B and 'to Aviation Station; (2) from Westchester through
Lot C and to the CfA loop; (3) around the CfA loop. Each of these train services would
run every 5 minutes. This operating plan would provide 2.5 minute service from
Westchester and Lot C to the CfA, and 1.7 minute service around the CfA loop. The
same operating plan was assumed for the People Mover in Option 5-RG.

loa
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OPERATING & MAIl\'TENANCE COSTS

Operating and maintenance (O&M) costs were estimated separately for the Green Line and
the LAX People Mover, for each of the options, and are shown in Table 3. O&M costs for
the Green Line were estimated with a cost model developed by MPA for LACTC. The
Green Line's operating statistics shown in Table 1 were used in running the model, together
with the physical characteristics of the Green Line in the different options.

The cost of operating and maintaining the LAX People Mover in the different options was
calculated with a special model developed by MPA with data from the Downtown Miami
People Mover, as reported to UMTA for FY1989. The model was adjusted using estimates
produced by WS&A for the Department of Aviation. The People Mover O&M cost model
also accounts for its physical characteristics and the operating levels (shown in Table 2).

TRAVELTIME

Table 4 shows travel times between selected points that would be provided by the different
options, assuming the level of service described above. Travel times include train running
time, wait and transfer time. The number and location(s) of transfers required for each
origin and destination pair is also indicated in the matrix.

Prepared by Manuel Padron & Associates
November 29, 1991
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Table 1
Green Line/LAX Options
Green Line Operating Plans

.. • -
Annual Statistics Patronage

RunTime Distance Headway Consist Vehicles Car-Mi. Tr-Hrs. Pk.Hr. Load Max. Load Point
From To (min.) (miles) Peak Base Ell Peak Base ElL Peak Total (million) (thous.) MLP Factor Location

Option A: Green Line Branch to Westches. er (EIR Alignment) Patronage for 2010:
I. Two-way operation

Norwalk(I-605) Marine Blvd. 32.7 19.6 5.0 5.0 10.0 1 1 1 14 2.68 80.0 1600 2.02 Avia.>Mariposa

Norwalk(I-605) Westchester 30.6 19.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 1 1 1 13 2.60 75.8 1800 2.27 Avla.>LAX

Totals: 35 5.28 155.8
l-l05TI'tJnkAvg: ,2.5 2.5 5.0 .'< I' 3300 2.08 LB Blvd>Wilrning.

II. Three-way operation, all 5-mlnute headways Patronage for 2010:

Norwaik(I-605) Marine Blvd. 32.7 19.6 5.0 5.0 10.0 1 1 1 14 2.68 80.0 1300 1.64 Avla.>Mariposa

Norwalk(l-605) Westchester 30.6 19.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 1 1 1 13 2.60 75.8 1500 1.89 Avia.>LAX

Marine Blvd. Westchester 14.5 5.8 5.0 5.0 10.0 1 1 1 1 0.80 41.6 400 0.51 Thru N-S + new?

Totals:··.··.··· ••·••.•••.>.:.....
2.~5.··

1· ••····<···... <

I .' 6.08 197.4
1~1 05 TrLJhkAvg:) I 1'1·' 33(10 2.08 LB Blvd>Wilming.

Option 4: Green Line Branch to Lot C via Lot B Patronage for 2010:

Norwalk(I-605) Marine Blvd. 32.7 19.6 5.0 5.0 10.0 1 1 1 14 2.68 80.0 1600 2.02 Avia.>Mariposa

Norwalk(I-605) Lot C 31.0 18.8 5.0 5.0 10.0 1 1 1 14 2.57 80.0 1800 2.27 Avia.>LAX

Totals: 28 37 5.25' 159.9
1-105 Trunk Avg: 2.5 2.5 5.0 3300 2.08 LB Blvd>Wilming.

!

.......­
o
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Table 1 (Cont'd)
Green Line/LAX Options
Green Line Operating Plans

.. -
Annual Statistics Patronage

RunTime Distance Headway Consist Vehicles Car-MI. Tr-Hrs. Pk.Hr. Load Max. Load Point

From To (min.) (miles) Peak Base ElL Peak Base ElL Peak Total (million) (Ihous.) MLP Factor Location

Option 5. No North Coast Branch Patronage for 2010.-

Norwalk(I-605) Marine Blvd. 32.7 19.6 5.0 5.0 10.0 1 1 1 14 2.68 80.0 1600 2.02 Avia.>Mariposa

Norwalk(I-605) Aviation TB 25.1 16.4 5.0 5.0 10.0 1 1 1 11 2.24 64.4 NA

J()tals:> .•••.. <........./). >i 25 33 4.92 144.4
1-105 Trunk Avg: I> 2.5· 5.0 3300 2.08 LB Blvd>Wilming.

Option 5-RG: Green Une Branch to Lot C via SepUlveda Tunnel Patronage for 2010.-

Norwalk(I-605) Marine Blvd. 32.7 19.6 5.0 5.0 10.0 1 1 1 14 2.68 80.0 1600 2.02 Avia.>Marlposa

Norwalk(I-605) Lot C 28.5 18.7 5.0 5.0 10.0 1 1 1 13 2.56 75.8 1800 2.27 Avla.>LAX

Tolals: •.•... ...i). .27 35 5.24.. 155.8
1..105TrunkAvg:····· ·.2.5 2.5 5.0 3300 ·2.08 LB Blvd>Wilmlng.

-- Nov-91 LACTC\GREEN\OPGR-LAX
NOTES.
(1) Patronage includes transfers from LAX-Palmdale line, intersecting at LAX-Lot C Station (SCAG test 5/91, adjusted by MPA).
(2) Run times based on LTK May 1990 runs, with extensions extrapolated by MPA (2191).
(3) Minimum turnaround time assumed to be 2.0 minutes each end.
(4) Spares based on 20% of peak vehicles plus 1 standby car for each terminal.
(5) Assumes automated operation; car size - 66 seats.
Prepared by Manuel Padron & Associates
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Table~

Green Line/LAX Options
LAX People-Mover Operations

Annual Statistics Patronage
Service Run Time Distance '. Car-Mi. Tr-Hrs. Pk.Hr. Load Max. Load PointHeadway Consist Vehicles

From To ~ (min.) (miles) Peak Base ElL Peak Base ElL Peak Total (million) (thous.) MLP Factor Location

Option A: Green Line Branch to Westchester
People-Mover to Lot C & return

LotC CTA SH 5.8 1.4 5.0 5,0 10.0 3 2 2 12 0.43 22.8 2500 1.74 To CTA

half of loop
CTA Internal Loop IL 5.0 0.8 5.0 5.0 10.0 1 1 1 ~ 0.11 18.7

hall of loop ......
"

.......,../
I·,

TOlaIS:<" 20 0.54 ;6
CTALoopAvg:. 2.5 i2.55.0 '.", I '..

Option 4: Green Line Branch to Lot C
People-Mover to Westchester

Westchester CTA SH 7.4 2.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 3 2 2 12 15 0.61 22.8 2500 1.74 To CTA
hall of loop

CTA Internal Loop IL 5.0 0.8 5.0 5.0 10.0 1 1 1 ~ 0.11 18.7
hall of loop

1~:5/> •• < ..• I·•• !<>., .',·nTotals:,'.:, < I 20 ,...'... ></ ....Q. ICTA LoopMg: ..• ···.2.5<5.0 ·,··f··' . ... '. I

Option 5. People-Mover via Lot B to Aviation; no North Coast Branch

Westchester Aviallon X 8.1 3.1 5.0 5.0 10.0 1 1 1 4 0.42 22.8

West. via CTA Aviallon L 18.1 5.1 5.0 5.0 10.0 2 2 2 16 1.39 45.7 2000 2.08 Lot C to CTA

CTA Internal Loop IL 5.0 0.8 5.0 5.0 10.0 1 1 1 ~ 0.11 18.7
hall of loop

Totals:::··· .•... 23 30 1.92 68.7 1900 1.32 Avia.>LAX
CTA Loop Avg: ..•..' 1.7 1.7 ·•.·3.3 .. 2500 1.30 Into CTA-both wa~

NOTES.
(1) Patronage Includes transfers from LAX-Palmdale Line, Intersecting at LAX Station (SCAG test 5/91, adjusted by MPA).
(2) Run times based on same accelldecel characteristics as Green Line, but maximum speed 45 mph.
(3) Minimum turnaround lime assumed to be 2.0 minutes each end.
(4) Spares based on 200A! of peak vehicles plus 1 standby car for each terminal.
(5) Option 5 assumes grade-separated people-mover junction; same operating plan would apply to Option 5-RG.
(6) Assumes automated operation; car size = 40 seats. .
(7) Service Types: SH. shuttle to CTA; X =express (bypasses CTA); L = local via CTA; IL = internal CTA loop.

Prepared by Manuel Padron & Associates
27-Nov-91 LACTC\GREEN\OPLAXPM5
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LAX PEOPLE MOVER & GREEN LINE OPTI.ONS
ANNUAL OPERATIONS & MAINTENANCE COSTS

Table 3

.....
I­
W

1 •

OPTION> 4 5 5-RG A A
LAX PEOPLE MOVER
Peak Cars 15 23 23 15 15
Annual V-M (Millions) 0.72 1.92 1.92 0.54 0.54
Track Miles 3.6 8.2 8.2 2.4 2.4
IANNUAL O&M COST (Millions) $5.92 $13.74 $13.74 $4.85 $4.85
Cost per V-M $8.23 $7.16 $7.16 $8.99 $8.99

GREEN LINE 2-WAY 1-WAY 2-WAY 2-WAY 3-WAY
Peak Cars 28 25 27 27 34
Annual V-M (Millions) 5.25 4.92 5.24 5.28 6.08
Annual Train Hours (OOOs) 159.9 144.4 155.8 155.8 197.4
Route Miles (2-Way) 22.2 19.6 22 22.3 22.3
Stations 18 14 15 16 16

IANNUAL O&M COST (Millions) $35.80 $32.50 $34.20 $35.30 $37.00
Cost per V-M $6.82 $6.61 $6.53 $6.69 $6.09

ICOMBINED O&M COSTS $41.72··· $46.24 $47.94 ·$40.15 ... $41.85

NOTES:
1. People Mover O&M costs are based on cost and operating data of Downtown Miami People Mover

as reported to UMTA for FY1989, adjusted using estimates by WS&A prepared for LAX.
2. Green Line O&M costs were estimated with cost model developed by MPA for LACTC.

Prepared by Manuel Padron & Associates
29-Nov-91
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Green Line/lAX OptioliS
Travel Time Summary Table 4

114

NOTES:
Travel times (in minutes) inc1ude transfe~ times, out not first wait times,
Transfer locatici1s: A = Aviation Station; C = Lot C; 11'1'1 =Imp6rial,W!lmington Station.

C2-0ec-91 L.....C'j"C\GREENlLAX-TIME.wl(1

Manuei Padron & Associates
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APPROXIMATE RUN TIMES FOR RAIL ALTERNATIVES

TO LAXIWESTCHESTER
(in minutes)

. ,
ALTERNATIVE 1 ALTERNATIVE,2 ALTERNATIVE 3 ALTERNATIVE 4 ALTERNATIVE 5 ALTERNATIVE 6 MITIGTD.

SUBWAY TO SUBWAY GREEN LINE GREEN LINE PEOPLE MOVER PEOPLE MOVER EIR
WESTCHESTER TO LOT C TO LOT B TO LOT C VIA LOT B VIA LA CIENEGA (SUBWAY)

NORWALK TO LOT C 27 27 35 31 34 34 29

NORWALK TO WESTCHESTER 29 . 31 37 35 36 36 31·33

NORWALK TO CTA 35 35 39 39 39 39 37

HAWTHORNE TO LOT C 14 14 20 17 19 19 16

HAWTHORNE TO WESTCHESTER 16 18 22 21 21 21 18-20

HAWTHORNE TO CTA 22 22 24 25 24 24 24

DOWNTOWN LOS ANGELES TO LOT C 49 49 57 53 54 54 51

DOWNTOWN L.A. TO WESTCHESTER 5.1 53 59 57 56 56 53-55

DOWNTOWN LOS ANGELES TO CTA 57 57 61 61 59 59 59

DOWNTOWN LONG BEACH TO LOT C 52 52 60 56 57 57 54

DOWNTOWN LONG BEACH TO WESTCHR. 54 56 62 60 59 59 56·58

DOWNTOWN LONG BEACH TO CTA 60 60 64 64 62 62 62

CIRCULATE CTA
(TERMINAL 1 TO TERMINAL 9) 7·8 7-8 7-8 7-8 7-8 7-8 7-8

Source: Manuel Padron, LACTC, October 1991.
tut:approx.lbl
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MEMORANDUM
Opinion Research &

Public Policy Analysis

Between September 26 and November 14, 1991 members of the Technical Advisory
Committee staff and consultants presented alternative LAXlWestchester area transit alignments
to various interested groups, organizations and officials. A general public meeting, advertised
in local newspapers and by mail, was held on the evening of November 13th at the Airport
Marina Hotel. Twenty-one formal presentations were conducted as listed in Attachment A.

Attachment B includes summary sheets highlighting statements made and questions
asked at each of the presentations. Except as noted otherwise, the groups did not reach a
consensus on a technology or route preference. On November 14, an article summarizing the
general public meeting appeared in the Outlook (Attachment C).

A Task Force representative also briefed Supervisors Edelman and Dana and a
staffmember of Supervisor Hahn all of whom offered no comments but appreciated the
information. Briefings for Supervisors Antonovich and Molina will be scheduled in the near
future. In addition, Councilwoman Ruth Galanter sent an information packet to each member
of the Los Angeles City Council.

People attending the various meetings were consistently interested in the technical
details of the alternative alignments: technology characteristics and differences including noise
levels, capacity and safety; comparative costs, operational start dates, ridership and travel
times between various origins and destinations for the route/technology combination
alternatives; and the legal process requirements for obtaining approval of the chosen
alternative. The question of whether there would be access for the disabled was also raised at
a few meetings.

Those issues pertaining to selection of the most preferable route/technology
combination alternatives that were raised most consistently among the various groups were:

I
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DATE:

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

1.

2.

November 18, 1991

LAX Interagency Task Force Technical Advisory Committee

Fairbank, Maullin & Associates

Public Outreach Final Report

Transfers. The view that whatever alternative was selected should minimize
transfers in order to maximize ridership, was frequently expressed.

Technology Choice. The question of whether People Mover technology was as
capable as the Green Line of continuing North and West was raised in several
meetings. The feeling among some Westchester area residents is that if Green
Line is not used there will be no relief from LAX traffic in the City.
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Public Outreach Fmal Report Page 2

5.

3. The LAX\Palmdale Line. Several people in various groups were interested in
where this line would terminate and when it would be built.

4. Areas Serviced. The need for the system to serve hotels and businesses on
Century Boulevard was raised in several meetings. Some participants took the
position that more than one station was necessary to adequately serve this area
and that the subway would interfere with this objective.

Cost. The issue of source of funding for the system, including what portion
would be paid by DOA was raised in several meetings. An adjunct to this issue
was the question of how responsibility for operating the system would be
divided between DOA and LACTC.

I

6.

7.

Security. Members of the audience in several meetings asked how security on
the trains (including the CTA People Mover) and the platforms would be
provided and whether it would be the same as for the Blue Line.

Luggage. Many people asked how luggage would be handled on the trains.
This issue was considered critical to whether people would use transit, rather
than their cars to get to the airport especially from the more remote stations on
the line such as Norwalk.

8.

I
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Westchester Station. Interest in this station location appeared to differ
between area residents and the area business owners/operators. Many area
residents seemed skeptical that a station at Westchester would relieve LAX
related traffic in the area and were, in fact, concerned that the station would
attract more traffic, cause Westchester to become another LAX parking lot and
generate growth. The business people expressed a strong interest in having
Westchester served in a way that would not cut into parking capacity at private
businesses or create a need for private property acquisition.

Information packets containing a questionnaire soliciting views on the route/technology
combination alternatives were handed out at each of the meetings and mailed to other
organizations and individuals with whom the Task Force representatives were unable to meet
(see Attachment D).

Only 19 questionnaires had been returned to LACTC by November 18. This is not a
large enough sampl~ of the communities and interests in the area to be considered
representative or to produce statistically significant results. Therefore, even though the
responses and written comments on the questionnaires are instructive of the kinds of concerns
and views some people have about the options for Westchester to LAX transit service, it is not
possible to draw conclusions about how widely those views and concerns are held within the
population effected by the project. (Anyone wishing to review the questionnaires may do so
by contacting Brynn Kernaghan at (213) 244-6533.)
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With these caveats in mind, the results of the questionnaire responses can be
summarized as follows:

J

1. Preferred route/technology combination alternative. Alternative #5, the
People Mover through Lots B and C to Westchester, was ranked the most
preferred by 31 percent of those responding to the questionnaire. The next most
preferred at 21 percent was Alternative #1, Green Line Subway through Lot C
to Westchester which also received the most votes for least preferred (32
percent). It should be noted that the Mitigated EIR alternative which was
developed mid-way through the public outreach process was not listed among
the alternatives to be ranked.

2.

3.
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Those who gave reasons for choosing Alternative #1, the subway as least
preferred indicated that the costs were not justified by the benefits. Reasons for
preferring it included avoiding FAA concerns and creating less noise. Lower
cost was frequently given as a reason for preferring Alternative #5.

Preferred Technology. Forty-two percent of those answering this question
selected People Mover as their preferred technology. Sixteen percent preferred
Light Rail and 37 percent had no preference.

