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AGENDA
1. Call to Order
2. Pledge of Allegiance
3. Introduction of Attendees
4. Public Comments
5. Approval of Meeting Minutes of March 11, 2006
Approval of Meeting Minutes of April 19, 2006
6. Consideration of Milestone 5 – System Operations Draft Report (carried over from
April 19th meeting)
7. First Consideration of Milestone 7 – Station Area Development: Oral Report by
ARCADIS
8. Status of Ridership Estimating – Preliminary results of initial model runs: Oral report
by ARCADIS
9. First Consideration of Milestone 10 – Financial Plan: Potential Financing Sources for
Phase 2 by ARCADIS
10. Status of State Legislation – AB 2882
11. Approval of Warrants
12. Communication Items to the Board
13. Communication Items from the Board
14. Adjournment – Next Meeting June 14, 2006
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MINUTES OF THE
ORANGELINE DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY (OLDA) MEETING
WEDNESDAY, MARCH 8, 2006
CALL TO ORDER
City of Bellflower Councilmember and Board Chair Scott Larsen called the meeting to order at
6:30 p.m.
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
City of Downey Councilmember Kirk Cartozian led the assembly in the salute to the flag.
INTRODUCTION OF ATTENDEES
Albert Perdon – OLDA Executive Director
Scott Larsen – Councilmember, City of Bellflower
Fred Freeman – Mayor, City of Los Alamitos
Yvette Abich – Legal Counsel, Colantuono & Levin
John Crawley – Mayor, City of Cerritos
Jack Joseph – Deputy Executive Director, Gateway Cities COG
Kirk Cartozian – Councilmember, City of Downey
W. Michael McCormick – Councilmember, City of Vernon
Gene Daniels – Councilmember, City of Paramount
Sharad Mulchand – Transportation Planning Manager, MTA
Gary Milliman – City Manager, City of South Gate
Elba Guerrero – Vice Mayor, City of Huntington Park
Katie Townley – MBI Media
Gregory Nord – Transportation Analyst, OCTA
Ryan Carey – Management Analyst, City of Cerritos
Frank Gurule – Vice Mayor, City of Cudahy
Erika Ramirez – Director of Transportation Services, Oldtimers Foundation
Jose Hernandez – Assistant Planner, City of Artesia
Bill DeWitt – Councilmember, City of South Gate
Laura Biery – Anaylst, City of Palmdale
Steve Hofbauer – Councilmember, City of Palmdale
Steve Lefever – Director of Community Development, City of South Gate
Charlene Palmer – Area Manager/Vice President, ARCADIS
PUBLIC COMMENTS
City of Bellflower Councilmember and OLDA Chair Scott Larsen opened public comments for
those in the audience who wished to address the Authority. There was no response and the
public comments section of the meeting was closed.
APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES OF FEBRUARY 8, 2006
MOTION: City of Cudahy Vice Mayor Gurule moved to approve the minutes of the OLDA
meeting of February 8, 2006, as presented. City of Downey Councilmember Kirk Cartozian
seconded the motion, which carried, unanimously.

CONSIDER MILESTONE 5 – SYSTEM OPERATIONS DRAFT REPORT – ARCADIS
OLDA Executive Director Perdon provided brief background on the milestone process and
presented details of Milestone 5 – System Operations Draft Report. He noted this report is
for information purposes and deferred to ARCADIS representatives for the presentation.
In the absence of ARCADIS representatives, it was reported that a recent meeting took place
regarding various operating methods and procedures. It was noted that the first model run
will occur shortly. Over the next few days, in-depth decisions by the Executive Director and
key members of the ARCADIS team will be made to review the last set of parameters
regarding headway, structure and station stops for tests. The tests will reveal what the
system will look like, in what environment it will operate, other ground transportation
improvements needed and intermodal connections.
Discussion followed regarding incorporation of OCTA projects within the model. It was
reported that OCTA plans to intensify service from Fullerton, south, to 30-minute headways,
which will be its final corridor. Money has been budgeted to have other communities within
the county, look at how they can link themselves to Metrolink stations. It was noted that at
this juncture, OCTA plans will not be included in the modeling, however, there are already
some intermodal connections incorporated into the model.
A report was not received in time to include in the agenda packet or to distribute at the
meeting. However, copies will be distributed to Board Members as soon as possible.
Adoption of the report will be scheduled at the next meeting.
City of Los Alamitos Mayor Fred Freeman reported on OCTA plans including providing grants
to each city in Orange County to develop transportation priorities. He added that OCTA is
focusing on rail and Metrolink issues and that it is difficult for them look ahead long-term.
Mr. Freeman added that his discussions with other cities have had positive results, however,
OCTA will present some challenges.
ARCADIS representative Charlene Palmer presented a synopsis of the report including
system performance, capacity, trip times, reliability, head ways, minimum operating
frequencies, speed, safety, passenger comfort, accessibility, availability, amenities,
geometrics and constraints, expansion capabilities, power energy requirements, capital costs
and, operations and maintenance costs. Preliminary information is also available on
structural issues related to the project.
MOTION: City of Los Alamitos Mayor Fred Freeman moved to receive and file the report.
City of Palmdale Councilmember Hofbauer seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.
CONSIDER MILESTONE 6 – CARGO AND FRIEGHT DRAFT REPORT – ARCADIS
ARCADIS representatives explained Milestone 6 – Cargo and Freight Draft Report including
three cargo/freight scenarios for consideration. These include passenger only (including
limited cargo), passenger and heavy cargo containers (including airport and express cargo)
on the same guideway system and separate guideway systems for passenger and freight
service. In addition related costs and revenue and design implications were discussed for
each scenario. Decisions will need to be made which will need to be carried through for the
life of the system.
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Discussion followed regarding utilizing airline cargo style containers, head ways, and
passenger operations. It was noted that the movement of light-weight freight will be part of
the revenue stream.
Discussion continued regarding the feasibility of a Maglev cargo system with the Port of Long
Beach and the Port of Los Angeles.
Additional information is provided in the Agenda Report dated March 8, 2006 as well as on
the website.
Mr. Perdon referenced the Port Terminal/Maglev concept within the report. He explained the
diagram in detail noting this is a fully-automated system which will dramatically change the
container-handling process. He noted that if it is shown that cargo is feasible and can be an
important source of revenue, it will be significant for potential investors.
Discussion followed regarding right-of-way areas, stations and parking structures for the
different scenarios. Other issues including railway, safety and environmental must be given
consideration. It was noted that the demand for freight is increasing, providing greater
opportunity for the Maglev.
ARCADIS representatives requested copies of individual City General Plans and Maps and
suggested someone from the Board be designated to collect the information from all of the
Member Cities. It was suggested that City of South Gate Director of Community
Development Steve Lefever be designated for the task.
Mr. Perdon reported that the information is needed to present a case to potential investors.
MOTION: City of Palmdale Councilmember Hofbauer moved to receive and file the report.
City of Vernon Councilmember Mike McCormick seconded the motion, which carried
unanimously.
PUBLIC OUTREACH AND ADVOCACY – ARCADIS
Mary McCormick, MBI Media, reported on marketing and branding of the Orangeline Maglev
system. She reviewed the process in detail including focus groups and brainstorming
sessions. Steps include identification of target markets, determination of most probable
customer, location of trading areas, determination of customer perceptions, differentiation,
and developing Unique Selling Proposition (USP).
Regarding the Orangeline, the name has been used throughout the nation and has been
connected with negative media. She noted that the word "Maglev" helps to differentiate the
Orangeline. She presented various logo options for consideration including the "O Line" as
well as several media outreach strategies to use. She reported that MBI Media has created a
video DVD that uses the Orangeline Maglev name and presented it for review by the Board.
Members made suggestions and commented on the information presented.
Ms. McCormick reported that once the tool is completed, it can be used for various media
outreach programs. In addition, it is a great educational tool for various groups and venues.
She reported on recent meetings that have presented the opportunity to talk about the
Maglev technology and take advantage of the new environment regarding the transportation
issue. She reported that Maglev is being mentioned more and more by industry leaders. In
addition, she referenced an internet archival library that has been created for Board
Members to use for community outreach.
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Discussion followed regarding the need to communicate from "the bottom, up", getting past
the negative media with the name "Orangeline Maglev" and the opportunity presented by the
name, to explain the technology. It was noted that the focus should be on the outreach and
marketing, rather than the name.
CONSENSUS: Board Members concurred to place consideration of the name on a future
agenda.
MOTION: City of South Gate Councilmember DeWitt moved to receive and file the report.
City of Vernon Councilmember McCormick seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.
CONSIDER ADOPTION OF AUTHORITY AMENDED BYLAWS
Legal counsel Yvette Abich explained the changes made to the Authority's Bylaws.
MOTION: City of Los Alamitos Mayor Freeman moved to approve the changes to the Bylaws
recommended by the Authority's Counsel and receive and file the report. City of Palmdale
Councilmember Hofbauer seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.
STATUS OF STATE LEGISLATION
Mr. Perdon presented a status report of State legislation relative to the Maglev and defined
details of AB2882.
MOTION: City of Downey Councilmember Cartozian moved to receive and file the report.
City of Palmdale Councilmember Hofbauer seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.
SHANGHAI MAGLEV INSPECTION – AUTHORIZATION FOR TRAVEL
Mr. Perdon presented a report regarding a second trip to enable members to experience the
Shanghai Maglev and allow key members of the legislature to participate as well. He
presented a preliminary schedule and itinerary and added that the trip would be effective in
enabling Board Members to network with Members of the Legislature and gain their support
for the project.
Discussion followed regarding the number of participants and determining what members of
the legislature should attend.
MOTION: City of South Gate Councilmember DeWitt moved to adopt the resolution defined
in the Agenda Report dated March 8, 2006, which was amended to enable designation of five
Board Members and five others (legislators) and two staff members to attend. City of
Palmdale Councilmember Hofbauer seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.
CONSIDER APPROVAL OF AGREEMENT WITH CRAIG ACCOUNTANCY FOR
ACCOUNTING SERVICES
Mr. Perdon reported that in order for the Authority to secure funding earmarked in SAFTEALU for the Orangeline Maglev, a separate accounting system must be in place. Therefore, he
recommended that Craig Accountancy provide accounting services to the Authority.
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MOTION: City of Palmdale Councilmember Daniels moved to authorize the Chair to execute
an agreement with Craig Consulting for accounting services as described in the Agenda
Report dated March 8, 2006 and to receive and file the report. City of Huntington Park Vice
Mayor Guerrero seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.
REMINDER TO BOARD REGARDING SUBMITTAL OF FORM 700 – ANNUAL
STATEMENT OF ECONOMIC INTERESTS
Board Members were reminded to submit completed Forms 700 – Annual Statement of
Economic Interests to the Authority's legal counsel on or before April 3, 2006.
CONSENSUS: Board Members concurred to receive and file the report.
APPROVAL OF WARRANTS
MOTION: City of Los Alamitos Mayor Freeman moved to approve warrants listed in the
Agenda Report dated March 8, 2006. City of Huntington Park Vice Mayor Elba Guerrero
seconded the motion, which carried, uanimously.
ASSUMPTIONS FOR PREPARATION OF FY 2006-07 AUTHORITY BUDGET
Mr. Perdon presented a report on the initiation of the budget for FY 2006-07. He identified
the Authority Funding Schedule as well as a proposed schedule for contributions from
Member Cities and indicated that the goal is to provide communication to Member Cities as
they begin the budget preparation process.
Discussion followed regarding the proposed Member Investment Contributions comprised of
the current year's contribution plus 4%. It was noted that some Member Cities may not
agree with the 4% increase.
MOTION: City of Los Alamitos Mayor Freeman moved to use a 2.5% increase rather than
the proposed 4% increase for Member City contributions. City of Huntington Park Vice Mayor
Elba Guerrero seconded the motion, which carried, uanimously.
It was noted that this information will be used to present to the cities and is not a
determination of what the budget will be. Mr. Perdon will build a budget around the
information.
COMMUNICATION ITEMS TO THE BOARD
Mr. Perdon presented communication items to the Board including the Treasurer's Report
along with recent and upcoming meetings and a report of the Member and Financial status.
MOTION: City of South Gate Councilmember Bill DeWitt moved to receive and file the
report. City of Palmdale Councilmember Hofbauer seconded the motion, which carried
unanimously.
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COMMUNICATION ITEMS FROM THE BOARD
City of Downey Councilmember Cartozian presented a report on a recent meeting with the
City of Anaheim. He stated opportunities and challenges as a result of the meeting. Mr.
Perdon commented on the meeting as well. He added that the Orangeline Maglev will not
compete with Metrolink since there is growing demand for transportation of all sorts.
Discussion followed regarding advantages to the City of Anaheim.
ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business to come before the Orangeline Development Authority, the
meeting was adjourned at 9:05 p.m. to the next scheduled meeting of April 12, 2006.