Several of those who preferred People Mover technology believed it would cost
less and be less intrusive. Some of those who preferred Light Rail saw it as
being more able to accommodate future growth.

Westchester Station Location. Thirty-seven percent of the respondents chose .
Sepulveda West Way at 89th as the preferred station location. Eleven percent
chose Westchester Parkway and 37 percent said it made no difference to them.

Some people commented in response to this question that having service to
Westchester would not benefit the community.

Two interests to whom the information packet and questionnaire was sent, The City of
Torrance and the El Segundo Employers Association responded with letters stating their views.
Copies of their letters are found in Attachment E together with letters sent in response to the
presentation, by the Air Transport Association (ATA) and the Westchester/LAX Chamber of
Commerce, and the City of El Segundo.

The EI Segundo Employers Association (ESEA) has taken a position "strongly
supporting Alternative #5" and recommending against the "wye" at Aviation /Imperial.
Among their reasons for preferring Alternative #5 are that it has the greatest number of stops
(five), the lowest number of transfers, and the lowest costs. ESEA opposes the "wye" because
it would cost an extra $28 to 40 million and would limit headways on the system to 12
minutes.

The City of Torrance felt that it did not have enough information to chose a preferred
alternative but took the position that there should be as few transfers as possible and that a
station should be provided as close as possible to the airpOrt.
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ATTACHMENT A

LAX INTERAGENCY TASK FORCE
PUBLIC OUTREACH PRESENTATIONS

9/26/91-11/14/91

Airline Pilots Association & ATA September 26

South Bay Corridor Steering Committee TAC October 23

Los Angeles City Transportation Commission October 24.. Congressman Anthony Beilenson October 24

South Bay Corridor Steering Committee October 24

Councilwoman Ruth Galanter's CPACs October 24

~ Culver City City Council October 28

Inglewood City Council October 29

~ Congressman Julian Dixon October 29

I
Congressman Mel Levine October 30

Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce
Surface Transportation Committee October 31

J Los Angeles City Planning Commission October 31

• So~th Bay Association of Chambers of Commerce November 5

I WestchesterlLAX Chamber of Commerce November 5

~ El Segundo City Council November 5

Assemblymember Curtis Tucker November 7

I Department of Airports Commission November 13

I
Community Meeting November 13

LAX Blue Ribbon Committee November 14

I SCRTD and Municipal Bus Operators out of Lot C November 14

LAX Area Advisory Committee November 14-
BACKGROUND BRIEFINGS:

I McGuire Thomas September 25

Greater Los Angeles Transportation Coalition October 15

I Mayor Bradley's Mobility Action Committee
for Westchester October 17
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ATI'ACHMENT B

PUBLIC OUTREACH PRESENTATION SUMMARY SHEETS

ORGANIZATION: Airline Pilots Association (ALPA)/Air Transport Association (ATA)

Date of Meetine: September 26, 1991

Notes:
On November 7, 1991 ATA sent a follow-up letter to LACTC. The letter

stated that their bottom line concerns were that no operational constraints
be placed on the airport runways during any construction or actual
operation of rail lines. .

In responding to the mitigated EIR alternative, the letter raised several issues
including: the need to construct at night when tunnelling under the
runway lengths at the east end of the airport, the impact of above ground
construction equipment on the Runway 07 ILS localizer, and the
necessity for a protective structure above the tunnel.

The letter went on to say that Alternatives #1 & #2 would pose severe problems
during the construction for all of the airlines.

Alternatives #3, #4, #5 and #6, with the exception of the transgression into the
northeast portions of the runways 24 clear zone, are completely clear of
any airspace penetration and would pose no operational problems during
construction or activation. These would be the most desirable avenues to
explore from the ATAIairline view.

TechnololO' Preference:

Statements Made:
Neither group favors overhead catenary technology.
ALPA prefers an underground system.

Route Preference:
No issues raised.

Transportation Center Location:
No issues raised.

Areas Serviced:
No issues raised.

Constructability:

Statements Made:
ATA does not want a ditch at the end of the runway because of takeoff and

landing concerns.

-continued on next page-
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Operation:

Statements Made:
ALPA concerned with safety and navigation issues:

- having a large number of people in an area where there might be an
accident .

- interference with navigation signals.

ATA concerned about:
- electronic interference/protection of airport and navigation aides
- maintaining length of runways, preserving and improving landing/take

off environment
- avoiding visual distractions for the last one and one half mile of

touchdown.

Qm:
No issues raised.

Other Issues:

Statements Made:
Both groups wished they wish they had been brought into the decision making
process earlier and asked to be kept informed.
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ORGANIZATION: South Bay Corridor Steering Committee Technical Advisory Committee

Date of Meetina:: October 23, 1991

TechnoloC' Preference:

Statements Made:
The City of Hawthorne is on record supporting a fully automated system.

Route Preference:

Questions Asked:
Which alternatives does the airport prefer?

Transportation Center Location:
No issues raised.

Areas Serviced:

Statements Made:
The group would like to see the system eventually go South to Torrance.

Questions Asked:
Are there any plans to go north of Westchester with this system?

Constrnctability:

-Questions Asked:
Which alternatives require an additional EIR?
Is the EIR Green Line definitely unacceptable to the FAA?
What is the difference between a fully automated and a Blue Line car?

Operation:

Questions Asked:
Which of the runways is the FAA concerned about?
Who will operate the People Mover?
Is the capacity of the People Mover the same as the Green Line?
Will people use the system if there are several different technologies and,

therefore, several different transfers?
How do you address the issue of transfers for people going to/from the airport

with a lot of luggage?
Would it make sense to have the airport run the whole system so that they could

have long-term parking in the South Bay cities?

-continued on next page-
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Summary Sheets

Cost:
No issues raised.

Other Issues:

Questions Asked:
Are there redevelopment opportunities?
If the cars were fully automated, how would security be handled?
What is LAX/Palmdale?

Page 4

123



I

.\

Summary Sheets

ORGANIZAnON: Los Angeles City Transportation Commission

Date of Meetin&: October 24, 1991

PageS
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Technolo&y Preference:
No issues raised.

Route Preference:
No issues raised.

Transportation Center Location:
No issues raised.

Areas Serviced:
No issues raised.

Constructability:
No issues raised.

Operation:

Questions Asked:
Where will the People Mover be located? Will it be in the CTA, serve rental

cars and hotels?
What is the wait time at transfer points?
How many vehicles now go into the CTA per day? How many will there be

once the People Mover is operational?
Is limiting the number of vehicles in the CTA one of the airports objectives?
How do employees parking near Lot C get to the People Mover?

Qm:

Questions Asked:
How will the funding/cost sharing for the system work?

Other Issues:

Questions Asked:
Will the system be accessible to handicapped persons and will they have enough

time to make transfers while carrying luggage?
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ORGANIZAnON: Congressman Anthony Beilenson (Saundra Mandel)

Date of Meetin&: October 24, 1991

Page 6
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Technolo&y Preference:

Questions Asked:
Explain the differences between the technologies.

Route Preference:
No issues raised.

Transportation Center Location:
No issues raised.

Areas Serviced:
No issues raised.

Constrnctability:

Questions Asked:
Are there any residential property takes on these routes?

Operation:
No issues raised.

~:
No issbes raised.

Other Issues:

Statements Made:
As a general transportation policy, Rep. Beilenson talks of one system with an

optimum of zero transfers, making it very easy for the patrons to use.
Rep. Beilenson would like to see a system run North/South along the Sepulveda

pass (LAX/Palmdale).

Questions Asked:
What does the Westchester community think?
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Summary Sheets

ORGANIZATION: South Bay Corridor Steering Committee

Date of Meetine: October 24, 1991

Page 7
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TechnololD' Preference:

Statements Made:
There are too many different technologies in the countywide rail system.

Route Preference:
No issues raised.

.Transportation Center Location:
No issues raised.

Areas Serviced:
No issues raised.

Constroctability:
No issues raised.

Operation:

Statements Made:
Concerned about the number of transfers to get from the South Bay to the

North.
It is important to have service straight through from the South Bay for the

people who want to travel to Lancaster or Palmdale instead of LAX.

Questions Asked:
Can parking lot B be used for the train yard?
What is the status of the double "wye" at Imperial?

Cost:

Questions Asked:
To what extent will LAX pay for the People Mover system?
Is the People Mover less expensive than the Green Line technology?

Other Issues:
No issues raised.
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ORGANIZATION: Councilwoman Ruth Galanter's Community Planning Advisory
Committees

Date ofMeetin~: October 24, 1991

Technololtf Preference:

Statements Made:
Overhead catenary is "ugly".
Subway is expensive - will limit number of stations.
Objective should be to serve entire region as quickly as possible to reduce

traffic.
30% of LAX traffic goes through Westchester. Unless Green Line is used

traffic to Westchester will not be reduced.

Questions Asked:
What is People Mover capability for expansion! line haul? Can it serve Marina

del Rey, Santa Monica?
Can People Mover go subway?
Will LAX restrict or control People Mover use?
Why can't Green Line go into CTA?

Route Preference:

Statements Made:
Strong interest/concern for LAXlPalmdale route and terminus.

Transportation Center Location:

Statements Made:
Lot C should be the hub of all transportation services.

Questions Asked:
Where would LAX/Palmdale corne in?
What transportation modes will CTA People Mover replace?
Will there be Park & Ride and Airport Parking at Lot C?

Areas Serviced:

Statements made:
Need several stations along Century to serve hotels and businesses.

-continued on next page-
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Constmctability:

Questions Asked:
Will lanes be removed from service on Century?
Will La Cienega route require a lot of real estate acquisition?
Where will yards be located?

Operation:

Statements made:
Need to handle luggage so people will use transit rather than cars to get to LAX

from their homes.

Questions Asked:
How will fares be handled? Can someone get onto to system for free through

CTA?
Can people travel North to South and South to North w/o going through CTA?
How long will various trips take? How long will it take to get around CTA?·

Cost:

Statements made:
If People Mover is cheaper, use it.
Subway is too expensive.

Questions Asked:
How long will it take for the system to pay for itself} Will it ever? Where does

money come from?

OtheF Issues:

Questions Asked:
Won't all of the alternatives require some kind of EIR?
What is the timeframe for completing the project? Can we have a step by step

schedule that spans the next ten or fifteen years?
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ORGANIZATION: Culver City City Council

Date of Meetina: October 28, 1991

Page 10
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TechnololY Preference:
No issues raised.

Route Preference:
No issues raised.

Transportation Center Location:
No issues raised.

Areas Serviced:
No issues raised.

Constmctability:
No issues raised.

Operation:
No issues raised.

~: .
No issues raised.

Other Issues:

.Statements Made:
Councilmember Boulgarides does not want a system that will bring people,

noise and congestion from Los Angeles into his jurisdiction of Culver
City.

Councilmember Gourley wanted to make sure that the small cities this was
directly affecting (such as El Segundo) had a voice in the planning.
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Summary Sheets

ORGANIZATION: Inglewood City Council

Date of Meeting: October 29, 1991

Technology Preference:
No issues raised.

Route Preference:
No issues raised.

Transportation Center Location:
No issues raised. ~

Areas Serviced:
No issues raised.

Constructability:
No issues raised.

Operation:
-No issues raised.

Cost:
No issues raised.

Other Issues:
No issues raised.

Page 11
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Summary Sheets

ORGANIZATION: Congressman Julian Dixon (pat Miller)

Date of Meetine: October 29, 1991

TechnoloeY Preference:
No issues raised.

Route Preference:

Question Asked:
Interested in which alignments were subway and which aerial.
Is there a subway portion to the EIR alignment?

Transportation Center Location:
No issues raised.

Areas Serviced:

Statements Made:
It is important to service hotels.

Questions Asked:
Where is the Westehester station?
Will there be parking in Westchester?

Constructability:

Questions Asked:
What is the construction/completion time frame?

Operation:

Statements Made:
Reduce traffic congestion in terminal area.

Cost:

Question Asked:
Does LACTC have the money to build this system?

Other Issues:
No issues raised.

Page 12
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ORGANIZATION: Congressman Mel Levine (Elmy Bermejo & Terri Tippit)

Date of Meetine: October 30, 1991

.~

~ ~ , TechnoloC' Preference:
No issues raised.
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Route Preference:
No issues raised.

Transportation Center Location:
No issues raised.

Areas Serviced:
No issues raised.

Constructability:

Questions Asked:
What is the height of the overhead structure?

Operation:
No issues raised.

Cost:
No issues raised.

Other Issues:

Statements Made:
Less traffic congestion around the airport is attractive to people in this area.
Lot B is where elected officials park their cars.

Questions Asked:
What has the response from the community been?
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ORGANIZATION: Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce Surface Transportation
Committee

Date of Meetinl: October 31, 1991

TechnololY Preference:
No issues raised.

Route Preference:
No issues raised.

Transportation Center Location:

Questions Asked:
. Is Lot C the terminus for LAXlPalmdale?

Areas Serviced:
No issues raised.

. .
Constroctability:
No issues raised.

Operation:

Questions Asked:
Working under the assumption that going from the CTA to the rental car area is

free, how will you logistically handle people using the system for that
purpose versus people paying to use the system to go somewhere else?

~:

Questions Asked:
To what extent can airport funds be used to fund the People Mover?
Can the airport fund the system up to Westchester?

Other Issues:

Statements Made:
The LAX/Palmdale vehicle can technologically be used to serve People Mover

(Le. mag-lev in low speed operation).
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ORGANIZATION: Los Angeles City Planning Commission

Date of Meetine: October 31, 1991

TechnoloeY Preference:
No issues raised.

Route Preference:
No issues raised.

Transportation Center Location:
No issues raised.

Areas Serviced:

Questions Asked:
Is the purpose of the CenturyIAirport station to serve the commercial district?

Constroctability:
No issues raised.

Operation:
No issues raised.

Cost:
No issues raised.

Other -IsSUes:

Statements Made:
Maximizing access for handicapped persons should be an important criteria for

the system.
In planning, it is important to locate housing along a transportation corridor.
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ORGANIZATION: South Bay Association of Chambers of Commerce

J Date of Meetin&: November 5, 1991

Technolo&y Preference:
No issues raised.

Page 16

I
I
I,
e,
I
I
I
•
I
I
I

Route Preference:
Statements Made:

Although Alternatives #5 & #6 require a transfer for patrons from the South
Bay, they would allow more Green Line cars to go to EI Segundo.

Transportation Center Location:
No issues raised.

Areas Serviced:
No issues raised.

Constrnctability:
No issues raised.

Operation:

Questions Asked:
What is the timeframe for getting the system up and running?

~:

Questions Asked:
Whatis the cost difference between subway and at grade system?
What is the cost difference between Green Line and People Mover system?
Does cost make one choice more attractive than another?

Other IsSUes:

Statements Made:
The group appointed an ad hoc committee to take a position on a

route/technology preference.
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Questions Asked:
How do alternatives compare in cost?
Is one technology cheaper than the other?

Operation:

Questions Asked:
Is the purpose of the DOA CTA People Mover to displace shuttle bus/van

traffic?
What are the travel times and ridership estimates for the various alternatives?
Can you ride the line between Aviation/Imperial and Westchester without

having to go into the CTA? '"
How will luggage be handled? Can it be carried onto the trains?
Will separate tickets be required for the CTA People Mover?
How much area will People Mover maintenance yard take up and where would

it be located?

Statements Made:
Need service as f~ East as possible on Century.
The more stations there are the more people will ride the line.
Whatever can be built the fastest is the most preferable.
Access to Lot B and more stations on Century may be benefits to the business

community that would make further delay of a year or so acceptable.
There may be a benefit to business community by tying straight into the CTA

without a transfer (Le., by People Mover).

Questions Asked:
Why has the new Westchester Station location (North of Westchester Parkway

at 89th) been introduced? This location may cause the business
community considerable concern depending on parking and land
acquisition impacts. We prefer the station to be at the Parkway not
North of it.

If the subway bypasses Lot B, could there be a subway moving sidewalk to
connect the Imperial/Aviation Station to Lot B?

Would you ever be able catch the People Mover on Century and not have to go
all the way to Lot C before heading into the CTA?

If Green Line only goes to Lot C what would go to Marina del Rey?

Constmctability:

Questions Asked:
Will FAA make temporary allowances for construction under or near the

runways?

Page 18
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Other Issues:

Statements Made:
LAX/Palmdale should not become the tail wagging the Green Line dog.
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ORGANIZATION: Westchester/LAX Chamber of Commerce

Date of Meetine: November 5, 1991

Notes:
In a subsequent meeting the Chamber voted Alternative #5 as their most
preferred route/technology combination and the Mitigated EIR as their second
choice. They prefer the Westchester Station to be located at Westchester
Parkway on Airport property. The reasons for their Alternative #5 preference
are: good ridership, station location, direct service from the CTA to
Westchester, preference for People Mover (because it does not have the
overhead catenary wires) and service to Lot B. They want the Century Airport
Station preserved but are less concerned about Century/Concourse. A formal
letter stating these views is being transmitted to the Task Force.

Technology Preference:

Statements Made:
Number of transfer should be minimized.

Questions Asked:
Why can't People Mover just be run on EIR alignment?
How do People Mover, Green Line and Blue Line technologies compare?

Route Preference:

Statements Made:
We want to react only to the options that are really "in play". Until the "big

players" have stated their preferences we are spinning our wheels.

Questions Asked:
What is the current preferred alternative of the Policy Group, DOA?

Transportation Center Location:
No issues raised.

-continued on next page-
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ORGANIZATION: El Segundo City Council

Date of Meeting: November 5, 1991

Notes:
The City Council asked that a specific message be carried back to the Task
Force as follows:

Before public money is spent to help DOA expand out to it fullest
capacity DOA needs to come negotiate with El Segundo on noise
mitigation. Please make sure DOA gets that message.