_______________________________
Art Gallucci, Secretary
Attest:

__________________________________
Scott Larsen, Chair
Approved:
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MINUTES OF A SPECIAL MEETING OF
THE ORANGELINE DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY (OLDA)
WEDNESDAY, APRIL 19, 2006
CALL TO ORDER
City of Bellflower Councilmember and Board Chair Scott Larsen called the meeting to order at
6:38 p.m.
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Bellflower Deputy City Manager Kevin Chun led the assembly in the salute to the flag.
INTRODUCTION OF ATTENDEES
Albert Perdon – OLDA Executive Director
Scott Larsen – Councilmember, City of Bellflower
Fred Freeman – Mayor, City of Los Alamitos
Yvette Abich – Legal Counsel, Colantuono & Levin
Marsha McLean – Mayor Pro Tem, City of Santa Clarita
Debbie Helbit – Project Development Coordinator, City of Santa Clarita
Steve Lefever – Director of Community Development, City of South Gate
George Marks – Sr. Vice President, Huitt-Zollars
Jack Muriniierie – Sr. Vice President, ARCADIS
John Crawley – Councilmember, City of Cerritos
Robert A. Lopez – Advance Planning/Redevelopment Manager, City of Cerritos
Pedro Carrillo – Sp. Asst. To City Mgr., City of Bell
Paul Bowlen – Mayor, City of Cerritos
Kirk Cartozian – Councilmember, City of Downey
Sharad Mulchand – Transportation Planning Manager, MTA
Elba Guerrero – Vice Mayor, City of Huntington Park
Gregory Nord – Transportation Analyst, OCTA
Erika Ramirez – Director of Transportation Services, Oldtimers Foundation
Laura Biery – Anaylst, City of Palmdale
Steve Hofbauer – Councilmember, City of Palmdale
Charlene Palmer – Area Manager/Vice President, ARCADIS
Mary McCormick – President, MBI Media
Kevin Chun – Deputy City Manager, City of Bellflower
Joseph Johnson – Engineer, Huitt-Zollars
Daryl Hofmeyer – Mayor, City of Paramount
Frank Sherkow – Aztec/AGSCE
Pamela Mendoza – Administrative Assistant, City of Cerritos
PUBLIC COMMENTS
City of Bellflower Councilmember and OLDA Chair Scott Larsen opened public comments for
those in the audience who wished to address the Authority. There was no response and the
public comments section of the meeting was closed.
APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES OF MARCH 11, 2006
No action due to lack of a quorum.

CONSIDER MILESTONE 5 – SYSTEM OPERATIONS DRAFT REPORT
Mr. Perdon presented a report for Milestone 5 – System Operations Draft Report and
deferred to Aztec Representative Frank Sherkow for a report.
Mr. Sherkow presented highlights including the operating scenario being used for the first
model run. He added that it is well underway with final results expected shortly. He
addressed the assumptions being made including headway, hours of operation, skip-stop,
express, freight, socio-economic assumption, transportation background, feeder bus and
MAGLEV fares. He also addressed operating envelope, route, grades, earthquake stability,
system speed, system technology features and operating performance comparisons.
Sp. Assist. To City Mgr., City of Bell, Pedro Carrillo arrived at this juncture (6:51 p.m.)
Discussion followed regarding increasing Metrolink fares, zones, freight capability of
operating envelope and accelerations. It was noted that references to "Lancaster" should be
changed to "Palmdale".
Discussion continued regarding bringing new members who do not understand terms up to
speed, speed times versus routes, speed analyses and noise levels. Relative to the latter, it
was requested that graphs be provided. Mr. Perdon added that the intent is to show that
this project is financially viable.
No action was taken on this item due to lack of a quorum.
PUBLIC OUTREACH AND ADVOCACY – ARCADIS
Mr. Perdon introduced the item and deferred to MBI Media President Mary McCormick for a
report.
Ms. McCormick reported information sent to each Member City including a press kit with a
DVD and a PowerPoint presentation. She reported that she would like to meet with each City
representative, individually, to discuss distribution strategies. In addition, she distributed
videos from TRI for use in public communications. She reported being contacted by Channel
7 to do a series on the MAGLEV. It was noted that the press kit items are available on the
Orangeline website.
No action was taken on this item due to lack of a quorum.
STATUS OF STATE LEGISLATION
Mr. Perdon presented details of Assembly Bill 2882 and reported that it is scheduled to be
heard in the Assembly Banking and Finance Committee on April 24, 2006. He asked that
letters of support from the Authority member cities be sent to him to demonstrate support
for this bill.
The item was received and filed.
Brief discussion followed regarding evaluating the Orangeline name with Mary McCormick
and Members of the Name Sub-Committee (Marsha McLean, Fred Freeman and Kirk
Cartozian).
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REPORT ON SHANGHAI MAGLEV INSPECTION
Mr. Perdon reported a second, recent trip for a delegation of Board Members, state and local
elected officials to inspect the Shanghai MAGLEV.
A short video, recording the trip, was presented.
City of Cerritos Councilmember John Crawley, City of Paramount Mayor Daryl Hofmeyer and
MBI Media President Mary McCormick commented on their trip experiences.
Ensuing discussion pertained to traffic congestion and changes in development in China, their
speed in completing projects and the quick growth in China's economy. Discussion continued
regarding the importance of increased communication.
APPROVAL OF WARRANTS
Although there is no quorum, Mr. Perdon recalled a previous action by the Board where in
instances of no quorum, another procedure was established to approve warrants. He will
look into the matter and act accordingly.
Brief discussion followed regarding providing backup information on expenses.
COMMUNICATION ITEMS TO THE BOARD
Mr. Perdon presented communication items to the Board, including the Treasurer's Report
and Current Member and Financial Status. He reported that contributions have not been
received from Artesia and Cudahy but will be meeting with the Artesia City Council to discuss
benefits of the project to the City of Artesia.
Brief discussion followed regarding agreements between Cerritos and Artesia relative to
station location, cost savings for the Shanghai trip and legislators who attended.
ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business to come before the Orangeline Development Authority, the
meeting was adjourned at 8:16 p.m. to the next scheduled meeting of May 10, 2006.