Technology Preference:
No issues raised.

Route Preference:
No issues raised.

Transportation Center Location:
No issues raised.

Areas Serviced:
No issues raised.

Constructability:
No issues raised.

Operation:
No issues raised.

~:

Questions Asked:
Won't there be an expensive bullet train built between LAX and Palmdale?

Other Issues:
No issues raised.
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ORGANIZATION: Assemblymember Curtis Tucker

Date of Meetin&: November 7, 1991

Technolo&y Preference:

Questions Asked:
Will the vehicles be made in the USA?
Which technology can move more people?

Route Preference:
No issues raised.

Transportation Center Location:
No issues raised.

Areas Serviced:

Questions Asked:
What would be the reduction in traffic if there was a Century/Airport station?

Constmctability:
No issues raised.

Operation:
No issues raised.

.Qm:'
No issues raised.

Other Issues:
No issues raised.
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ORGANIZATION: Department of Airports Commission

Date of Meetine: November 13, 1991

TechnoloC' Preference:

Questions Asked:
How do the driverless trains work?

Route Preference:

Statements Made:
Good progress is being made in choosing an alignment. There are still some

details to be firmed up with the engineers.

Questions Asked:
Are you certain that the mitigated EIR alternative will not interfere with Airport

operations during construction and once in operation?

Transportation Center Location:
No issues raised.

Areas Serviced:
No issues raised.

Constrnctability:
No issues raised.

Operation:

Statements Made:
There are still some issues pending on the joint powers agreement that would

govern operation of the system that will have to be brought to the
Airport Commission at a later date.

Questions Ask~:
Is there going to be any interference with the cargo facilities on the side of the

clear zone?

~:
No issues raised.

Other Issues:
No issues raised.
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ORGANIZATION: Westchester Community Meeting

Date of Meetinl: November 13, 1991

Notes:
Attended by about 60 people.

TechnoloC' Preference:

Statements Made:
It its possible to run both People Mover type and Green Line type technology on

the same track. LACTC should look at a technology that has this
capability. Building two incompatible systems will raise operating costs
and is not in public interest.

The whole system should be kept underground.
The number of transfers should be minimized.

Questions Asked:
Which technology is more compatible with FAA objectives?
Will People Mover passenger capacity be able to accommodate future growth if

Los Angeles is successful in promoting density development along the
transit corridors?

Can People Mover be used as line haul technology?
Can you switch technologies on the EIR approved route without having to do a

new EIR?
How noisy are the two technologies comparatively?
Why does the system that runs on third rail have to be built elevated instead of

at grade?
Why can't Green Line go all the way around CTA?
How do people feel about riding a driverless train at 55 mph?

Route Preference:
No issues raised.

Transportation Center Location:

'" Statements Made:
LAX/P~mdale will have high ridership. Interface with it is important.

Questions Asked:
Isn't Lot C almost saturated, wouldn't it be better to use Lot B for the

transportations interface?
Will People Mover reduce busses traveling into airport? Is that its purpose?

-continued on next page-
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Statements Made:
The Green Line won't help Westchester. Beach communities need to be served.

Let the People Mover serve Airport and Marina del Rey.
There are six busses coming out of Lot C to Westchester now and they are only

half full.
When the County negotiated with Playa Vista they should have gotten money to

pay for transit service to the development. •
It was strictly an afterthought to serve LAX with the Green Line. Let them

serve the CTA with People Mover and put the Green Line where it
needs to go.

Questions Asked:
What is the purpose of having a line from Lot C1
Will you be able to travel both North and South from Imperial/Aviation station?
Why can't there be a train straight to downtown Los Angeles or to Crenshaw or

La Brea?
Is there a possibility that LAX/Palmdale will be able to serve Playa Vista?
What is the difference between the two Westchester Station locations? Why was
. a second location looked at?
Is Westchester just a remote parking Jot for the Airport?
Will locating a station in Westchester stimulate growth and development that we

are unaware of?

Constructability:

Questions Asked:
Is subway cut and cover?

Operation:

Questions Asked:
What are earliest and latest completion dates for each technology?
How does start of operation between the mitigated and unmitigated EIR route

compare?
Would CTA People Mover operate 24 hours? What about the other system?
Who w.ill provide security on the trains and at the platform for both the Green

Line and the CTA People Mover?
How will emergencies be handled on the driverless trains?
Who provides electricity for operation of the system?
Will both systems have disabled access?
What is projected ridership for each segment of the route?
Where will People Mover and Green Line maintenance yards be located?
How will luggage be handled?

-continued on next page-
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Statements Made:
If there are assessments against businesses along the corridor to pay for the line,

it's the DOA that should pay because business can't afford it.

Questions Asked:
What will DOA pay for vs. LACTC (the public)?
Where does the funding come from?
What are most and lest expensive options?
What are the reasons for differences in costs among the options?
What is the most this is going to cost us?

I,
I
I
C
I
I
"

I..
I
I
I

Other Issues:

Questions Asked:
Can LAX/Palmdale come in at all of the alternative proposed Green Line

termination stations? .
When will the fmal decision be made?
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Summary Sheets

ORGANIZATION: LAX Blue Ribbon Committee

Page 25
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Date of Meetine: November 14, 1991

Technolol!Y Preference:

Questions Asked: •
Will the catenary penetrate the clear zone?
If yes, how does FAA feel about this?
Would the People Mover technology serving the CTA be the same as that on the

rest of the system?

Route Preference:

Questions Asked:
Do Alternatives #3 & #4 meet all of FAA I S concerns?

Transportation Center Location:
No issues raised.

Areas Serviced:
No issues raised.

Constroctability:
No issues raised.

Operation:

Questions Asked:
What is the impact of the mitigated EIR alternative on the southern cargo areas?
Have all street capacity issues been resolved?
How will the system interface with the Santa Fe Railroad?
How will the double "wye" work in terms of going North from the South Bay?

~:
No issues raised.

Other Issues:
No issues raised.
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ORGANIZATION: SCRID and Municipal Bus Operators Serving Lot e

Date of Meetin2: November 14, 1991

TechnoloC' Preference:
No issues raised.

Route Preference:

Statements Made:
At this time, RID will support the mitigated EIR alternative or Alternative #4 if

all Green Line. RID wants a system with one technology.
Questions Asked:

How far does the airport want to extend the People Mover?

Transportation Center Location:

Statements Made:
If transportation center location moves from Lot C, operating expenses for the

bus systems will be increased. More buses will be needed to maintain
headways.

It would be more expensive for all'operators except Torrance to maintain two
transportation centers (ie one at Lot e and one at Lot B or Aviation.)

At this time it seems Lot e is preferable for transit area. Will have to study Lot
B further before commenting.

It doesnIt really matter if hotel and car rental shuttles are in the same location as
the transit center.

More space will be needed if hotel and car rental shuttles are in LOt e along
with the transit center.

Areas Serviced:

Questions Asked:
If a route has subway to Lot B, why isn't there a station at Lot B?

Constroctability:
No issues raised.

Operation:

Statements Made:
Operating costs are important in choosing an alignment.
DOA should maintain authority over airport transit service, (Le., the eTA

People Mover).

Cost
No issues raised.

Other Issues
No issues raised.
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ORGANIZAnON: LAX Area Advisory Committee

Date of Meetin&: November 14, 1991

TechnololO' Preference:

Statements Made:
One person said the People Mover alternative is more desirable.
It may be better to serve the area close to LAX (Le. hotels) with a People

Mover system.

Questions Asked:
Is it shortsighted to bring the People Mover into Westchester if the system will

eventually continue to the Marina?

Route Preference:
No issues raised.

Transportation Center Location:
No issues raised.

Areas Serviced:

Statements Made:
The Westchester station should be placed to the where there is ample parking

and parking won't be taken away from the businesses.

.. Questions Asked:
What is the time frame for the Southern Extension?
Are there plans to run the line down Hawthorne Blvd?

Constructability:

Questions Asked:
What will the construction impact be?

Operation:

Questions Asked:
Are the trains bi-directional?
Is the right-of-way double or single track?
How will luggage be handled?
How much will it cost to ride the system?
Is the system standard gage so that it can handle freight?

Cost:

Questions Asked:
What is the cost of the alignments?

-continued on next page-
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Other Issues:

Questions Asked:
What noise impact will the Hawthorne maintenance yard have?
What is the noise level of the trains?
What is the noise level difference between the technologies?
What is the status of LAX/Palmdale?
Can light freight be shipped from LAX to Norwalk on the Green Line?
Is the policy group meeting open to the public?
Where do you expect most of the rush hour patronage to be?
What are the North/South and East/West patronage numbers?
What are the People Mover vs. Green Line patronage numbers?
Will it be possible to ship cargo containers on the LAX/Palmdale line?
Safety comparison for Light Rail/People Mover and overhead catenary/third

rail.

1·17
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ATTACHMENT C

The Oudool{
THURSDAY
November 14, 1991: *

-/

its Green 'Lhui with 'the airport system .pie mover system, we felt is .was neces­
ancJ could use "people mover" technolo-" sary go back andlook at 9ur plans to see
gy - or a combination pf the two - if they best serve :the community," 'Cash­
instead of only the, proposed ligh~ rail' ,in said.' He asked that reside~ts submit
linea. comments on the 'proposal to,the county

He offefed six alternatives to the orig- b~fore ~onday,w~en publ~c response
inal $325 million plan. They include wIll be dIscussed. , : '
slight changes. in routes, or a subway Residenis w~re hopeful that a com.
system or elevated tracks. promise would be worked olit and werE

The least costly plan, which uses glad to see ,the preparation the count)
"people movers" exclusively on the was taking. ' "
northern extension of the Green Line, ' " , .", ' . . ..'
would require $275 million. The most 1,t'S a ~oQd start, ,!Jut.. I hope PObtlCE
expensive is a light rail system that is' don t g~t In the way, said Robert ~el~
completely underground at $480 million. of Vemce.

The project is funded by the a half- "I think they need to underground tl1E
cent sales tax and is expected to be whole system. There's no way you'rE
completed in 1996. going to see trestles 'running up Lineolt

"Because LAX announced their peo- Boulevard."

had' been moving forward with a route
plan that would have light rail trains
riding a mostly elevated track running
north on Aviation, west on Century
Boulevard, north along airport Parking
Lot C and west on Lincoln Boulevard,
terminating at Manchester Avenue.

But a recent announcement by airport
officials that they will install a "people
mover" train system - a smaller, lighter
rail line - at the airport by the year
2000 has county transportation workers
rethinking their plans.

Bob Cashin, director of the South Bay
area of the county Transportation Com­
mission, said the county wanta to link

Westside routepr()posa1sunveil~d.
", .'.-, .
, ' ,

I,
County transportation officials at a

mblic hearing Wednesday night un­
'eiled seven proposals for routes to
Iring light rail service to the Westches­
er area.

The plans are par~ of, the county's
~reen Line light rail project that will
un from Norwalk to the Los Angeles
nternational Airport.'

The northern exten!lion of the line,
.tarting at Aviation Boulevard and Im­
Ierial Highway and running north to
Nestchester, was the topic of discussion
It the Marina Airport Hotel that at­
racted 50 residents.

The transportation officials said they

Iy Tom Jennings
,TAFF WRITER

,...."

~
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ATTACHMENT D

ORGANIZATIONS CONTACTED BY MAIL

Alan Bornstein:
President
Bornstein Enterprises

Howard Drollinger
President
H.B. Drollinger Company

E1 Segundo Employers Association

Bob Freeman
Corporate Services
Texaco, Inc.

Assemblymember Tom Hayden

Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce

Los Angeles County Department of Beaches and Harbors
Ted Reed, Director

Kathy Maguire
District Manager
Southern California Gas Company

Mayors of all Cities in Los Angeles County

Members, Los Angeles City Council

Assemblymember Gwen Moore

Walt Mosher
President
Precision Dynamics Corporation

Southern California Association of Governments

Roger Stanard
Walleck, Shane, Stanard & Blender

Senator Diane Watson

Connie Worden
SCV Environmental Consultants
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ATTACHMENT E

LETTERS IN RESPONSE TO PRESENTATIONS AND
INFORMATION PACKETS
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As to your request for comments on using a subway along Aviation Boulevard in the
vicinity of the Runways 25 Clear Zones and approach path versus the EIR Green Une
grade alignment, the following is offered.

Thank you for the data received in this office November 6, 1991 on the matter of the
proposed rail transit line alternatives in the vicinity of Los Angeles International, and the
request for our comments.

r·.::

C "

c ,.

," ..

198004

Western Regional Office
8939 S. SeptJlveda Boulevard
Suite 408
los Angeles. California 90045
Phone (2131 670-5183

November 7, 1991

Dear Ms. Wilson:

Ms. Judy (Weiss) Wilson
Deputy Executive Director
Los Angeles County Transportation Commission
818 West Seventh Street - Suite 1100
Los Angeles, California 90017

1. Assuming that considerable above-ground construction work would be required
in both the excavation and tunnelling for the subway line, I can foresee a
requirement for displacing the runway lengths at the east end of the airport for
possibly as much as 1,000 fest, the final figure having to be arrived at by the FA.~
and Department of Airports. The loss of 1,000 feet of runway length, which would
result in Runway 25R having 11,000 feet available and Runway 25L having 10,000
feet usable, would necessitate construction work being accomplished for the most
part during the nocturnal hours of midnight until 0600 hours. Present long haul­
wide body aircraft departures to the Pacific Basin (Tokyo, Hong Kong, Seoul,
Auckland, Sydney) commence at 0900 hours and continue at various time until
2230 hours. The bulk of these aircraft require the full length of Runway 25R of
12,000 feet or suffer payload penalties.

As I went on record on behalf of the ATA Member Airlines serving Los Angeles at the
LACTC briefing at your offices on September 26, 1991, our primary concern is that
although being fully cognizant of the LACTC plans for this area and the requirement for
a rail system to serve the airport and West Side communities, gur bottom line concerns
are tha.!.Jl9 operatjonal constraints be placed'on the airport runways during any
construction or actual operation of the rail lines.-

.-> L I ,

Air Transport Association

•

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

I
I
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2. A question which would have to be answered in more detail, possibly by Professor
McFarland, would be the impact any above ground construction equipment would
have on the Runway 07 ILS localizer installations located east of Aviation Boulevard
or the Runway 25 Glide Slope Antenna arrays at the runway approach thresholds.

15.1
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Sincerely,

In order that our comments be in your offices by the requested November 13 date my
comments on the other alternatives will be brief.

Page Two
Ms. Judy (Weiss) Wilson
November 7, 1991

Alternatives 1 and 2, both of which involve subway routings beneath the south runway
complex, taxiways and the cargo and airline maintenance areas north of the runways
would pose severe problems during the construction phasing for all of the airlines.