Attest:

_______________________________
Art Gallucci, Secretary

__________________________________
Scott Larsen, Chair
Approved:
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DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
AGENDA
The Orangeline
Development Authority
is a joint powers agency
formed to pursue deployment
of the Orangeline Maglev
system in Southern
California. The Authority is
composed of the following
public agencies:
City of Artesia
City of Bell
City of Bellflower

TO:

Members of the Orangeline Development Authority

FROM:

Albert Perdon, Executive Director

DATE:

May 10, 2006

SUBJECT:

Consideration of Milestone 5 – System Operations Draft
Report

City of Cerritos
City of Cudahy
City of Downey
City of Huntington Park

REPORT

Note: This report is being resubmitted to the Board for consideration as there was
not a quorum at the April 19, 2006 meeting.

City of Los Alamitos
City of Maywood
City of Palmdale

To date, the Board has approved Milestone Reports 1 through 4 and Milestone Report
6. The draft Milestone 5 Report is being presented today for Board consideration.

City of Paramount
City of Santa Clarita
City of South Gate
City of Vernon
Chairman
Scott Larsen
Councilmember,
City of Bellflower
Secretary
Art Gallucci
City Manager, City of Cerritos
General Counsel
Michael Colantuono
Colantuono & Levine, PC

Milestone 5 – Systems Operations establishes the operations parameters for this
phase of project development. Board approval of the Milestone 5 report would
provide the basis for further engineering, cost and ridership analyses, as well as for
financial planning.
The draft Milestone 5 report is shown in Attachment A. As with all key milestones,
decisions made during this phase are subject to further consideration during the next
phase of project development as project details are optimized.
RECOMMENDATION
The following is recommended to the Board:

Treasurer/Auditor
Jack Joseph
Gateway Cities COG
Executive Director

1. Review and discuss the information provided;
2. Approve the attached Milestone 5 – System Operations Report

Albert Perdon, P.E.
Supporting Agencies

3. File this report

Gateway Cities Council
of Governments
Southern California
Association of Governments

Attachment:

City of Garden Grove
City of Huntington Beach

1. Milestone 5 – System Operations Report

City of Long Beach
City of Stanton
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Attachment 1

Orangeline Development Authority – ARCADIS
A Public-Private Partnership

Orangeline Corridor Development Project
Draft Milestone 5 – System Operations
April 19, 2006

Operating Scenario
The Orangeline Maglev Operating Scenario defines the key features of how the system
will be operated and the factors of operating envelope, system profile, operating speed
and system technology.
The operating scenario for this phase of study includes variations in certain parameters
for comparison purposes in order to optimize the design and achieve an operating plan
that maximizes net revenues for the system.
Ridership estimating model runs (four) will be conducted using a combination of
operating scenarios, fare policies, land use and demographic assumptions and other
factors to test the impacts of differing assumptions on ridership and revenues. The
operating scenario for the initial model run will assume the operating scenarios shown in
Table 1, below. Alternative operating scenarios will be assumed in subsequent model
runs.
Table 1
Operating Scenario for Model Run #1

Headway
Hours of Operation
Skip-stop
Express
Freight
Socio-Economic Assumption
Transportation Background
Feeder Bus

Maglev Fares

5 minutes
6 AM to 11 PM
No
No
No
SCAG RTP Horizon Year
SCAG RTP excluding all other Maglev Projects
Ensure coverage at each station; to the extent possible match
OLDA proposal; fare to be free for Maglev transfers, but $1 for
others if possible; staring at 5:30 AM and ending at 11:30 PM
Double that of Metrolink (peak hour and zones)

Typical Operating Envelope
The operating envelope defines the space requirements for the Orangeline Maglev
operating system. Guideway spans (the distance between two adjacent columns) will
vary over the length of the route. It is projected that span lengths will generally be 100
feet or less. Spans longer than 100’ may require special structure, which may, in turn,
affect the clearances and support diameters. Poor soil conditions and higher guideways
may also affect these elements.
The general parameters for the guideway and supporting structure design are shown in
the illustration on the following page.

Figure 1
Operating Envelope

Min. of 19 ‘ over
Roadways

Min. of 27 ‘
over Railroads

Min. of 14’ to 16’
diameter,
dependent on
loads, height and
soils

Initial Projection of Guideway Grades
Grade profiles have been developed from the base route layout contained in the
Milestone 3 – Orangeline Maglev Alignment and Stations Report. Alternative alignment
options are included for the purposes of comparative analysis. Grade profiles for the
Orangeline Maglev system are as follows:
• The maximum grades appear to be about 5.0% in various locations from
•
•
•
•

Palmdale, south to I-5/SR-14.
From about San Fernando to Anaheim the grade is very flat (~0.2%).
South of Tustin to the ITC, the grade is about 0.5%.
Grades at interchanges and other features will be greater.
The maximum grade for the Transrapid technology is 10%.