if!1tf~(/garver
~~~;r~

~ _//Operations & Safety

DL-ATL Chairman - LAX MAC
ATA-DCA
ATA-DCA
LAX DOA

3. Lastly, since this subway alignment would be in the clear zone in close proximity
to the runway thresholds, I would assume that a protective structure would have
to be constructed above the tunnel with load bearing capability similar to that
existing over the Sepulveda Boulevard which lies underneath the runways at mid­
field.

Alternatives 3, 4, 5 and 6 which with the exception of the transgression into the northeast
portion of the Runways 24 Clear Zone are completely clear of any airspace penetration
and would pose no operational problems during construction or activation for the airport
users and would be the most desirable avenues to explore from the ATA/airline view.

cc: Mr. Dave Jankowski
Mr. J. R. Fleming
Mr. T. J. Browne
Mr. Mal Packer

•
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CARL JACOBSON, Mayor

November 15, 1991

Los Angeles County
Transportation Commission
816 west Seventh Street
Los Angeles, California 90012

Attention: policy committee - Interagency Transit Study
(c/o Robert Cashin)

Intera~ency Transit Study
Metro Green Line
North Coa~t Line to LAX etal

Thank you for having your staff make a presentation at the
city council meeting of 11-5-91 on the ongoing study for the
North Coast Line.

The City Council did not make a decision or recommendation
for the preferred route alignment at that time. City Staff have
though reviewed the data provided to us as of that time on the
several alternates. Should the Green Line Light Rail technology
be capable or servicing the LAX Terminal Buildings individually,
we would recommend the North Coast Line be all Green Line
technology. However, that appears not to be ~he case.

Therefore on behalf of the City of El segundO and based on
the hereinafter given understandinqs, we recommend in order of
preference the following alignments with their respective
technology:

Paqe 1 ot 3
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Pa9. 2 of 3

To hvltl passenger transfers to a mini1tlWl\.

To maximize route passenger carrying capacity.

Robert Cashin
Interagency Transit Study
November 15, 1991

154

service fro. Norwalk
~o LAX/•••~che8t.rl
Playa 4.1 Bey •

G. L. to Avineion station -
P.M. to LAX/Westchester

G.L. to Aviation Station -
P.M. to LAX/Westchester

G.L. to LAX/Wes~chester/

Playa del Rey -
P.M. at LAX

Alternative No. 6

Alternative NO. 5

Route

Original ~IR Mitigated

'1'0 provid.e least inconvenience to two (2) major UGcrs ­
those persons employed in El Segundo and south Bay area
and those using LAX.

'L'o hold headway time to a minimum (maximize frequency
of trains).

To become operational at the earliest possible datQ .

To maximize Use of automation (non-operator/computer
operated vehicleS) on both the Green Line and the LAX ­
eTA People Mover Systems.

* G.L. = Green Line Technology
P.M. = People Mover Technology

Choice

First

(continued)

Second

•

Third

•

Underseandings:

Should there be significant change~ made hereafter in the
data and design parameters for anyone or more of tho seven (7)
alignments, we would appreciate ~n opportunity to review and
comment thereon.

C
I
I
I
I
I
I
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Robert Cashin
Interagency Transit Study
November 15, 1991

(continued)

ShOU~d the selected route be one of the following: the EIR
Mitigated Green Line, Alternatives 1, 2, 3, or 4, we request that
the separated elevated Wye junction structure at the Aviation
station of the original EIR be restored as a part of the overall
project so as to facilitate the maximization of train speed,
allow variances in train routing to meet time of day/weekday
demand usage patterns and minimize transfers.

In th~t LACTC is now solicitinq proposals for the LAX­
Palmdale International Airport rail system we reoommend that
consideration be included for the carrying of air freight
containers on the trains to permit the receipt and handling of
freight at the Palmdale International Airport. This .would
provide a viable alternative to increased handling of air freight
at LAX.

we reaffirm our ear~ier (letter of 7-12-91 to LACTC, copy
enclosed) support of the early tinancing ~nd construction of the
Metro Green - Coastal Line to the Torrance Are~.)'

..../1<,
/'. ,.. "~..

./ .. (..•...- ,I,.. -~--

Carl Jacobso , Mayor
City of El ~e9undo

CJ/KP/dr

Enc. :

copies: Members of city Council
Ron~1d E. Cano, city Manager
El Segundo Employers Association
Jack..i Bcscharach, LACTC Commissioner
Ken Putnam, Director of Public Works
JudiLh Hathaway-Frances, LACTC Commissioner

Paqe 3 of 3
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o A "flyover" wye would:

o Cost an additional $28 to $40 million: and,

o Eliminate the possibility of a Lot B station.

Our reasons for recommending against a "wye" are:

o An "at-grade" wye would limit headways to 12 minutes, thus
defeating the whole purpose of automation.

Accordingly, a wye at Aviation appears to be undesirable, and any
option that extends the Green line north of Aviation/Imperial
would effectively cut service to the South Bay in half without
compensating benefits to the region or to users of LAX and the
North Coast extension of the Green Line •

P.O. Box 547
EI Segundo, CA 90245
(213) 640-3403
FAX: (213) 391-9764

November 18, 1991

ELSEGUNDO
EMPLOYERS
ASSOCIATION

FROM:

RE:

TO: Interagency Transit study Joint Policy Group and

::::::c:~ ::::h~O:::cutiveDire~~
Recommended Alternative: Metro Green Line Aviation/ .
Imperial station to LAX/Westchester

The EI Segundo Employers Association would like to go on record
as strongly supporting Alternative 5 (People Mover through Lots
B and C). For reasons set forth below, we believe that this
makes sense from all perspectives: regional system, South Bay,
Westchester/Marina del Rey, and. LAX.

LACTC staff has done a good job in spelling out the seven
alignment alternatives and the pros and cons of each. The issue

,was made even more complex by the possibility of an Aviation
"wye" which would in theory allow through service in all
directions should the Green line be extended north of
Aviation/Imperial. We believe, however, that a "wye" would be
ill-advised; and, if the "wye"' is rejected, then any option which
would extend the Green Line north makes little sense.

esea
I

•
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I THE GREEN LIGHT FOR COMMUTERS
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Interagency Transit study
Joint Policy Group & Technical Task Force
November 18, 1991
Page two

Our support for Alternative 5 is based on the following
considerations (summary table attached):

o Number of Destinations Served: Alternative 5 would -add five
stations, more than or equal to the number of stations added
by any other alternative.

o Number of Transfers: Alternative 5 has fewer transfers (see
table) than other alternatives, and is equitable in the sense
that all users would have one (but no more than one)~

transfer.

o ~: Alternative 5 is among the least cost alternatives.

o f.lexibilitYi Service to LAX and Westchester/Marina del Rey:
simply put, the Green Line is the wrong technology to try to
"shoe horn" through the LAX area. >Technologies exist which
have the flexibility to access LAX and provide the line haul
capacity needed in the future to Marina del Rey. As noted
below, this has the added advantage of keeping options open
for regional connection of the Green line to the LAX ­
Palmdale line.

Flexibility; LAX - Palmdale Line: if the Green line is
extended to Lot C, that probably guarantees that the LAX ­
Palmdale line will terminate there. Alternative 5 gives the
Commission the flexibility to decide the best terminal for
the LAX - Palmdale once a fuller understanding of the issues
involved is gained.

a FAA Clearance: we know with certainty that the APM
technology poses no clearance problems in terms of the 50:1
zone. Any decision on Green line technology north of Lot C
would have to be contingent on FAA approval, thereby delaying
a final decision for an undetermined period of time.

o Aesthetics: ESEA has long been on record in support of third
rail (as opposed to overhead catenary) power pickUp. In the
South Bay, the Green Line will traverse principally indust­
rial and commercial areas, so the visual impact of the
overhead configuration is perhaps somewhat mitigated. For
residential areas north of LAX however, this may be an
objectionable feature.

o Service; Norwalk to South Bay: Alternatives which extend the
Green Line north of the Aviation/Imperial station would halve
service frequency to the South Bay. This diminution of
service is nQt offset by other benefits gained by extending
the Green line north of Aviation/Imperial.

lIHC,_,__.~LJII_~lbakrOC'O
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GREEN LINE AVIATION/IMPERIAL STATION TO LAX/~ESTCHESTER

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

"MITIGATEO·
ALTERNATIVE ALIGNMENTS: EIR ALT. 1 ALl. 2 ALT. 3 ALT... ALT. 5 ALT. 6

-------------~----------------:----------- ----------:----------
3

$449

5

$512
----------:----------:

5

$552.5

5

$506.5

••
----------:----------

2

$538

2

$655

3

$496.5

No. of Slat ions

Cosl (mid-point of range)
($ millions>

______________________________ : : ~ :----------:----------:----------:----------:--- --1

-----------=----------:----------:----------:----------:----------:----------
----------:----------

----------:----------

----------.----------
1

1

1

1

1

1

----------:----------
••

----------:----------••

1

2

22

2

2

1

2

2•••

2

1

1

1

2

1 or 2

- South Bay lo LAX Ter.inals

- Norwalk lo LAX Terminals

- South Bay to ~estchesler

No. of Transfers Required

-----------~----------:----_._----:----------:----------:----------:----------
Norwalk lo Westchester o or 1 o 1 1 1 1 1

------------------------------:-----------~----------:----------:----------:----------:----------:----------
Norwalk - South Bay

Trains Diver-ted?
YES YES YES YES YES NO NO

------------------------------=-----------=----------:----------:----------:----------:----------:----------:

..­
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CITY OF

TORRANCE
9; NOV 1,5 P /

• to ur;!J
KATY GEISSERT

MAYOR

November 7, 1991

Ms. Brynn Kernaghan, Manager of Government and Public Affairs
Los Angeles County Transportation Commission
818 West 7th street, suite 1100
Los Angeles, CA 90017

Dear Ms. Kernaghan:

SUBJECT: LACTC QUESTIONNAIRE DISCUSSING RAIL TRANSIT SERVICE TO
THE lAX/WESTCHESTER AREA

In response to your request for information on the Metro Green Line
rail transit project in the LAX/Westchester area, we do not feel
knowledgable enough about the local issues 'surrounding the decision
to locate a major transit facility outside our City. Torrance has
not been involved in the analysis and SUbseqUent discussion
regarding the specifics of this line. We feel these details should
be examined and determined by the LAX Interagency Task Force,
representatives from LACTC, the City of L.A. Department of Airports
and thpse cities directly affected by this portion of the rail
project.

We hope that any proposed rail transit service should be convenient
for all transit users. For the LAX/Westchester Green Line,
convenience factors should include minimizing the number of
transfers and providing a station as close as possible to the
airport.

We appreciate the information on the development of the Metro Green
Line project and hope to be kept abreast of any changes which may
affect the proposed Southern Extension of this line. If you have
any questions or comments, please contact our Transportation
Planner Helene Buchman at (213) 618-5990.

~0P~
'f:Ka'f!i issert

Mayor

Attachment

cc: Council Members
LACTC Commissioners

3031 Torrance Boulevard • Torrance, California 90509-2970 • Telephone 213 /618-2801
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WESTCHESTER/lAX
CHAmBER OF commERce

5930 WEST CENTURY BOULEVARD, WESTCHESTER, CA 90045 • (213) 645-5151 ~---8- =-=

November 15, 1991

,.;~·~~rn
Director,Sauth Bay
Los Angeles County Transportation Commission
818 West 7th Street
Los Angeles, CA 90017-4606

Dear Bob;
We would like to thank you for the opportunity to comment on

the LAX Task Force findings. We attempted to get as much accurate
information as possible before releasing our comments. The process
of reaching an agreement was not an easy one, however we enjoyed
the challenge. We are pleased that the Westchester fLAX TMA
participated in our review process and is joining us in issuing
these joint recommendations.

. We first formed a series of general recommendations that would
apply to which ever option is eventually chosen. We then attempted
to choose the alignment that would fit those recommendations. The
general recommendations are:

a. Airport and Century Station is important to the areR
and should not be deleted.

b. Westchester Station should be located on DOA owned
land.

c. The alignment between Lot C and Westchester Station should
follow Westchester Parkway.

d. People Mover technology is preferred over the Green Line
in the stUdy area.

e. Revenue operations should begin as close to the original
EIR date as possible,

One of our major problems was attempting to find out when
revenue' operations would begin on option "All, Certain other
options offered additional benefits to the community, but woul~

those benefits be worth a delay in operations? Based on a 1996/7
revenue operi'ltions date of option itA", we found that option FiVf=:l
hl:>~t fit our cri teri,a. Option five Rlso has one of the 'highest
patronage e~timates, which is important in our joint effort of
reducing traffjc and of course air pollution, Not surprisingly

,then, our recommendation is for option Five,
We understand that it is now up to the Policy Group to make

th~ir recommendation. We are looking forward to hearing their
decision. .
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Bill Gemmi
for Renate Hild,
President, Westchester/LAX
Chamber of Commerce;
and for Dick Hannan
Executive Director '
Westchester/LAX TMA.

co: Renate Mild
Dick Hannan
Chamber Board Members
Traffic+Transportation Committee
TMA ATSC members
Ruth Gallanter
Don Knabe
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SIGN-IN SHEET

Date: November 18, 1991

Function: IAX Policy Group Meeting

Name Title!Agency Phone!Fax Numbers
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JOINT POLICY GROUP AND TECHNICAL TASK FORCE MEETING #6
December 19, 1991, 12:00 noon, Proud Bird Restaurant

11022 Aviation Boulevard/111th Street (near LAX/LOT B)

AGENDA

1. Approve Minutes

2. Recap of Alignments and Discussion of Related Issues - Bob
Cashin/Ben Beasley

3. Update on the McFarland Report - Al Thiede/Lynn Struthers

4. Update on the Form 7460 Process - Ben Beasley/Mal P~cker

5. Discussion of the Revised preliminary Operations Plan ­
Manuel Padron

6. Recommendation on Preferred LAX/Green Line Alignment for
Consideration by the LACTC and DOA.

7. Adjourn

NC3:polmtg6
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MEETING NUMBER 6

SUMMARY OF ITEMS DISCUSSED

MINUTES OF LAX INTERAGENCY TRANSIT STUDY POLICY GROUP

DECEMBER 19, 1991 - 12:00 P.M.

167

$334

#5

$362-382

#4EIR-MIT

$327

COST OF THE ALIGNMENTS (in million $):

Cost

(w/o CTA)

o Recap of the Three Preferred Alignments. In response to the
pUblic participation process, and Agency/Task Force review,
three alignments were favored over the others: the Mitigated
EIR Alignment (Option A), Alternative 4 .and Alternative 5.
An evaluation of system-wide characteristics was prepared
and presented by the LACTC comparing the ~hree alignment
alternatives, plus the option proposed by Ruth Galanter
addressing the possibility of considering a future Greenline
extension from Aviation station to Lot C added to
Alternative 5. DOA's preferred alignment was Option 4. The

,Westchester Chamber of Commerce preferred Option 5. LADOT
was split between the EIR Mitigated Alignment and a
variation of option 5 which was proposed by Ruth Galanter.

This was the sixth meeting of the Policy Group for the LAX
Interagency Transit Study. On a motion by Jacki Bacharach, the
minutes of the November 18th Policy Group Meeting were approved.
Comments regarding these minutes can be directed to Bob Cashin at
(213) 244-6441, or can be addressed at the beginning of our next
meeting.

o operations. Manuel Padron presented the complete
operational analysis. All alignments would be capable of 5
minute headways for each service (origin to destination).
Each of the alignments would have headways of 2.5 minutes on
the trunks. The combined (Green Line and People Mover) O&M
costs for Option 5 would be $4.4 million (roughly 10%) more
than for Option A with a 3-way wye. The trip time through
the CTA loop would be approximately 10 minutes.

o McFarland Report. Dr. McFarland belatedly identified an
additional point of interference with a mUltiple consist at
Runway 24 left. This point of interference, along with the
five previously identified, appears to have technically
feasible solutions.

I
I
I
I
I
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o FAA form 7460 review process. DOA will officially submit a
partial Form 7460 application to FAA for the review of the
alignment north of 96th street to Westchester with drawings
and filing material prepared by Bechtel. Based on a 90-day
review, the process should be completed by March 1992. Both
Option A and Alternative 5 RG would require an additional
Form 7460 review process on the southern portions of the
alignment, as well as a release of Grant Obligations, from
the FAA prior to implementation.

o North South Connector (Double wye) at Aviation/Imperial.
For the purpose of Alternatives comparison, Alternatives A
and 4 are both assumed to have a 2-way wye at Aviation.
Alternative 5, which is a People Mover system north of
Aviation, would not require a wye at Aviation, but would be
assumed to have a 3-way wye at Century.

o Multi-Modal Center. Lot C was considered the preferred
location for a multi-modal transit center by Ruth Galanter,
as well as by RTD and DOA, regardless of the alternative
chosen.

FUTURE ACTIONS

The Policy Group recommended that the three alternatives (A, 4,
5) be taken into the environmental review process, including an
analysis of light rail vs people mover technology, alternate
locations for a multi-modal transit center, a no project, and an
expanded "bus service" alternative serving the CTA (requested by
DOA). LACTC & DOA will meet to further determine their mutual
responsibilities and funding shares under the EIR. They will
report back at the January Task Force meeting.

Meeting Handouts

MINUTES OF POLICY GROUP MEETING NUMBER 5
LAX INTERAGENCY TRANSIT STUDY EVALUATION OF ALIGNMENTS
Update on Response to Questionnaires
Letter to LACTC from Councilwoman Ruth Galanter, dated December
16, 1991-
Letter to DOA from El Segundo Employers Association, dated
December 16, 1991.

wpS.l\min12.19
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LAX INTERAGENCY TRANSIT STUDY
EVALUATION OF ALIGNMENTS

TABLE 1. SYSTEMWIDE CHARACTERISTICS

r . r -

....
~

c.c

ElEMENTS MITIGATED EIR ALTERNATIVE 4 ALTERNATIVE 5 ALTERNATIVE 5
GREEN LINE RG

Description Follows approved EIR Using Green line Follows Alternative 4 using A future component of
alignment with a subway technology, runs aerial from People Mover technology. Alternative 5, Option RG
segment along south Aviation, turns easterly to would extend Green line
runways using Green Line Lot B, runs north to technology form the
technology. Century and fontinues to People Mover/Green Line

the Westchester Parkway station at Aviation west
as in the mitigated EIR along Imperial toward the
alignment. This option Sepulveda tunnel where it
provides for either Green would descend into
line or People Mover subway, turn north and
technology from Lot C to continue in subway to lot
Westchester Parkway. C where it would

potentially join with the
LAX Palmdale line.

length emilest ew/o CTAt 2.9 3.3 3.1 2.4

Stations 3 5 5 1

Cost Un millionst

a. Capital Cost $327 $362/382 $334 $566 (excl. RG ROW)
b. Operating & Maint.

• People Mover $ 4.85 $ 5.92 $ 13.74 $ 13.74

• Green line 35.30 35.80 32.50 34.20
eRegional PMt

• Combined O&M Cost 40.15 41.72 46.24 47.94

Daily Boardings 21,500 26,100 29,700 Not available

Peak Headways eminutest 12-way ·wye· @ Aviation) 12-way ·wye· @ Aviation) 13-way ·wye· at Century)
Green line

Norwalk-Westchester 5 5 - 5
Norwalk-Marine Blvd. 5 5 - 5
Marine-Westchester - - - -

People Mover
lot C to CTA 5 5 5 5
CTA Internal Loop 5 5 5 5
lot C to Avillition . - 5 5
CTA Internal loop 2.5 2.5 1.7 1.7

Paqe 1



elEMENTS

Implementation Schedule

Requires Joint Implemt.
and Operations Agreement

Marine Blvd.-West.
2-way
3-way

-
II

ALTERNATIVE 5
RG

Time Transfers
29 none
33 @C
37 @C

20 @A

23 @A

-
RG unknown

YES

r-
- - - II

ALTERNATIVE 4 ALTERNATIVE 5

Time Transfers Time Transfers
31 none 33 @A
36 @C 35 @A
39. @C 38 @A

21 @A&C 20 @A
- - -

26 @A&C 23 @A
-

6 years 6 1/2 years

NO YES

- --

@A&C
@C

@A
none

Transfers
none
none
@C

17
15

MITIGATED EIR
GREEN LINE

NO

5 1/2 years

24
22

Time
29
31
37

_i _. -
Travel times (minutes)

Norwalk-Lot C
Norwalk-Westchester
Norwalk-CTA

i
~arine Blvd.-CTA

2-way
3-way

- --

DOA Concurrence;
Compliance with FAA
Regulations

eNeeds DOA concurrence
on subway segment along
Aviation.

eNeeds DOA concurrence
on subway segment at or
near Sepulveda tunnel.

-Farfield monitor antennas
at runway 24R need to be
raised.

-Possible impact on middle
markers & far-field monitor
antennas (runway 24R & Ll

ePossible impact on middle
markers & far-field monitor
antennas (runway 24R & LI

elmpacts on navigational
aids unknown but should
be minimal.

-Requires FAA Form 7460
and release from DOA's
grant agreement with FAA
for the use of any airport
property.

-Requires FAA Form 7460
and release from DOA's
grant agreement with FAA