System Speed
System speed along any segment of the alignment is directly dependent on route layout
(horizontal and vertical curves), distance between stations, dwell time at each station,
environmental mitigation (noise suppression) and safety factors. Other factors may also
influence speed. The system speed will be set to achieve an optimum balance among
these factors, with the goal of maximizing ridership and net operating revenues.
Orangeline Maglev System Technology Features
Table 2 provides a summary of Transrapid International-USA, Inc. Maglev system
features. The Orangeline Maglev is based on Transrapid maglev technology as is
currently operating in Shanghai. Transrapid is developing technology improvements that
may result in better operating performance and reduced costs. Results of current
technology development work will be incorporated into future planning during Phase 2
and beyond.
The Orangeline Maglev would operate as an automated system, meaning that all
operating features are computer-controlled with operating oversight provided at a central
control facility. A key aspect of the Transrapid maglev technology is not only speed but
also quick acceleration and deceleration. Table 3 provides a comparison of operating
performance for two different acceleration profiles. It is assumed that the Orangeline
Maglev will be capable of operating at the higher acceleration profile of 1.5 meters/
second/second or 4.9 feet/sec/sec.

Table 2
System Technology Features

System Technology
Vehicle

Vehicle versions for intercity, suburban/airport
connector, and cargo/freight transport
Non-contact, electromagnetic levitation and guidance;
Attractive principle with 10 mm air gap (nominal)

Propulsion

Synchronous long stator linear motor; Motor mounted
on underside of guideway

Energy Supply

Electric supply from public network (i.e. 138 kV, 50/60
Hz)

Operation Control
System

Fully automatic Command, Communication, and
Control System; Digital radio transmission; Driver and
on-board personnel optional

Guideway

At-grade or Elevated guideway; High-precision
guideway beams made of steel, concrete or hybrid
materials; Mounted on standard guideway
substructures made of reinforced concrete or on
railroad-style bridges or in tunnels;

Stations

Airport-style stations with at-grade, elevated, or
underground platforms and guideway; Secure
platforms featuring platform doors and controlled
access

Operation &
Maintenance Facilities

Central and decentralized operation & maintenance
(O&M) facilities for daily and periodic scheduled and
unscheduled maintenance

Qualities

High-speed, high performance, high capacity
passenger and cargo/freight transportation system

Features

Low noise and energy consumption;
Low environmental impact; Low - medium space
requirements
Flexible alignment and operating characteristics;
Minimal maintenance and personal requirements
result in low operating costs;
Investment costs comparable to high-speed rail
systems
Safest mass transportation system available

Table 2 (continued)
System Technology Features

Table 3
Operating Performance Comparison

DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
AGENDA
The Orangeline
Development Authority
is a joint powers agency
formed to pursue deployment
of the Orangeline Maglev
system in Southern
California. The Authority is
composed of the following
public agencies:
City of Artesia
City of Bell
City of Bellflower

TO:

Members of the Orangeline Development Authority

FROM:

Albert Perdon, Executive Director

DATE:

May 10, 2006

SUBJECT:

First Consideration of Milestone 7 – Station Area
Development – Report by ARCADIS

City of Cerritos
City of Cudahy
City of Downey
City of Huntington Park
City of Los Alamitos
City of Maywood
City of Palmdale
City of Paramount

REPORT

Milestone 7 – Station Area Development defines a broad vision and policies for
development along the Orangeline Maglev Corridor. The Milestone 7 Report is now in
preparation. The report will describe the development potential along the 110-mile
corridor based upon current land use plans of each corridor city and projected
market trends. The report will also describe Orangeline Maglev impacts on
development potential in the Authority’s member cities.

City of Santa Clarita
City of South Gate
City of Vernon
Chairman
Scott Larsen
Councilmember,
City of Bellflower
Secretary
Art Gallucci
City Manager, City of Cerritos
General Counsel
Michael Colantuono
Colantuono & Levine, PC
Treasurer/Auditor
Jack Joseph
Gateway Cities COG
Executive Director
Albert Perdon, P.E.
Supporting Agencies
Gateway Cities Council
of Governments
Southern California
Association of Governments
City of Garden Grove
City of Huntington Beach
City of Long Beach
City of Stanton

Orangeline Maglev Cities are interested in preserving and enhancing property values
in their communities, and in attracting increased economic activity, and housing,
retail, commercial and public improvements. Traffic impacts are a major impact of a
growing population. Increased traffic results, in part, from changing land use and
transportation policies of cities and of regional, state and federal agencies.
The Orangeline Maglev provides a means to achieving positive economic growth by
enabling more concentrated mixed-use development around Maglev stations and
along feeder transit lines. The trend to moderate density development is already
occurring in the region as market forces attract more residents and weary
commuters to established residential, commercial and industrial zones. The
Milestone 7 Report will identify a range of development opportunities for
consideration by the Authority’s member cities, as well as policies that help cities
achieve their goals for the future.
ARCADIS will provide an oral presentation on the planned contents of the Milestone 7
Report and on the preliminary work products that will become a part of the report. A
copy of the first work product prepared by Gruen & Associates is attached.
RECOMMENDATION
The following is recommended to the Board:
1. Review and discuss the information provided;
2. Provide direction to staff;
3. File this report
Attachment
1. Draft Report – Concepts for Transit-Oriented Development in Proposed Station
Areas, Gruen Associates, April 18, 2006

info@calmaglev.org ▪ Phone 310.871.1113 ▪ Fax 562.924.0152
16401 Paramount Boulevard ▪ Paramount ▪ California 90723 ▪ USA ▪ www.orangeline.calmaglev.org
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Draft Report- Concepts for Transit-Oriented Development in Proposed Station Areas