for the use of any airport
property.

eRequires FAA Form 7460
and release from DOA's
grant agreement with FAA
for the use of any airport
property.

Transportation Center
Location Interface with
CTA People Mover, LAX­
Palmdale, Bus Transit

-

-Lot C
- Existing

infrastructure for
transit center.

-Lot C or Lot B
- Existing

infrastructure for
transit center at
Lot C.

- Access to Lot B by
buses,cars, shuttle
needs study.

eAviation, Lot B., lot C
Existing
infrastructure for
transit center at
lot C.
Access to lot B by
buses, cars, shuttle
needs study.
Interface at
Aviation appears to
be tight and needs
further study.

eAssumes that LAX­
Palmdale would come into
Lot C although bus transit
could interface at Aviation,
Lot B or Lot C.

~

o Paqe 2
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ELEMENTS MITIGATED EIR ALTERNATIVE 4 ALTERNATlVE 5 ALTERNATIVE 5

GREEN LINE RG

Areas/Users Served eNo direct rail service to eDirect service to all. eDirect service to all. eDirect service to all.
Lot B but could be served
cost-effectively by a shuttle
service to the MGL Aviation
Station.

i local Traffic Circulation
'I

e Design/Construction eMinimum impacts eMinimum impacts eMinimum impacts eMinimum impactsI
I

throughout alignment. throughout alignment. throughout alignment. thoughout alignment.

eOperations eNo impact throughout eNo impact throughout eNo impact throughout eNo impact throughtout
alignment. alignment. alignment. alignment.

Additional Studies Required eNeeds Addendum eNeeds EIR eNeeds EIR

Impact on Project eCan proceed earlier. Some eRequires only LACTC/RCC eThis alternative assumes eThis option assumes the
Implementation preliminary engineering actions. an integrated system. Close implementation of

done. Requires only interlace with DOA is Alternative 5 and is not
LACTCIRCC actions. imperative. Schedule of expected to be built in the

DOA People Mover System near term.
(technology choice, capital
funding) critical in
determining actual
schedule.

\lotes:
1. Alternative 4 could have either Green Line technology all the way to Westchester Parkway or People Mover from Lot C to Westchester Parkway.

Capital and 0 & M costs, as well as the preliminary operations plan, shown here assume the use of a People Mover. An additional $20 million in
capital costs will be required to have an all-Green Line alignment. Additionally, if required, this could be included in the final preliminary
operations plan.

2. The number of stations shown for each alignment does not include the Aviation station. That station, however, was included for estimating cost
of the all-People Mover Alternative 5.

3. Capital and 0 & M costs for the Mitigated EIR alignment assume the operation of a 2-way "wye" at Aviation, adding a not-to-preclude cost of
$2.4 million. Capital and 0 & M cost of Alternative 5 assume the operation of a grade - separated "wye" at Century Boulevard. Adjus~ments

were made to earlier data to reflect these assumptions. Full construction is $28 million + 9 vehicles additional.

4. Peak trunk headways for Alternative 5 is 2.5 minutes resulting in headways of 5 minutes for CTA-bound trains and express trains (bypassing
CTA) to Westchester Parkway. A CTA internal shuttle is included and would run at 5 minute headways.

5.

....
-J}
1-6.

@A = @Aviation Station
@C = @Lot C Station
None = No Transfer Necessary

Alternative 5RG is not carried through further evaluation in Table 2.
P:4("fP 1
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LAX INTERAGENCY TRANSIT STUDY
EVALUATION OF ALIGNMENTS

TABLE 2. IMPACT BY SEGMENT

SEGMENTS/AREAS MITIGATED EIR ALTERNAT1VE 4 ALTERNAT1VE 5
GREEN LINE

Aviation
Design/Construction elmpact on airport operations during elmpact on airport operations during elmpact on airport operations during
IPre-revenue service) construction minimized through special construction minimized or eliminated construction minimized or eliminated

construction techniques lunderground) through special construction through special construction
and restrictive construction scheduling techniques and restrictive construction techniques and restrictive construction
Inighttimel. scheduling Inighttimel. scheduling Inighttime).

eSome Sante Fe right-of-way may be e Extensive private right-of-way and eExtensive private right-of-wayand
required. commercial displacements required. commercial displacements required.

eSerious alignment restrictions in Lot B eSerious alignment restrictions in Lot
and ROW restriction north of Lot B. B and ROW restriction north of Lot B

Operations eLRT alignment is underground eLRT alignment is aerial and located ePeople Mover alignment is aerial and
IPre-revenue servicel throughout complete limits of Clear completely outside limits of Clear located completely outside limits of

Zone - no visual conflicts or physical Zone. Clear Zone.
hazards for operating aircraft.

eNo penetration of 50: 1 imaginary or eNo penetration of 50: 1 imaginary or eNo penetration of 50: 1 imaginary or
7: 1 transitional surfaces. 7: 1 transitional surfaces. 7: 1 transitional surfaces.

eNo need to relocate localizer - no elmpact on airport air navigation aids elmpact on airport air navigation aids
impact on airport air navigation aids. is similar to the north runway complex. is similar to the north runway

complex.

eNo need to close or relocate 111 th eNo need to close or relocate 111 th eNo need to close or relocate 111th
and/or 104th street. and/or 104th street. and/or 104th street.

eNo station at Lot B but access to the e 2 stations provided (Lot Band 102nd e2 stations provided (Lot Band
Metro Green Line can be provided Streetl. 102nd Street).
efficiently and cost-effectively by a
shuttle to Aviation.

eAlignment works with either flyover eAlignment only works with flat eND ·wye" needed.
or flat "wye". "wye" .

Paqe 4
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SEGMENTS/AREAS MITIGATED EIR

GREEN LINE
ALTERNATIVE 4 ALTERNATIVE 5

Century
Design/Construction -No private right-of-way required. -Major private right-of-way required

along portions of Century (east of
Aviation).

-Major private right-of-way required
along portions ot Century (east ot
Aviation.

Operations -No impact on airport operations. -No impact on airport operations. -No impact on airport operations.

-1 station provided (Century). -1 station provided (Century). -1 station provided (Century).

Century to
Westchester Parkway
Design/Construction -Impact on airport operations during

construction minimized through special
construction equipment and restrictive
construction scheduling (nighttime).

-Impact on airport operations during
construction minimized through special
construction equipment and restrictive
construction scheduling (nighttime).

-Impact on airport operations during
construction minimized through special
construction equipment and restrictive
construction scheduling (nighttime).

-Some private right-of-way required. -Some private right-of-way required if
Green Line. Private right-ot-way
extensive it People Mover.

-Some private right-ot-way required if
Green Line. Private right-ot-way
extensive if People Mover.

-Right-of-way required for yard site. -Right-ot-way required for yard site.

eTransit (Green Line) can be built in
Westchester Parkway without
concurrent widening of existing street.

-Transit (Green Line or People Mover)
can be built in Westchester Parkway
without concurrent widening of
existing street.

-People Mover can be built in
Westchester Parkway without
concurrent widening of existing street.

Operations -Alignment partially in clear zone at far
northeast corner.

-Alignment partially in clear zone at far
northeast corner.

-Alignment partially in clear zone at
tar northeast corner.

-Green Line catenary poles penetrate
50: 1 imaginary and 7: 1 transitional
surfaces by maximum of 5' at far right
edge of runway 24R. Other existing
structures currently penetrate surfaces
to greater degree and closer to
centerline (extended) of runway.

-Alignment does not penetrate either
or 50: 1 imaginary or 7: 1 transitional
surfaces, it People Mover.

-Alignment does not penetrate either
or 50: 1 imaginary or 7: 1 transitional
surfaces.

Prl(l'P t;

-Impact on airport air navigation aids
is eliminated by raising three far tield
monitor antennas by 9' each.

-Impact on airport air navigation aids -Impact on airport air navigation aids
is similar to the Mitigated EIR is similar to the Mitigated EIR
alignment (Le. eliminated by raising alignment (i.e. eliminated by raising
three far field monitor antennas). three tar field monitor antennas).

CoA.J
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NOTICE OF PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION

METRO GREEN UNE PROJECT, NORTH RUNWAY COMPLEX
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FILING OF FAA FORM 746(}-1

NOTICE OF PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION

METRO GREEN LINE PROJECT, NORTH RUNWAY COMPLEX

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

The Los Angeles County Transportation Commission (LACTC) began
developing its Rail Transit Implementation Strategy in 1983 to implement the
Proposition A Rail Transit System. Early stages of the Rail Transit
Implementation Strategy selected high-priority rail corridors, defined
representative routes and modes within those corridors, and identified an
operating plan.

In 1984, the Commission decided to undertake a route refinement study for
the high priority Coast Route, now referred to as the Metro Green Une
Northern Extension. This portion of the rail system is depicted on Exhibit 1,
the Regional Map, and' Exhibit 2, the Northern Extension Segment Map,
depicting the transit guideway in the North Runway Complex.

Concurrent with the Commission's plan to undertake this study, the City of
Los Angeles began a Coastal. Corridor Specific Plan study, with the goal of
recommending transportation improvements in the travel corridor
encompassing the City of Los Angeles in the surrounds of Los Angeles
International Airport. The Commission's route refinement study provided the
City of Los Angeles with technical information for incorporation into the
Specific Plan.

Furthering the rail development in this high priority corridor, the Commission
conducted further route evaluation in 1988, and in August, 1989, certified a
Final Environmental Impact Report that was prepared in accordance with the
California Environmental Quality Act guidelines. The adopted route is
referred to as the EIR alignment, and was previously submitted for Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) approval as Airspace Case Number 88-AWP­
0350-NRA.

Initial preliminary engineering of the project ensued in 1990, and full
preliminary engineering and detailed final design begin in January, 1991.

Because of FAA restrictions, the EIR alignment was called into question by
the FAA in July, 1991. The Commission retained the services of Dr. Richard
H. McFarland, Director Emeritus of the Avionics Center of Ohio University,
and a national expert on electromagnetic interference, to review the EIR
alignment and to respond to issues originally raised by the FAA. Design
work was suspended. and an Interagency Task Force was formed to review
alternative alignments and transit modes with the objectives of addressing
FAA concerns, providing interface with the proposed LAX People Mover
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system, and interconnecting with the proposed LAX/Palmdale rail line.

The Interagency Task Force adopted a plan to request the FAA to accept
a partial Form 7460 application for the portion of the Metro Green Line
Northern Extension between 96th Street and the Westchester Business
District, in the northeast corner of the Runway 24 Protection Zone. This
portion of the alignment is common to all alternative routes under study
(please refer to Exhibit 2, the Northern Extension Segment Map).

In a meeting on November 7, 1991, the FAA agreed to accept a partial Form
7460 application for this common portion of the route. Since the Runway
Protection Zone contains land owned and managed by the Los Angeles
Department of Airports (LADOA), it has been agreed that the LADOA will be
the sponsoring agency.

SUMMARY

The Metro Green Line Northern Extension, is being developed in concert
with the City of Los Angeles with the goal of solving regional transportation
problems and also providing an alternative mode of access to LAX.

In response to issues raised by the FAA about the project, an Interagency
Task Force was formed with the purpose of addressing FAA concerns. In
addition, Dr. Richard H. McFarland of Ohio University was retained to review
potential electromagnetic interferences.

It was agreed with the FAA that a partial Form 7460 would be accepted for
the portion of the rail project proposed in the North Runway Complex that
is common to all alternatives under consideration by the Interagency Task
Force, and mostly occupying LADOA property.

The rail guideway in the North Runway Complex traverses the Runway
Protection Zone. The Object Free Area and Object Free Zone are not
affected. The transit guideway and vehicles stay below the 34: 1 and 50: 1
imaginary surface slopes. The overhead catenary poles penetrate the 50: 1
imaginary surface slope at the very northern edge of the Runway Protection
Zone, about the 600 feet from the center line of Runway 24R. This
penetration is for less than 300 feet in the horizontal plane and does not
exceed 5 feet vertically. Within this area, a number of permanent structures
exist, and four of these existing structures penetrate the 50: 1 imaginary
surface slope. Of these four structures, two penetrate deeper and all four
are located closer to Runway 24R than the transit guideway.

The electromagnetic interference study by Dr. McFarland discloses that this
portion of the rail project only affects the three far-field monitors, which
would simply be raised by about 8 feet to resolve the conflict. The study
verified that FAA siting criteria for the middle markers are not violated.

2
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When operational, the Metro Green Line will serve LAX and will contribute to
the safe and efficient use of LAX and to the safety of persons and property
on the ground by quickly moving patrons, by reducing traffic congestion,
and by complementing LAX planning for the year 2000 and beyond.

3. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

PROJECT SETIING

The Los Angeles Metro Rail system is depicted on Exhibit 1. The
system is currently undergoing various stages of planning, design,
and construction.

The Metro Green Line is presently under construction between the
cities of Norwalk and EI Segundo. The portion under construction
occupies the center of the Route 105 Freeway from Norwalk to near
the intersection of Aviation and Imperial Boulevards, then continues
southward through EI Segundo to Marine Avenue.

The portion of the Green Line under review by the Interagency Task
Force is the branch extending northward and westward from the
bifurcation at Aviation/Imperial, known as the Northern Extension,
and providing service to the LAX and Westchester areas, as shown
in Exhibit 2.

The area being subjected to the Form 7460 process at this time, Le.,
a partial Form 7460, is the northerly portion of the Northern
Extension, beginning at 96th Street and terminating in 'the
Westchester Business District near Sepulveda Westway, all within the
North Runway complex. Stations are proposed to be located at Lot
C near 96th Street, and in Westchester to the west of Sepulveda
Westway in the median of Westchester Parkway.

OPERATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Operational statistics for the Green Line were developed from the
year 2010 ridership forecasts prepared by the Southern California
Association of Governments.

The operating plan specifies fully automated trains operating on
aerial guideway at approximate 4 minute headways at peak hours,
The trains would be of short consists of one or two cars initially, with
ultimate expansive capability to three cars. Each car would provide
seating for 76 passengers. .

Trains would operate between 35 and 45 mph in this portion of the
route. Daily boardings would be approximately 1,000 to 1,500 at
Westchester Station and from 28.000 to 32,000 at Lot C Station.

3
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The power is supplied to the vehicles from a wayside distribution
equipment through an overhead contact system. Contact is made
through a pantograph collector. The nominal rated voltage output
will be 750 Volts direct current at 100% load.

NORTH RUNWAY COMPLEX PROTECTION AREA IMPACTS

The North Runway Protection Zone is traversed by the portion of rail transit
guideway that is the subject of this Form 7460 application.

Physical Description of Transit Guideway

As depicted on the attached drawings included as Exhibit 3, Conceptual
Engineering Drawings, and numbered F-CE-209, 210, 211, and 212, the
centerline of the aerial guideway alignment crosses 96th Street (where the
Lot C Station is proposed to be constructed) approximately 75 feet east of
the southeast corner of the Runway Protection Zone for Runway 24 Complex
and proceeds northerly on a bearing of approximately N 0°02'41" W.
Curving northwesterly in Lot C, the Runway 24 Protection Zone is entered
at civil engineering station 423 + 76, and the centerline of Runway 24R is
intersected at civil engineering station 425 + 09.

Continuing northwesterly on a bearing of approximately.N 4S030'O" W, the
guideway curves westerly as Sepulveda Eastway is crossed approximately
150 feet south of Westchester Parkway, and becomes approximately parallel
to and superimposed upon the south curb line of the existing Westchester
Parkway. Continuing westerly, the guideway crosses from beneath the
Runway Protection Zone between Sepulveda Boulevard and Sepulveda
WestNay, and temporarily terminates at Westchester Station, which is
proposed to be constructed at the intersection of Westchester Parkway and
La Tiejra Boulevard.

The vertical alignment places the top of rail approximately 23.5 feet above
the existing ground line in the area. Detailed elevations and
latitude/longitude are provided in Table 2 at key points along the highest
elevation of the guideway structure, which is the top of the catenary poles.

The alignment geometry describes the northbound track. The key points
and elevations are provided for both the northbound and southbound
tracks. The southbound tracks are nearest to the runways, and therefore
contain the highest elevations in the area where the 50:1 imaginary surface
slope is penetrated. The 50: 1 slopes shown on the drawings attached as
Exhibit 3 were calculated utilizing end of runway pavement elevations as
depicted on LADOT Drawing 88 000-200A, Sheet 4 of 4, Los Angeles
International Airport Approach and Clearzone Layout, dated August 3, 1987,
and from end of runway coordinates provided by LADOA Engineering.
Those elevations are stated as 111.00 for Runway 24L and 116.80 for
Runway 24R.

4
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Just west of Sepulveda Boulevard for less than 300 feet there is a
penetration into the 50: 1 slope by several feet near the north edge of the
protection zone. The maximum penetration is about 5 feet. In no event is
the 34: 1 slope penetrated.

Existing Environment

As shown on Exhibit 4, Existing Environment Plan, several structures,
including billboards and buildings, are located in the northeast corner of the
Runway Protection Zone, which is the area traversed by the transit
guideway.

The structures are identified by number on the attached plan and described
by type and top of structure elevation in the accompanying table. Four
billboards located near Sepulveda Boulevard penetrate the 50:1 imaginary
surface slope (the American Airlines sign, Reference Point 237, penetrates
by almost 16 feet at a distance of 200 feet from the center line of Runway
24R), and the Delta Building substantially encroaches into the 7:1 transitional
surface at the edge of the runway protection zone. Please refer to
Reference Point Numbers 223, 237, 309, 414, 416, 418, 420 and 444 on
Table 1, which compares top of structure elevations to slope elevations.

Several existing commercial buildings housing employees and customers in
sizable numbers are located in this area within the Runway Protection Zone.
These facilities are shown on Exhibit 4 and listed in Table 1.

In addition to the above tabulation of existing structures in the area, it is our
understanding that a city ordinance permits construction of permanent
facilities up to 45 feet above existing grade, which would penetrate the 50: 1
slope by approximately 8 to 12 feet at the southwest quadrant of the
Westchester Parkway/Sepulveda Boulevard intersection.

Airport Operational Impacts

An investigation was conduced to determine if any negative impacts on
airport operations might result from construction and operation of the Metro
Green Line. This investigation was carried out by Dr. Richard McFarland of
Ohio University. We have forwarded to FAA under separate cover his
October 15, 1991, draft report entitled: "Investigation of All Potential Negative
Impacts On Landing Capability Due to Installation of the Metro Green Line
At The East Boundary Of The Los Angeles International Airport". It is our
understanding that this report was informally coordinated with the FAA
Regional Office.

The segment of the rail project included in this partial submission is
essentially common to all the alignment options. Dr. McFarland's report
specifically addresses the original EIR alignment and transit mode, which
receives power through an overhead contact system. If the final system
were to be powered from a third rail or other guideway level system, the

5
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TABLE 2: LOCATION OF PROPOSED TRANSIT STRUCTURE IN NORTH RUNWAY COMPLEX

I:g~9f9~1~~:::·~;1H~G

~~~!1t101.1::::REH=~
A'JiQiIi EtiN~f.iQij<: . B.EV

1 132.17 148.17 181.00 108.30

2 ICIL SIB ~ CIL OF SEPULVEDA EASTWAY I 431 + 18.47 I 8S,708.600 I 188,330.850 I 33"S7'14.7S" I 118"23'37.87" 1 132.80 1 148.80 1 157.83 1 108.00

3 ICILSIB~CILOFSEPULVEDABOULEVARD I 435+88.871 8S,8«.380 I 187,801.710 I 33"67'18.11" I 118"23'43.08" 1 131.621 147.621 148.« I 107.50

4 ICIL SIB ~ RIGHT EDGE 24R CLEAR ZONE I «0 + 00.32 I 86,830.170 1 187,600.300 I 33"67'16.98" I 118"23'47.83" 1 130.30 1 148.30 1 141.48 1 108.00

6 IC/L SIB ~ BEGIN WESTCHESTER STATION 1 «7 + 18.30 I 85,902.080 1 188,783.480 I 33"57'18.87" 1 118"23'58.34" I 131.88 1 147.88 I 185.84 I 108.70 I (1)(2)

8 ICILSIB~ENDWESTCHESTERSTATION I «8+89.30195,869.8801188,518.180133"67'17.24" 1118"23'59.47" 1132.251 148.251 1711.191 10S.801 (1)(2)

7 IC/LNIB~ENDOF24LCLEARZONE \ 424+02.37\ 8S,215.070\ 188,8S2.03O~ 33"57'09.89" 1118"23'31.78" 1132.411 148.411 181.001 107.80

8 IC/L NIB ~ CIL OF SEPULVEDA EASTWAY 1 431 + 27.88 I 9S,723.530 I 188,335.250 1 33"57'14.91" I 118"23'37.82" I 132.73 I 148.73 I 1S7.7S I 108.00

8 ICILNIB~CILOFSEPULVEDABOULEVARD 1 435+98.191 86,869.380 I 187,801.880 I 33"57'18.26" I 118"23'43.08" 1 131.621 147.621 149.431 107.50

10 JCIL NIB ~ RIGHT EDGE 24R CLEAR ZONE \ 439 + 37.87 I 86,847.373 I 187,582.383 I 33"67'18.13" 1 118"23'47.08" I 130.61 1 148.61 J 142.73 I 108.00

11 JCIL NIB ~ BEGIN WESTCHESTER STATION 1 «7 + 19.30 I 8S,937.33O I 188,780.850 I 33"57'17.02" I 118"23'58.25" I 131.88 I 147.881 170.37 I 108.80 I (1)(2)

12 ICILNIB~ENDWESTCHESTERSTATION \ «8+89.30 1 95,895.080 1 188,628.850 \ 33"57'17.67" 1 118"23'59.38" \ 132.71\ 148.71\ 183.721 105.50 I (1)(2)

13 JCIL SIB ~ CIL OF RUNWAY 24R I 425 + 21.02 I 85,294.370 I 188,783.580 I 33"57'10.87" 1 118"23'32.83" 1 132.25 I 148.25 I 185.22 1 108.10

14 IC/LSIB~CILOFSEPULVEDAWESTWAY I «1 +94.81 I 85,823.230 I 187,305.240 I 33"57'15.88" I 118"23'50.14" I 130.881 148.881 145.811 107.00 I (2)

15 ICIL NIB ~ CILOF RUNWAY 24R I 425 + 09.88 1 95,298.830 I 188,782.080 I 33"57'10.89" 1 118"23'32.81" 1 132.70 1 148.70 \ 185.59 I 108.10

18 JCIL NIB ~ CIL OF SEPULVEDA WESTWAY I «1 + 98.58 1 96,840.450 I 187,303.130 I 33"57'18.08" I 118"23'50.17" I 130.88 1 148.88 1 148.09 I 107.00 I (2)

17 ICIL SIB ~ RIGHT EDGE 24L CLEAR ZONE 1 427 + 09.11 I 95,424.599 I 188,828.889 I 33"57'11.98" I 118"23'34.43" I 133.18 1 149.18 J 157.08 I 107.80

18 JCIL NIB ~ RIGHT EDGE 24L CLEAR ZONE I 427 + 00.09 I 95,429.273 I 188,845.757 I 33"67'12.00" I 118"23'34.23" 1 133.16 1 149.15 I 157.42 I 107.80

.....
c.o
o

XIGORDON\COOADIN.WKl

NOTES: (1) REFLECTS STREET ELEVATION OF FUTURE WESTCHESTER PARKWAY.

(2) 7:1 TRANSITIONAL SLOPE APPLIES.

PLEASE REFER TO EXHIBIT 3, CONCEPTUAL ENGINEERING DRAWINGS
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TABLE 1: ELEVATIONS OF EXISITING STRUCTURES IN NORTH RUNWAY COMPLEX

TYPE NAME OR DESCRIPTION. ". STREET ADDRESS .• REfERENCE •.' elEVATION APPROX ElEV. Of ENCROA NOTES

(If APPLICABLE) POINTi" / . (HIGHEST .'" ". 50:1 SLOPE CHMENT

"

"""
/»POINn "•.••••..••• • AT THIS POINT (fEEl)

BLDG AIRPORT OFFICE CENTER ("DELTA BLDG") 8939 SEPULVEDA BLVD 420 172.1 154.1 18.0 (1)(3)

BLDG DELTA BLDG 'HEADHOUSe- 8939 SEPULVEDA BLVD 418 188.4 158.5 27.9 (1)(3)

BLDG DELTA BLDG 'HEADHOUSE" 8939 SEPULVEDA BLVD 418 189.8 172.9 16.9 (1)(3)

SIGN "J & B SCOTCH" SIGN ATOP DELTA BLDG 8929 SEPULVEDA BLVD 414 218"0 174.9 43"1 (1)(3)

BLDG BANK OF AMERICA BLDG 8946 SEPULVEDA BLVD 125 130"0 153.7

BLDG BANK OF AMERICA 'HEADHOUSe- 8948 SEPULVEDA BLVD 128 144"4 152.4

BLDG BANK OF AMERICA BLDG A.C. UNIT 8946 SEPULVEDA BLVD 131 134.7 153.5

SIGN "INTROSPECT CLOTHING" SIGN ATOP WESTCHESTER PROF. CENTER 8930 SEPULVEDA BLVD 113 184.9 174.7 (II

BLDG AIRPORT VALET 9107 SEPULVEDA BLVD 301 130"9 147.7

SIGN "GENERAL RENT-A-eAR" SIGN ATOP GENERAL RENT-A-eAR 9147 SEPULVEDA BLVD 309 159"6 147"2 12"4 (2)

BLDG GENERAL RENT-A-eAR GARAGE NO ADDRESS 305 122.8 145.7

BLDG GENERAL RENT-A-eAR CAR WASH NO ADDRESS 310 131.4 144.7

SIGN "BUDWEISER" SIGN NO ADDRESS 444 147.5 144.5 3.0 (2)

BLDG PARADISE BLDG 9100 SEPULVEDA BLVD 212 145.5 152.5

SIGN "MARLBORO' SIGN ATOP PARADISE BLDG 9100 SEPULVEDA BLVD 223 154.9 150.3 4.8 (2)

SIGN • AMERICAN AIRLINES' SIGN ATOP KING COBRA RENT-A-eAR 9200 SEPULVEDA BLVD 237 168.0 150.2 15"8 (2)

SIGN "GOODYEAR' SIGN ATOP BEST BUY TIRE CENTER 9210 SEPULVEDA BLVD 241 139.9 149.7

SIGN "NEWPORT CIGARETTES' SIGN NO ADDRESS 422 141.0 150.0

BLDG "SMITH" OFFICE BLDG 8242 WESTCHESTER PRKWY 501 137.8 159.0

BLDG LA CITY LIBRARY 8948 SEPULVEDA EASTWAY 502 127.9 159.8

BLDG APARTMENT BLDG 8910 SEPULVEDA EASTWAY 503 138.0 159.8

NOTES: (1) DENOTES ELEVATION OF 7:1 TRANSITIONAL SLOPE AT THIS POINT

(2) ENCROACHES INTO 50:1 IMAGINARY SURFACE SLOPE

(3) ENCROACHES INTO 7:1 TRANSITIONAL SLOPE

ELEVATIONS ARE PROVIDED ABOVE MEAN SEA LEVEL

PLEASE REFER TO EXHIBIT 4,EXISTING ENVIRONMENT PLAN
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c..o
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findings of his report as they relate to the north complex would virtually be
unchanged.

Chapter III deals with the Green Line's impact on the north runway complex
middle markers and far field 'course monitors. There was no impact found
on the middle markers. However, the report found that the three field
monitors for Runway 24R need to be raised about 8 feet at their present
location. Any alignment option elevated through Lot C would probably affect
the Runway 24R far field monitors. The report indicates that raising these
antennas is a relative simple matter. A reimbursable agreement between the
FAA and LACTC would be necessary to carry out the change to the far field
monitors.

There does not appear to be any other negative operational impact from the
Green Line operation contained in this partial submission.

Construction

The aerial transit guideway structure and stations in the Runway 24 complex
will comprise the relocation of existing utilities and the installation of concrete
pile foundations, the erection of guideway columns and beams, the
installation of trackwork, the construction of station superstructure, and the
installation and testing of transit systemwide components, such as power

• supply, train control, and communications.

A tentative duration for construction activity which will include testing and
startup operations is estimated for a total duration of approximately 3 years,
which includes some intermittent periods of inactivity due to airport activities
or construction sequencing. More detailed scheduling of construction will
be accomplished during the detailed design of the project for purposes of
minimizing, if not eliminating, disruption of LAX operations. Prior to
commencing construction, a Form 7460 will be filed with the FAA for
purposes of permitting the work.

It is anticipated that construction activity will involve the use of regular heavy
constru'ction equipment which will include trucks, loaders, pile driving rigs,
cranes, and telescopic concrete pumping equipment. Falsework structures
and concrete forming will be required for both guideway and stations.

4. SCHEDULE FOR FILING 7460 FOR ENTIRE PROJECT

At a meeting held with the FAA on November 7, 1991, it was agreed that a
schedule would be submitted for filing a Form 7460 for the entire project as
a part of this filing.

It is anticipated that LACTC will act on this matter in January, 1992. In any
case, when acted upon, we expect the final Form 7460 to be filed within 6
months thereafter.

6
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LAX PEOPLE MOVER AND GREEN LINE OPTIONS
OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS

This report is a summary of an operating analysis of the final Green Line and the LAX ­
People Mover options. The initial seven options (1-6 and A) were previously analyzed and
compared. From this analysis, presented last November 18, 1991, three final options were
selected. These were:

Option A: This option is a modification of the ErR alignment of the Green Line to
eliminate conflicts with airplane operations. A People Mover would connect
with the Green Line at Lot C. The People Mover would run from Lot C to
the Central Terminal Area (CfA). Either the Green Line or the LAX
People Mover would continue to Westchester.

Option 4: The North Coast Branch of the Green Line would run through Lot Band
terminate at Lot C, where it would connect to the LAX People Mover. The
LAX People Mover would connect Lot C, Lot B and the CfA, and would
provide service to Westchester.

Option 5: The Green Line would not have a North Coast Branch. Instead, the LAX
People Mover would connect to the Green Line at Aviation Station, and
providing service' to the CfA, Lot C and Westchester. A possible long-term
version of this option (Option 5-RG) would extend the Green Line west to
Sepulveda and then north (in subway) to connect to the LAX-Palmdale Line
at Lot C, if this location is chosen for the south terminus of that line.

Option A was evaluated with and without a grade-separation for the Aviation Wye of the
Green Line. This grade separation would allow three-way train movement (Norwalk-EI
Segundo, Norwalk-Westchester and Westchester-EI Segundo). Current Wye design (with
at-grade crossings) only permits two-way train movements, because of the high cost of the
grade separatiori-an,nhe small projected north-south passenger demand.

With two-way operations through the Wye, passengers from the south (EI Segundo) would
have to transfer at Aviation if destined for North Coast stations (e.g. Lot C). With three­
way operations, this transfer would not be required. However, this would require grade­
separating the Aviation Wye, as mentioned above.

In options 4, and 5-RG it is not physically feasible to grade-separate the Wye west of
Aviation and permit three-way train movement for Green Line trains. In Option 5, Green
Line trains would be confined to one movement (Norwalk to EI Segundo, and points south).

To allow high-fr~qu~n.cy service for all movements in People Mover operations, it was
assumed that the Wye of the People Mover at Century Boulevard (in Options 5 and 5-RG)
would be grade-separated. This-design is reflected in the cost of these options.
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GREEN LINE OPERATIONS

Table 1 shows the operating plans for the Green Line in the different options. Option A
is shown with two and three-way operations through the Aviation Wye. Five-minute
headways with one-car trains were assumed in the peak periods for each service, consistent
with the minimum operational headway. (The tcain control system of the Green Line is to
be designed foc a minimum headway of 2.0 minutes, which would allow a 2.5 minute
headway in actual operations). With three-way service this would produce 2.5 minute
headways in both the trunk (Century Freeway) and branches (North and South Coast).
With two-way train operations, each of the branches would have 5-minute service, with 2.5
minute (combined) service in the trunk.

In Option 5, one-car Green Line trains would run every 5 minutes from Norwalk to EI
Segundo (Marine Boulevard) and every 5 minutes from Norwalk to Aviation, where they
would turn back. This would result in 2.5-minute headways between Norwalk and Aviation,
and 5-minute headway south of Aviation, since the demand of the South Coast Branch does
not warrant operating all trains through EI Segundo. This level of service is also consistent
with that of the other options.

In options 4 and 5-RG it is not possible to grade-separate the Wye west of Aviation to
provide 3-way train movement. For that reason, train service is provided only from Norwalk
to Lot C and from Norwalk to EI Segundo.

LAX PEOPLE MOVER OPERATIONS

Operating plans for the LAX People Mover appear in Table 2. In Option A, trains would
run from Lot C to the CfA every 5 minutes in the peak periods. Trains would also
circulate counter-clockwise around the CfA loop every 5 minutes. Thus, trains around the
loop would run every 2.5 minutes in one direction.

In Option 4 there would be a shuttle from Westchester through Lot C, which would
continue to the CfA (every 5 minutes). As in Option A, trains would also circulate counter­
clockwise around the CfA loop every 5 minutes. Therefore, trains around the loop would
run every 2.5 minutes in one direction.

In Option 5 there would be three train services: (1) from Westchester through Lot C and
then along Century Blvd. to Lot B and to Aviation Station; (2) from Westchester through
Lot C and to the CfA loop; (3) around the CfA loop. Each of these train services would
run every 5 minutes. This operating plan would provide 2.5 minute service from
Westchester and Lot C to the CfA, and 1.7 minute service around the CfA loop. The
same operating plan was assumed for the People Mover in Option 5-RG.
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OPERATING & MAINTENANCE COSTS

Operating and maintenance (O&M) costs were estimated separately for the Green Line and
the lAX People Mover, for each of the options, and are shown in Table 3. O&M costs for
the Green Line were estimated with a cost model developed by MPA for LACTC. The
Green Line's operating statistics shown in Table 1 were used in running the model, together
with the physical characteristics of the Green Line in the different options.