INTRODUCTION
This report describes Gruen Associates participation in the Arcadis’ team public/private
partnership with the Orangeline Development Authority for the Maglev Orangeline project. Gruen
Associates’ role is to provide up to 250 hours of in-kind services in architecture, landscape
architecture, and urban design in this phase and later design Maglev stations and provide TOD
planning assistance in later phases. Conceptual station area plans for Palmdale and Cerritos/
Artesia stations were based on existing condition information readily available on the City’s
website, one site visit, and our knowledge of the area. These conceptual plans were prepared to
theoretically understand development potential at station areas using a TOD concept approach.
For Palmdale and Cerritos, these plans are “vision ideas’ only and will need extensive input from
the cities and stakeholders to achieve consensus on a plan direction. In this phase it is assumed
that the Authority will obtain input and coordinate with the cities. Gruen has included its
photographs for use of the Authority in describing potential development around station areas.
The report contains the following:
•

Transit-Oriented Development (TOD)

•

Station Area TOD Concepts

•

Palmdale Station Scenarios

•

Cerritos/Artesia Station Scenarios

•

Other Urban Design Concepts

Fruitvale Village, Oakland

Paseo Colorado, Pasadena

GRUEN ASSOCIATES

Pearl District, Portland, Oregon
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A. TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT
1. Definitions and Characteristics
Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) refers to a compact, mixed-use, pedestrianoriented neighborhood surrounding a transit station. TODs often feature a variety of
residential types combined with retail, employment centers, public areas and other
services. TODs typically have a radius of one-quarter to one-half mile (which represents
pedestrian scale distances) with a rail or bus station as the center (Figure 1). The center
is surrounded by a relatively high-intensity development with lower-intensity gradually
spreading outwards. Accessibility and attractiveness of retail and residential space are
enhanced in TODs by co-locating activities, including vertical differentiation of uses.
Often TODs are referred to as Transit Villages.

Figure 1: TOD Diagram

Typical Characteristics of a TOD within 1/4 mile to 1/2 mile of a station are:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

GRUEN ASSOCIATES

Mix of uses such as residential, retail, office, entertainment and recreational
facilities
Higher intensity/density development nearest to the station
Public and civic spaces near stations
An interconnected network of streets
Well-designed parking and parking management such as shared parking to
reduce the land devoted to parking
Pedestrian connections such as continuous sidewalks and pedestrian paths
Pedestrian friendly streets with features such as:

adequate sidewalk widths

street trees at the curb

parked cars at the curb to provide buffer between pedestrians and
moving traffic

Pedestrian-oriented signage
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Pedestrian scale lighting
Buildings and their entrances oriented toward the street with parking
behind buildings or underground

Traffic calming in neighborhoods adjacent to the station
A bicycle network consisting of bike paths or designated bike lanes,
connecting the transit station with other transit stops and the surrounding area
Special attention to design of buildings to enhance the pedestrian
environment.



•
•

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has established the Livable Communities
Initiative which works to make transit facilities more “user friendly”. This for example
means improving pedestrian flow into and out of transit stations and building child-care
centers to make it easier for parents to drop off and pick up their children while going to
and from work. The Urban Land Institute (ULI) has published a set of ten principles to
direct successful development around transit. These include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Creating a flexible, realistic vision and focusing on implementation
Forming public/ private partnerships to develop strategies and implement
change
Planning for development when planning transit stations
Determining the optimum number of parking spaces to support transit and
surrounding development
Turning transit stations into a great place that attracts the community and
businesses
Getting the right mix of retail development
Including a variety of mixed-use projects along a transit line
Encourage assortment of price points
Engage the corporate community in locational decisions

2. Examples of Relevant TODs
A few examples of recent TODs in California include:
•

•

•

GRUEN ASSOCIATES

Fruitvale Transit Village, Oakland - Fruitvale Transit Village is a mixed-use
development adjacent to the Fruitvale Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) District
station in Oakland. It includes approximately 10,000 sq ft of retail and
restaurant space, approximately 115,000 sq ft of office space including a child
care center and a library, and 47 residential units. These uses are connected
through a pedestrian plaza to the Fruitvale BART station. Phase 1 was
completed in 2004 and Phase II is slated for completion in 2009.
Mission Meridian Village, South Pasadena - The Mission Street Station area
on the Metro Gold Line in South Pasadena includes 67 condominiums, 5,000
sq ft of retail space, two levels of subterranean parking containing 280 parking
spaces, and a bicycle store and storage facility adjacent to the light rail station.
Holly Street Village, Pasadena - The Holly Street Village in Pasadena was built
in anticipation of the Memorial Park Metro Gold Line Station. The project
includes 374 apartments in 7 buildings, 200,000 sq ft of offices and retail on
the ground floor. The light rail station is located at ground level of the main
building of the project.
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Table 1 lists numerous examples of TODs and Mixed-Use Projects in the western United
States. Many new examples are under construction or in planning now. Figures 2 and 3
illustrate the varying density/ intensity and architectural and pedestrian characters of
TODs in other communities.
Table 1
Examples of Transit-Oriented Developments
and Mixed-Use Areas in the Western United States
Holly Street Village, Pasadena

Metro Gold Line

Mission Meridian Station, South Pasadena

Metro Gold Line

Del Mar Transit Station, Pasadena

Metro Gold Line – under construction

Avenue 26 / Transit Village, Los Angeles

Metro Gold Line – under construction

Plaza Colorado, Pasadena

Metro Gold Line nearby

Hollywood Highland, Hollywood

Metro Red Line

Hollywood and Western, Hollywood

Metro Red Line

Hollywood / Vine, Hollywood

Metro Red Line

Wilshire / Vermont, Los Angeles

Metro Red Line

Noho Commons, North Hollywood

Metro Red Line – under construction

Sunset and Vine Mixed-Use, Hollywood

Metro Red Line

Johannes Van Tilberg Building, Santa Monica

Third Street Promenade & Bus Transit

Janus Court, Santa Monica

Third Street Promenade & Bus Transit

Ball Park Vilage, San Diego

San Diego Trolley – under construction

La Mesa Village Plaza, La Mesa

San Diego Trolley

Grossmont Trolley Station

San Diego Trolley – under construction

Oreno Station, Hillsboro, Oregon

Light Rail

Mission Bay, San Francisco

New light rail opening in 2006

Museum Place, Portland, Oregon

Portland Streetcar

Mocking Bird Station, Dallas, Texas

3 blocks from MAX rail station

Pleasant Hill, San Francisco Bay Area

Bay Area Rapid Transit

The Crossings, Mountain View, CA

Caltrain

Market Square, Denver, Colorado

16th Street Transit Mall

Cherokee- Gates, Denver

Rail – under construction

Ohlone Chynoweth Commons, San Jose

BART

Fruitvale Transit Village, Oakland

Bay Area Rapid Transit

Pearl District, Portland, Oregon

Light Rail

Downtown Brea, CA

Bus

Downtown Santa Ana, CA

Metrolink

Downtown Fullerton, CA

Metrolink

Downtown Long Beach, CA

Metro Blue Line

Downtown Portland, OR

Light rail

Downtown San Diego, CA

San Diego Trolley

GRUEN ASSOCIATES
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Fruitvale Village, Oakland

Mission Meridian, South Pasadena

Hollywood Highland, Hollywood

Holly Street Village, Pasadena

(Source: MP Architects)

Del Mar Station Village, Pasadena (under construction)

Janss Court, Third Street Promenade, Santa Monica

Figure 2: Southern California Examples of Transit-Oriented Mixed-Use Developments
Photographs in this report were taken by Gruen Associates’ staff and are the property of Gruen Associated. Except for the Orangeline, use of these photos by
anyone other then Gruen Associates is prohibited.
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Pearl District, Downtown Portland, Oregon

Lake Oswego, Oregon

San Francisco Mission District

Brea, California

Fullerton, California

San Diego, California

Figure 3: Examples of Transit-Oriented Development in Western United States
Photographs in this report were taken by Gruen Associates’ staff and are the property of Gruen Associated. Except for the Orangeline, use of these photos by
anyone other then Gruen Associates is prohibited.
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3. Benefits of Transit-Oriented Developments
Table 2 illustrates TOD principles and potential benefits of TODs.
Table 2
TOD Principles and Benefits
TOD Principles








TODs occupy land within ¼ mile to ½ mile radius
around a rail or bus station, or within 125 to 500
acres.
Typically, TOD areas are composed of three
elements:
station area with platforms, and transit and
passenger amenities,
core area within a five-minute walk of the
station or about a 1/4 mile of the station, that
represents bus access points and the most
intense employment, residential, and retail
uses as well as convenience commercial for
passengers, and
a neighboring ring of between 1/4 to 1/2 mile
of the station containing residential,
commercial and other uses.
A TOD must be a pedestrian-oriented area with
amenities such as street trees, benches,
crosswalks, decorative paving, and public art.
Direct connections between different land uses
should be provided.
Plans, policies and zoning provisions relating to
mix of uses and building setbacks, and providing
incentives such as density bonuses, floor area
ratio increases, reduction of parking requirements,
etc. play a significant role in facilitating a TOD.

Benefits
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Environmental
Improved air quality: Decreased auto trips lead
to lower emissions which results in improved air
quality.
Decreased congestion: By increasing transit
ridership and decreasing driving, TODs result in
reduced congestion.
Conservation of land and open space: TODs are
compact developments, and therefore, consume
less land than lower-intensity, auto-oriented
development
Economic
Catalyst for economic development: TODs can
act as a catalyst for nearby properties to invest in
their development as well.
Redevelopment: TODs can be used to redevelop
vacant or underutilized properties and declining
urban neighborhoods.
Decrease infrastructure costs: TODs help in the
reduction of infrastructure costs due to compact
and infill development.
Increased property value: TODs can be used to
revitalize the area within ¼ mile of the station.
Revenue for transit systems: Increased ridership
leads to additional revenues for transit systems.
Reduced household spending: By reducing
driving costs, TODs contribute to a reduction in
household spending on transportation.
Social
Increased housing and employment choices:
TODs provide a diversity of housing and
employment types within close proximity to the
transit station.
Greater mobility choices: By creating activity
nodes linked by transit, TODs increase mobility
options.
Health benefits: By providing more opportunities
for walking and bicycling, TODs offer direct
health benefits.
Enhanced sense of community: By bringing
more people and businesses close together, and
creating a hub of activity, TODs enhance the
sense of community.
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B. STATION AREA TOD CONCEPTS
1. Orange Line Alignment and Stations
The proposed Orange Line alignment for Maglev has 18 stations planned along its entire
route from Irvine Transportation Center to Palmdale Transportation Center. Milestone 3
Report details the alignment and station locations. The stations are categorized based
on their potential demand levels as High, Medium or Low. These potential demand levels
may change depending on the results of transportation modeling.
Table 3
High

Potential Demand Level
Mid

Low

Palmdale
Santa Clarita
San Fernando
Burbank
Glendale
Union Station
Huntington Park
South Gate
Downey
Paramount
Bellflower
Cerritos/ Artesia
Cypress
Stanton
Anaheim
Santa Ana
John Wayne Airport
Irvine
Source: Aztec Engineering

2. Overall Vision
The Maglev station area development vision is a TOD adjacent to each Maglev station
created jointly with each city and with input from the disciplines of urban design,
transportation, architecture, planning and market economics. It is about responding
sensitively to the neighborhoods in which Maglev stations would be located. Each station
area development would be unique to the site, the City and the community. However,
station areas will all have a major goal in common, to encourage people to ride transit
more often. And more importantly it would embrace the larger goals of neighborhood
cohesion, social diversity, conservation, public safely and community revitalization.
In order to develop station area plans, it is critical to establish individual goals and
objectives for each station area that would guide the formulation of its vision. As an initial
step to stimulate a discussion about the goals and objectives and the station area visions,
the Gruen team suggests a series of generalized principles to guide the early land use
planning and urban design initiatives for the individual stations. In later sections of this

GRUEN ASSOCIATES

8/52

Draft Report- Concepts for Transit-Oriented Development in Proposed Station Areas

report, potential development scenarios are presented for two of the station areas:
Palmdale (High demand potential) and Cerritos/ Artesia (Mid demand potential). In the
next phases of the project, plans and 3D representations for TOD should be prepared by
each city working closely with the planning and urban design consultant and the
Construction Authority to address these objectives and also assist in funding the Maglev.
a.