The cost of operating and maintaining the LAX People Mover in the different options was
calculated with a special model developed by MPA with data from the Downtown Miami
People Mover, as reported to UMTA for FY1989. The model was adjusted using estimates
produced by WS&A for the Department of Aviation. The People Mover O&M cost model
also accounts for its physical characteristics and the operating levels (shown in Table 2).

TRAVELTIME

Table 4 shows travel times between selected points that would be provided by the different
options, assuming the level of service described above. Travel times include train running
time, wait and transfer time. The number and location(s) of transfers required for each
origin and destination pair is also indicated in the matrix.

Prepared by Manuel Padron & Associates
November 29, 1991
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Table 1
Green line/LAX Options

Green Line Operating Plans

Annual Statistics Patronage
RunTime Distance Headway Consist Vehicles Car-MI. Tr-Hrs. Pk.Hr. load Max. load Point

From To (min.) (miles) Peak Base Ell Peak Base Ell Peak Total (million) (thous.) MlP Factor location

Option A: Green Line Branch to Westches ~r (EIR Alignment) Patronage for 2010:
I. Two-way operation

Norwalk(I-605) Marine Blvd. 32.7 19.6 5.0 5.0 10.0 1 1 1 14 2.68 80.0 1600 2.02 Avla.>Mariposa

Norwalk(I-605) Westchester 30.6 19.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 1 1 1 ~ 2.60 75.8 1800 2.27 Avla.>LAX

Totals: 27 35 5.28 155.8
1-105 Trunk AvO: 2.5 2.5 5.0 3300 2.08 LB Blvd>Wilming.

II. Three-wayoperatlon, all 5-mlnute headways Patronage for 2010:
Norwalk(I-605) Marine Blvd. 32.7 19.6 5.0 5.0 10.0 1 1 1 14 2.68 80.0 1300 1.64 Avla.>Mariposa

Norwalk(I-605) Westchester 30.6 19.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 1 1 1 13 2.60 75.8 1500 1.89 Avla.>LAX

Marine Blvd. Westchester 14.5 5.8 5.0 5.0 10.0 1 1 1 Z 0.80 41.6 400 0.51 Thru N-S + new?

Totals: 34· 44 6.08 197.4
1-105 Trunk Avg: 2.5 2.5 5.0 3300 2.08 LB Blvd>Wilming.

Option 4: Green Line Branch to Lot C via Lot B Patronage for 2010:

Norwalk(I-605) Marine Blvd. 32.7 19.6 5.0 5.0 10.0 1 1 1 14 2.68 80.0 1600 2.02 Avia.>Mariposa

Norwalk(I-605) lot C 31.0 18.8 5.0 5.0 10.0 1 1 1 14 2.57 80.0 1800 2.27 Avia.>LAX

37 5.25 159.9
.Totals: 28

1-105 Trunk Avg: 2.5 2.5 5.0 3300 2.08 LB Blvd>Wilming.
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Table 1 (Cont'd)
Green Line/LAX Options
Green line Operating Plans

Annual Statistics Patronage

RunTime Distance Headway Consist Vehicles Car-Mi. Tr-Hrs. Pk.Hr. Load Max. load Point

From To (min.) (miles) Peak Base ElL Peak Base ElL Peak Total (million) (thous.) MLP Factor Location

Option 5. No North Coast Branch Patronage for 2010:

Norwalk(I-605) Marine Blvd. 32.7 19.6 5.0 5.0 10.0 1 1 1 14 2.68 80.0 1600 2.02 Avia.>Mariposa

Norwalk(I-605) Aviation TB 25.1 16.4 5.0 5.0 10.0 1 1 1 11 2.24 64.4 NA

Totals: 25 33 4.92 144.4
1-105 Trunk Avg: 2.5 2.5 5.0 3300 2.08 LB Blvd>Wilming.

Option 5-RG: Green Line Branch to Lot C via Sepulveda Tunnel Patronage for 2010:

Norwalk(I-605) Marine Blvd. 32.7 19.6 5.0 5.0 10.0 1 1 1 14 2.68 80.0 1600 2.02 Avia.>Mariposa

Norwalk(l-605) Lot C 28.5 18.7 5.0 5.0 10.0 1 1 1 ~ 2.56 75.8 1800 2.27 Avia.>LAX

Totals: 27 35 5.24 155.8
1-105 Trunk Avg: 2.5 2.5 5.0 3300 2.08 LB Blvd>Wilmlng.

:- _. - . .. .- .-.- _..... _-- a •••

NOTES~

(1) Patronage Includes transfers from LAX-Palmdale line, Intersecting at LAX-Lot C Station (SCAG test 5/91, adjusted by MPA).
(2) Run times based on LTK May 1990 runs, with extensions extrapolated by MPA (2191).
(3) Minimum turnaround time assumed to be 2.0 minutes each end.
(4) Spares based on 200AJ of peak vehicles plus 1 standby car for each terminal.
(5) Assumes automated operation; car size - 66 seats.
Prepared by Manuel Padron & Associates
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Table 2
Green Line/LAX Options

LAX People-Mover Operations

Annual Statistics Patronage
Service Run Time Distance Consist Car-ML Tr-Hrs. Pk.Hr.

..~Headway Vehicles Load Max. Load Point
From To ~ (min.) (miles) Peak Base Ell Peak Base ElL Peak Total (million) (thous.) MLP Factor Location

Option A: Green Line Branch to Westchester .
People-Mover to Lot C & return

Lot C CTA SH 5.8 1.4 5.0 5.0 10.0 3 2 2 12 0.43 22.8 2500 1.74 To CTA
hall of loop

CTA Internal Loop IL 5.0 0.8 5.0 5.0 10.0 1 1 1 ~ 0.11 18.7
halt of loop

Totals: 15 20 0.54 41.6
CTA Loop Avg: 2.5 2.5 5.0

Option 4: Green Line Branch to Lot C
People-Mover to Westchester

Westchester CTA SH 7.4 2.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 3 2 2 12 15 0.61 22.8 2500 1.74 To CTA
halt of loop

CTA Internal Loop IL 5.0 0.8 5.0 5.0 10.0 1 1 1 ~ 0.11 18.7
half of loop

Totals: 15 20 0.72 41.6
eTA Loop Avg: 2.5 2.5 5.0

Option 5. People-MOiler via Lot B to Aviation; no North Coast Branch

Westchester Aviation X 8.1 3.1 5.0 5.0 10.0 1 1 1 4 0.42 22.8

West. via CTA Aviation L 18.1 5.1 5.0 5.0 10.0 2 2 2 16 1.39 45.7 2000 2.08 Lot C to CTA

CTA Internal Loop IL 5.0 0.8 5.0 5.0 10.0 1 1 1 ~ 0.11 18.7
halt of loop

Totals: 23 30 1.92 68.7 1900 1.32 Avia.>LAX
CTA Loop Avg: 1.7 1.7 3.3 2500 1.30 Into CTA-both wa~~

NOTES.
(1) Patronage Includes transfers from LAX-Palmdale Line, Intersecting at LAX Station (SCAG test 5/91, adjusted by MPA).
(2) Run times based on same accel/decel characteristics as Green Line, but maximum speed 45 mph.
(3) Minimum turnaround time assumed to be 2.0 minutes each end.
(4) Spares based on 20% of peak vehicles plus 1 standby car for each terminal.
(5) Option 5 assumes grade-separated people-mover Junction; same operating plan would apply to Option 5-RG.
(6) Assumes automated operation; car size - 40 seats.
(7) Service Types: SH - shullie to CTA; X - express (bypasses CTA); L" local via CTA; IL = internal eTA loop.

Prepared by Manuel Padron & Associates
27-Nov-91 LACTC\GREEN\OPLAXPM5
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LAX PEOPLE MOVER &GREEN LINE OPTIONS
ANNUAL OPERATIONS & MAINTENANCE COSTS

Table 3

I\,)

o
en

l

OPTION> 4 5 5-RG A A
LAX PEOPLE MOVER
Peak Cars 15 23 23 15 15
Annual V-M (Millions) 0.72 1.92 1.92 0.54 0.54
Track Miles 3.6 8.2 8.2 2.4 2.4
IANNUAL O&M COST (Millions) $5.92 $13.74 $13.74 $4.85 $4.85
Cost per V-M $8.23 $7.16 $7.16 $8.99 $8.99

GREEN LINE 2-WAY 1-WAY 2-WAY 2-WAY 3-WAY
Peak Cars 28 25 27 27 34
Annual V-M (Millions) 5.25 4.92 5.24 5.28 6.08
Annual Train Hours (OOOs) 159.9 144.4 155.8 155.8 197.4
Route Miles (2-Way) 22.2 19.6 22 22.3 22.3
Stations 18 14 15 16 16
IANNUAL O&M COST (Millions) $35.80 $32.50 $34.20 $35.30 $37..00
Cost per V-M $6.82 $6.61 $6.53 $6.69 $6.09

ICOMBINED O&M COSTS $41.72 $46.24 .$47.94 $40.15 $41.85

NOTES:
1. People Mover O&M costs are based on cost and operating data of Downtown Miami People Mover

as reported to UMTA for FY1989, adjusted using estimates by WS&A prepared for LAX.
2. Green Line O&M costs were estimated with cost model developed by MPA for LACTC.

Prepared by Manuel Padron & Associates
29-Nov-91



NOTES;
Travel times (in minute:;) Irclude transf9~ times, out not first wait times.
Transfer locatici1s: A =Aviation Station; C. Lot C; IIW,. Imp6riakWHmir.gton S~ation.

C2-D~-91 L~C"j'C\GAEEN\LAX-TIME wl(l

Manuel PadrOI1 & Associates
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INTERAGENCY TRANSIT STUDY
JOINT POLICY GROUP AND TECHNICAL TASK FORCE MEETING #7
January 30, 1991, 2:00 p.m., Long Beach Conference Room

LACTC, 818 W. 7th Street, 11th Floor

AGENDA

1. Approve minutes.

2. Recap/Clarify recent LACTC actions affecting Green Line
Northern Extension - Judy Wilson

3. Present preliminary findings of Transportation Center Study ­
Bechtel/Ben Beasley

4. Present summary of proposed scope of work for the EIR - Bob
Cashin

5. Wrap up issues on the function of the Interagency Transit
Study Task Force - Judy Wilson

6. Adjourn.

nc5:polmtg7

213



I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
L
I
I
I

MINUTES OF LAX INTERAGENCY TRANSIT STUDY
JOINT POLICY GROUP AND TECHNICAL TASK FORCE MEETING NUMBER 7

JANUARY 30, 1992

This was the seventh meeting of the LAX Interagency Task Force
Policy Group. The minutes of the December 19, 1991 meeting were
approved.

SUMMARY OF ITEMS DISCUSSED

• LACTC actions affecting the Green Line Northern Extension

In December 1991 and January 1992, LACTC took two actions
which impact the Northern Extension:

1. Approved a motion by supervisor Antonovich in December
1991 which included the provision of a multi-modal
transportation center to serve LAX in the Metro Green
Line Norwalk - EI Segundo Project, currently under
construction. LACTC staff is to work with DOA to
provide for a major role for LAX in meeting the
transportation needs of the LAX area. The motion
further provided that the remainder of the Northern
Extension north of the multi-modal center will become a
candidate project in the LACTC 30-Year Integrated
Transportation Plan.

2. The January Antonovich motion provides that:

a. the existing Green Line automated vehicle contract
with Sumitomo be terminated, and

b. the LACTC study the possibility of developing an
"LA Car" which could have modules added to it for
driverless vehicles in the future, and

c. that the LACTC study having the Green line travel
directly into the Bradley Terminal at LAX.

• Preliminary Findings of the Transportation Center Study

All three sites (Aviation/Imperial, Lot B and Lot C) are
still viable candidates for the multi-modal transportation
center. While Caltrans expressed concerns regarding the
Aviation/Imperial site because of the planned Caltrans
maintenance facility, a transportation center could still be
designed there but would have less parking provisions.
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MINUTES OF JOINT MEETING #7
January 30, 1992
Page 2

• Scope of Work of Environmental Report

It was agreed that separate environmental work would proceed
for the CTA People Mover and the three options for the
regional line. Alternative 5 will be examined using a
generic/neutral rail technology and considering the most
intrusive impacts possible on the community to facilitate
environmental clearance of the DOA's People Mover. LACTC
and DOA will coordinate on the preparation of their
environmental impact reports to allow planning for the two
systems to be as integrated as possible. The purpose of
each line (People Mover, Green Line, LAX/Palmdale line) will
be referenced in the environmental report. LACTC will
complete a Supplemental EIR, building on the 1989 EIR and
work of this Task Force. Among other items, the
environmental document will consider how patronage related
between the regional line and the People Mover, baggage
handling on both systems, parking needs and impacts at
stations, and the purpose of each of the three lines
intersecting at LAX (People Mover, Green Line, LAX/Palmdale
line). LACTC will act on authorizing the Supplemental EIR
at its February meeting.

• Future of Task Force

LACTC will keep the Task Force informed on progress made
during the environmental review and.reconvene the group once
the environmental document is complete, prior to Commission
action on it.

Meeting Handouts

• Minutes of December 1991 meeting

• Copies of the December 1991 and January 1992 Antonovich
motions

• Technical Memorandum, Metro Green Line Northern Extension
Transportation Study

Dc5:\policy7.min
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SUPERVISOR ANTONOVICH'S MOTION

ADOPTED BY LACTC 12/18/91

In October the LACTC reaffirmed its decision to automate the
Green Line. However, recent proposed increases in the cost
of the Norwalk/El Segundo segment, along with the potential
for even greater increases in the North Coast extension, are
threatening to drive the total project cost above
one billion dollars. This inflation of the project budget
in turn threatens to drain funds from critical rail
corridors in other parts of the county.

While this commission should stand by the earlier
commitments it made to the cities and communities along the
Green Line, it cannot be blind to the consequences of an
escalating budget.

I, THEREFORE, MOVE that this commission:

1. Reaffirm its commitment to automation from Norwalk to £1
Segundo;

2. Reaffirm that adequate airport access and a multi-modal
transportation center be an integral part of the Norwalk to
El Segundo line;

3. Direct that the North Coast extension of the Green Line
be included among the candidate projects; and,

4 Instruct the staff to work with the Los Angeles
International Airport to provide for a major role for LAX in
meeting the transportation needs in the area of airport
access and the North Coast extension.
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January 22, 1992

Motion by Supervisor Antonovich

It is vital to create a transportation system in Los Angeles
County which serves the mobility needs of the people.

It is equally vital to create and maintain jobs in Los
Angeles County which will maintain a healthy economy. The
people of Los Angeles County pay a 1% sales tax toward
building and operating transportation systems, and deserve
to have as much of their taxes go toward local jobs as
possible.

Light rail lines must be safe, convenient for commuters, -­
cost~effective and--to the extent possible--complete lines
serving destinations at each end of the line. These lines
should be standardized with a standardized L.A. Car, to
achieve economies of scale for construction, fleet
procurement, operations, maintenance, training and
inventory.

As the Commission has recently encountered a substantial
budgetary shortfall, due to reduced sales tax revenues,
it is not advisable to incur the expense of full automation
at this time.

It should also be noted that by using a standardized car
design, we will be able to significantly increase our order
size, thereby ensuring greater competition in bidding by
potential carbuilders.

In using a standardized L.A. Car with modular features, we
will also retain future flexibility to upgrade to automation
or other advanced technologies, when appropriate.
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I, therefore, move that the Commission:

1. Approve in principle the attached six-point plan and refer
it to a sub-committee of the Board, appointed by the
Chairman, for detailed analysis, in conjunction with both
LACTC staff and the private sector, and for preparation of a
plan of action.

2. Instruct the sub-committee to present its analysis and plan
of action to the Commission for final consideration at a
special meeting 9n February 19th.

3. Find that it is in the best interests of the Commission to
terminate contract P1900 with Sumitomo for vehicles;
terminate the contract for convenience; and authorize the
Executive Director to take any necessary related actions.

ADOPTED AT 1/22/92 LACTC MEETING WITH THE FOLLOWING AMENDMENTS:

1. Request the Air Quality Management District and other
governmental agencies to cooperate to the maximum extent
possible to facilitate the construction of rail cars and
buses in Los Angeles County.

2. The subcommittee will consider in its analysis the following
proposals, and report back to the LACTC:

a. Require at least 75% domestic and 60% local Los Angeles
County content and manufacturing participation in all
rail car production.

b. Adopt a complete line for the Metro Green Line, from
the Amtrak station in Norwalk to the Bradley
International Terminal at Los Angeles International
Airport, which will serve the commuting needs of Los
Angeles County residents and visitors.

3. Include representatives of labor to work with the
subcommittee.
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A copy of the January 22 motion by Supervisor Antonovich has been provided in
your packet. The Ad Hoc Committee will be reporting back to the Commission
on February 19.

At the December 18th LACTC Board Meeting a motion was passed on automation
which included that the Green Line would terminate at a multi-modal transit
center at the airport, and that the North· Coast extension would become a
candidate project.

At the January 22 meeting of the LACTC, the Commission rescinded the vote on
the Sumitomo contract and established a special ad hoc subcommittee of its
members to explore several issues dealing with the Green Line vehicles, as
well as an amendment which was offered by Commissioner JUdy Hathaway-Francis
to "adopt a complete line for the Metro Green Line, from the Amtrak station
in Norwalk to Bradley International Terminal at LAX".
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Interoffice
Memo

January 30, 1992

Interagency Transit study
Joint Policy ~roup and Technical Task Force

Judy Wilson .~1.fJ
i

L./

Recent LACTC Actions Affecting
The Green Line Northern Extension

Los Angeles County 818 West $evenltl.Street
Transportation SUite 1100
Commission Los Angeles CA 90017

Tel 213 623-1194
o
lACTC

DATE:

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

The LAX Task Force discussed this motion and defined the "base" Green Line
bUdget to mean wherever the multi-modal transit center would be most
optimally sited. The staff was requested to p~epare site plans for such a
multi-modal center at Aviation, at Lot B, and at Lot C. The "candidate line"
would then. be defined as that part of the alignment north of the multi-modal
Transit Center. Today we are ready to present these alternative site plans.

It had been our intention in December to wrap up the consideration of
alignments today with a review of the multi-modal site plans, and to bring
our recommendations forward to the Transportation and Airport Commissions in
February. Needless to say, it is important that the LACTC Ad Hoc
Subcommittee be briefed on the many months of work that this Interagency Task
Force has invested and the reasoning behind the alignments being recommended.
As you will recall, direct service to the Bradley International Terminal was
an option which was intensively examined, but ultimately put aside by the
Task Force because of constructability problems, impact on airport
operations, potential toxic problems, extraordinary cost, and difficulty of
transfers for those passengers arriving by other modes.
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Recent LACTC Actions Affecting the Green Line
January 30, 1992
Page 2

Therefore, the recommendations of the Interagency Task Force and its progress
to date need to be communicated fairly expeditiously to the Ad Hoc Committee
so that the committee's decisions are not made in a vacuum without the
opportunity to consider the work of this group.
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1. ThITRODUCTIONANDBACKGROUND

During the course of a series of meetings in late 1991, the Metro Green Line Interagency
Task Force was briefed by Bechtel regarding the technical feasibility of siting multi-modal
transportation centers at Aviation Station, Lot B, and Lot C.

The investigation addressed LRT (Green Line) and/or people mover, the Palmdale Line,
and bus connectivity at each site. Bechtel found that all three sites were workable as
transportation centers, but the Aviation site was physically constrained by several factors,
including:

o The fIxed Green Line Aviation Station, presently under construction.

o The existing column locations supporting the 105 Freeway.

o The planned Caltrans maintenance facility at the site (presently under
environmental clearance).

At the December 19, 1991, Joint Policy Group and Technical Task Force Meeting, direction
was given to proceed with further study of the three sites for feasibility as transportation
centers and to more specifically define the "footprint" of the sites.

At a meeting between Bechtel, LACfC, and RCC on January 7, 1992, parameters were set
for the study, to include:

o A draft report would be due prior to the January 30 Interagency Task Force
Meeting.

o The Aviation site would be the major fo·cus of the effort due to the
constrained nature of the site.

o LACfC would coordinate with Caltrans regarding the disposition of the
maintenance facility.

o Lots Band C would be treated generically, as space is not a constraint and
multiple solutions could be meritorious.

1
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2. METHODOLOGY AND CRITERIA

The approach to the work involved the following items:

o Collection of the best available mapping and decisions on the background
detail, scale, reproduction capability, and whether manually or computer
drawn.

o Development of an alignment layout for the Palmdale Line and people mover
in the vicinity of the Aviation Station.

o Analysis of station platform sizes, locations, and vertical circulation elements.

o Disposition of the planned Caltrans facility at the Aviation Station.

o Coordination with Manual Padron Associates, LACTC, and TRANSCAL II
regarding issues of shared platforms, train access, fare collection, tail tracks,
crossovers, and other operations issues.

o Consideration of the requirements of the RTD bus operators.

o Interim reviews with LACfC staff.

o Application of siting criteria as appropriate (listed below).

In general, the development of station sites and transit centers should adopt goals and
objectives (the objective at present is merely to establish feasibility and set the "footprint"),
and would consider the following elements, as appropriate to the specific project:

o Proximity to trip generators and attractors

o Population density in the service area

o Interconnectivity with other transportation modes

o Vehicular access and circulation

o Pedestrian access and movement

o Availability and cost of land

o Capacity to accommodate future expansion

o Joint development and revenue capture potential

o Station spacing

2
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TRANSPORTATION CENTER STUDY

o Line geometry

o Constructibility

o Capital Costs

In the initial level of site planning; conceptual ideas from governmental agencies, elected
officials, developers, transportation professionals, and community groups may contribute to
the development of a feasible solution. While some of this coordinated planning effort is
appropriate now, it will be further evolved and better understood during the route
refinementlEIR process.

Because more information will be available, including a definition of capital costs,
modifications are generally made through the design process, with the final major changes
optimistically taking place as a result of the preliminary (30%) design review, which includes
several agencies. Accordingly, the present effort recognizes this evolution and has as its
major current objective the assurance that the sites are technically feasible as transportation
centers. We have developed workable solutions, but we do not claim them to be the only
workable solutions. The major emphasis was on the Aviation site, which contains physical
constraints, both existing and planned, as previously discussed.

Some assumptions were made, as follows:

o Common platforms between rail modes eliminate some of the vertical
circulation and are desirable.

o The systems are planned as barrier free, even though fares may vary between
modes. Should barriers be required at a future date, it may be difficult to
share platforms between rail modes.

o The people mover trains will consist of 3 vehicles, at about 40 feet each in
length.

o The Palmdale line entering Lot C is assumed to be located as shown in the
Palmdale RFP. Development of the Palmdale alignment during the EIR
process may explore variations to this alignment; thereby re-orienting the
platforms.

o The Palmdale trains will have geometry and platform length requirements
similar to the Green Line.

o Crossovers are desirable in front of stations, and beyond stations in the event
of tail tracks. All terminal stations for all rail modes provide storage capacity
for 2 trains composed of 3 vehicles each.

o Safe stopping distance and storage at terminals are requirements.

3
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The bus operators desire 12 bus bays.

Lot B and Lot C sites are depicted in very large existing parking lbts. No
attempts are made to address parking management policy on such issues as
sub-divided parking uses or shuttle bus circulation. Further, no attempt is
made to re-evaluate egress/ingress or modifications to the circulation of these
large lots.

4
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3. DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS

3.1 Aviation Station Site

Discussion:

The Aviation Station site is depicted in Exhibits 1, 2, and 3. This site contains the
Metro Green Line, people mover, the Palmdale Line, vehicle parking, drop-off,
pedestrian access, and bus bays, and was evaluated with and without the Caltrans
maintenance facility.

The assumption is that new side platforms can be retrofitted to the Green Line
Station at Aviation, which is now under construction. Should this prove to be difficult
because of seismic considerations, disruptions to Green Line operations during
construction, or because of fare collection requirements, then the site is workable as
three completely stand alone, side by side aerial stations.

It was also decided that the open space available to the west of both the Palmdale
and people mover platforms would be utilized to develop safe stopping and train
storage, including a crossover.

Bus bays were determined to be most conveniently located as closely under the
elevated Palmdale station area as would reasonably fit. .

Findings:

CALTRANS MAINTENANCE FACILITY

Exhibit 2 depicts the transportation center with the Caltrans facility completely
relocated to another site. Ample space as well as future expansion is provided for
park-ride, and the center works best utilizing the full site.

Should the Caltrans facility remain as presently designed, there would be about 360
parking spaces available for the transportation center, some 390 short of the
estimated need of 750 parking spaces.

With the Caltrans facility remaining in place but modified to displace less area
(Exhibit 1), the transportation center is inadequate for parking demand by about
23%, or 170 spaces (see next section). Exhibit 1 does not purport to show a specific
layout of Caltrans facilities, but only an area the design team, without mobilizing a
highway maintenance yard specialist, considered adequate for a functional facility.

A review of the re-arranged facility with Caltrans revealed a concern for adequate
site circulation, the placement of the fuel island, and the height allowance for the
office building. It was decided that further assessment of the maintenance facility, or
its relocation, would be appropriate during the North Coast EIR phase. As a result

5
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TRANSPORTATION CENTER STUDY

of the review with Caltrans, it was decided that Exhibit 1 would not endeavor to
arrange the various components and buildings on the site, but would only allocate a
space.

Also as a result of the review with Caltrans, an alternate site to the east of the
planned site was reviewed. The area investigated is underneath the 1-105 Freeway,
bounded on the east by La Cienega Boulevard, the north by Imperial Highway, and
the south by W. 116th Street. This site appears more than adequate in space for the
facility, which requires about 7.5 acres, but may be subject to being leased to a
private developer by the Governor's Asset Management Office.

ACCESS AND PARKING

The Metro Green Line demand for station parking has been estimated as 400 park­
ride spaces. The station parking lot was designed to accommodate significantly more
spaces than required. The planned Caltrans maintenance facility substantially
reduced the capacity, but still provided more than the 400 spaces required.

A rough calculation by Manuel Padron Associates of the park-ride demand for the
transportation center indicates the need for about 750 spaces. Because the fare
structure for the rail modes has not been established, this number does not contain
an analysis of riders who may want to avoid an extra fare. Mode change
inconvenience was taken into consideration.

Exhibit 1, with the modified Caltrans facility in place, depicts 12 bus bays, 36 short
term spaces, and 580 park-ride spaces, which is deficient by about 170 parking spaces.
The original Caltrans facility layout would have allowed for only 360 spaces
considering the introduction of the two additional rail modes and the bus bays..

Exhibit 2, with the Caltrans facility removed, depicts 12 bus bays, 36 short term
spaces, and 931 park-ride spaces.

Exhibit 3 is a cross section of the station platforms.

There is no displacement of existing parking or other facilities at this site.

OPERATIONS

The following items are noted:

I
I
I

1. The Palmdale Line, as it traverses between columns underneath the 105
Freeway, contains a 300 feet radius curve near the 1·405 Freeway that would
restrict operation speeds to 25 mph or less, which is undesirable.

6
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o sliding bumper installation

o lower power going into the station

o reduced speed going into the station, which increases travel time

o utilization of open track for safe stopping, while storing on one track only, or
by providing a parallel third track.

For fully automated operations with side or shared platforms, a platform
intrusion system would be required in order to shut down electrical power in
the event someone jumps into the trackway as a short cut to changing
platforms. In this event, the system would have to be re-started. An alternative
is to provide a physical barrier along the platforms with doors that operate
in concert with train doors. In the latter case, the system would remain in full
operation.

o trip stop provisions, which require outfitting vehicles and installing wayside
gear

Crossovers and one train consist storage capacity are depicted beyond the Palmdale
and people mover station platforms, with recognition that provisions must be made
for safe stopping. The most likely requirement would be a reduced speed entering
the station.

3. Basic assumptions were made concerning end-of-line tail tracks for the
Palmdale Line and the people mover. Technology and performance data are
not presently known for the Palmdale Line and the people mover. However,
it appears that adequate space is not available to fully develop safe stopping
distances, crossovers, and full consist train storage beyond the platforms. It
was decided that the space is adequate for end-of-line operations by fully
utilizing the open space available with recognition that the operating system
would likely require one or more of the following provisions to assure safe
stopping:

2.
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3.2 Lot B Site

Discussion:

The Lot B site would be considered for a transportation center only if the Green
Line should end there, which is not an option presently under consideration by the
Interagency Task Force. For purposes of this study, the Green Line ends and the
people mover picks up at this location.

The requirements for Lot B are basically the same as Aviation. The platforms are
shared between rail modes to a maximum extent, and the people mover and
Palmdale Lines are treated as at the Aviation site. The Green Line will require
crossover before and after the station, and requires tail tracks.

The location of this site is dictated by the placement of the transportation center
south of the Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) in order to congregate people in the
safest area, as suggested by the FAA, and to minimize impacts to adjacent properties.
The site is also dictated by keeping the Green Line guideway along 111th Street clear
of a 120 degree cone from the Runway 25L localizer. This situation will require
further analysis during the EIR. Another siting factor was to develop short-term
parking adjacent to lllth Street.

Findings:

ACCESS AND PARKING

Exhibits 4 and 5 depict the Lot B site. As discussed, park-ride spaces are not shown,
as the site is contained in the LAX Lot B park-ride facility. Twelve bus bays and 21
short term spaces are depicted.

A major finding is that the DWP facility to the east will require relocation due to the
tail track and storage requirement for the Green Line operations.

The transportation center footprint displaces approximately 400 parking spaces from
the existing Lot B capacity.

OPERATIONS

The Palmdale line contains a relatively slow speed curve departing from the 1-405
right-of-way.

Adequate space appears available for safe stopping and storage for all three terminal
stations. However, further analysis during the design period when more about the
vehicle technology and performance features are known may indicate a need to
impose one or more provisions listed in the Aviation Station site section above.
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3.3 Lot C Site

Discussion:

The Lot C site could be studied in several ways. The CTA people mover could end
there or continue through to Westchester (Option A), the CTA people mover could
end there and the Green Line could continue to Westchester (Option A), or the
people mover only (Option 5), could interconnect there with the Palmdale Line. For
consistency in comparing with the other two sites, we developed a more complex
scheme which terminates the Green Line and extends the people mover through to
Westchester.

The Palmdale station is depicted as aerial in order to avoid the expense of
underground construction and the disruption to parking and circulation of at-grade
construction. The platforms were stopped several hundred feet east of the north­
south platforms of the Green Line and the people mover in order to provide a safe
stopping distance.

It should be noted that the center will displace Lot C parking, and accordingly we
have kept the area as small as possible. The possible relocation of rental car sites to
locations within walking distance of the center would further displace parking.
Parking demands will probably be increased due to the center being located at Lot
C.

Findings:

ACCESS AND PARKING

Exhibits 6 and 7 illustrate a plan for the Lot C center. As mentioned, other schemes
are quite possible. In order to avoid the Runway Protection Zone, the Palmdale Line
is shown at the same level as the other lines. Better circulation and less parking
disruption could be achieved by stacking the Palmdale platforms on top of the north­
south platforms, but the tail tracks would extend westerly into the RPZ. It was
decided to avoid this possible conflict. (Bringing Palmdale in from the north rather
than from the east for purposes of placing the platforms above the Green Line and
people mover platforms without entering the RPZ was considered, but not explored
further due to difficulties either with geometry or conflicts with residential areas.
Also considered was bringing the Palmdale Line in from the east along the south side
of 96th Street, and then hooking north in order to place the Palmdale platforms
above the Green Line and people mover. This scheme placed the Palmdale
platforms considerably to the north of what appears to be the centroid of the site.
Further study may be warranted on how to connect to the Palmdale line. This task
could be undertaken in the EIR phase).

Because the center lies within a huge parking facility, no attempt has been made to
configure park-ride spaces. Twelve bus bays and 37 short term spaces are shown.

9
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The center as shown in Exhibit 4 would displace about 282 existing parking spaces.
Further displacement of spaces would be caused by column supports for the guideway
structures as they traverse Lot C.

OPERATIONS

Train operations on the Palmdale Line would be slowed by two short radii curves
between the 1-405 Freeway and the center. While speeds could be maintained above
25 mph, it is doubtful that the desirable 55 mph could be achieved. The detailed
geometry has not been developed.

Safe stopping distances and storage are not restrictions for the Green Line and
people mover systems. The Palmdale station platforms, as mentioned, are located
easterly of the Green Line and people mover platforms in order to provide safe
stopping. This will require special provisions as discussed in the above text. End of
line storage is tentatively provided for on parallel storage tracks.

Additional solutions to this site should be explored during the EIR phase.

10
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4. CONCLUSION

There are multiple solutions to the Lot B and Lot C sites that will function
adequately. The final configuration will have more latitude than at Aviation, because
of the lack of existing physical constraints.

. All three sites are workable, and all have more than one solution. Further work
should be done during the EIR phase to address ridership and operations; and to
further explore the issues of shared platforms, fare collection, vehicular and
pedestrian circulation, safety issues, end-of-line storage requirements, and alignments.

The Aviation site is the most confined and offers fewer possibilities for optional
layouts. This site provides ample parking area with expansion capability if the
planned Caltrans maintenance facility is completely relocated. Without constructing
a deck, it is doubtful that a successful joint-use of the site could be achieved which
would provide Caltrans the space it needs and still satisfy the transit parking
requirement. At present, the joint-use approach provides inadequate park-ride by
about 170 spaces, and Caltrans does not believe their portion of the space allows a
functional maintenance facility.
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FOR DISCUSSION ONLY

METRO GREEN LINE NORTHERN EXTENSION
(TRANSPORTATION SERVICE TO THE LAX/WESTCHESTER AREA)

OUTLINE OF PROPOSED CONSULTANT SCOPE OF WORK
FOR THE JOINT LACTCIDOA EIR

Task 1

1.1 Refinement of the all-bus transit alternative and the three
rail alternatives

1.2 Evaluation of alternative transportation center sites

1.3 Conceptual engineering of the eTA People Mover

Task 2

2.1 Preparation of a Draft EIR

2.2 Public participation process on the Draft EIR

Task 3

3.1 Completion of the Final EIR

3.2 Prepare Findings on Preferred Alternative and FEIR
Certification Document

nc5:scopesum
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FOR DISCUSSION ONLY

METRO GREEN LINE NORTHERN EXTENSION

(TRANSPORTATION SERVICE TO THE LAX/WESTCHESTER AREA)
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1.

2.

3 •

4.

5.

6 •

ACTION STEPS TO INITIATE EIR

Activity

Develop detailed scope of work, schedule
and budget for the joint EIR.

Develop and agree on a recommended
work-cost sharing arrangement on the EIR.

Present recommended EIR scope, schedule
and budget, as well as work-cost sharing
agreement between DOA and LACTC, to
respective Commissions.

DOA Commission and LACTC approve:
(1) EIR scope, schedule and budget.
(2) work-cost sharing agreement.

Lead Agency issues RFP.

Select Consultant.

RESPONSIBILITY

DOA/LACTC

DOA/LACTC

DOA/LACTC

DOA/LACTC

LACTC (?)

DOA/LACTC
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