Overall Goals and Objectives:
•
•

•

•

•

GRUEN ASSOCIATES

Be creative and ambitious, and at the same time realistic, when planning
for station area development
Concentrate new development adjacent to Maglev stations

Plan new development to fit in and respond as much as possible to
the existing vision and policies of the City

If appropriate, reallocate planner higher densities and employment
facilities from other parts of the City to improve City’s mobility.

Provide public and civic uses near the station and an
interconnected network of pedestrian friendly streets and pathways
linking adjoining neighborhoods with the station

Preserve existing single-family developments as much as possible.
However, in the station vicinity single-family houses should be
planned for redevelopment once the homes outlive their life.
Use land use as a tool to increase ridership and manage increased traffic
activity

Maximize development potential within 1/2 mile of the station and 1
mile along primary streets

Create opportunities for new amenities, facilities and services not
found in the area today

Promote a mixed arrangement and intensity of uses that support
transit ridership and a walkable environment
Establish a new set of TOD standards

Match or be greater than the highest densities found elsewhere in
the community

Assign minimum densities to land parcels

Establish incentives to promote projects that help fund transit

Provide for shared parking and parking management
Make stations easily and safely accessible

Establish key gateway points that clearly and efficiently direct all
commuters (vehicular, pedestrian and other transit users) to the
Maglev station

Designate key road crossings as pedestrian-oriented by use of
special paving, longer and frequent crossing times

Improve key street and pedestrian connections between station
and adjoining retail land use and/ or residential land use including
wide sidewalks, street trees, furniture and frequent cross over
points

9/52

Draft Report- Concepts for Transit-Oriented Development in Proposed Station Areas

b.

Population Projections
It is important to understand that growth projections by regional agencies for
various station areas are mostly available for up to a 30-year period. However, a
project of this magnitude will reach its build-out stage in a much longer period.
Therefore, the development scenarios need to be ambitious and could be derived
from historical studies of how cities have changed over time and responded to
various means of transportation.
Appendix shows SCAG projections as a tool for shifting development to the TOD
at station area from other parts of the City in order to more efficiently utilize
existing roadways and transit.

c.

Station Design
1. Station Design Character
Most of the Maglev Orangeline stations would be elevated while only a few would
be built at-grade. These would be truly easy to use new generation stations.
Their layout would be spacious and well lighted, materials and finishes easy to
maintain and overall they would reduce a burden on the environment. They
would provide new opportunities for communities to develop and expand around
the station. The station design would incorporate public gathering spaces,
provide amenities not currently available in the neighborhood and improve the
quality of pedestrian experience. Each station would be unique to its location and
implemented with a complete community design package. The overall character
of each station should be similar to brand the Maglev system with variations in
the size, adjoining uses being served and site conditions. For example:

GRUEN ASSOCIATES

•

Airport or Terminal Stations: These Maglev Orangeline stations would be
designed to represent the ‘gateway to the city’ with new station buildings
designed with high ceilings, spacious floor space and provisions for
passenger information and baggage handling. These would effectively mix
and connect with other transportation systems such as airplanes, buses,
automobiles and other railroads. These stations could be associated with a
hotel and other commercial and entertainment uses. Figure 4 illustrates a
Maglev station in Shanghai.

•

Community Stations: These Maglev Orangeline stations would act as the
catalyst for community upliftment and revitalization. The station design
could make an architectural statement and include wonderful urban spaces
to make the neighborhood more attractive. In this case, the station design
would work to resolve social problems accumulated over the years and
provide an opportunity for people to progress with rest of the region.

•

Built-out Area Stations- Stations which will be located in already built-out
areas of the City will explore unconventional way to integrate in an existing
development or a building. In such places, the available air rights above
the station could also be used for new development.
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Figure 4: Long Yang Road Station, Shanghai Airport Link (Source: Transrapid)

2. Components of Maglev Station
The Maglev Orangeline station would typically include two spaces: the nonticketed (free) concourse level; and the ticketed (restricted) platform level.
According to a Transrapid study, the minimum width of a station would be
approximately 80 ft. for a dual track condition without a bypass for another
Maglev. The station area would occupy approximately 2 acres plus areas for bus
transfer and park & ride. With these facilities 7 to 14 acres could be required
depending on the intensity. The Maglev station would range in length from
approximately 700 ft. to 1,200 ft. for an 8-section Maglev. The platform height for
an elevated station would range from 27 ft. to 31 ft. The concourse area could be
located at either the ground or platform level or at a suitable mid level. A station
could have multiple concourse areas to provide easy access points for
commuters from various directions. The concourse would have a barrier free
design and would act as an extension of built and un-built spaces around the
station area.
The station design would include besides the building, a series of public spaces
offering places where people can gather. These would also work to safely and
quickly disperse large crowds in situations of emergency. The station area would
be installed with multilingual information displace systems and walkway guidance
systems to aid foreign visitors and handicapped people. Table 4 summarizes
amenities required for each type of station depending on the potential demand
level.

GRUEN ASSOCIATES
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Table 4
Draft Matrix Of Transit And Passenger Amenities At Stations
Amenities and Preliminary Criteria
Platform Length



Station Types
High

Mid

Low

Dependent on
ridership

Dependent on
ridership

Dependent on
ridership

6

4

2

Dependent on
site
requirements
(min 2)

Dependent on
site
requirements
(min 2)

Dependent on
site
requirements
(min 2)

2

2

2

Dependent on
platform length

Dependent on
platform length

Dependent on
platform length

4

4

2

2
4
8

2
4
4

2
2
2

X

X

X

X

X

X

Clean mobility
center

20 lockers

20 racks

TBD by
systems

TBD by systems

TBD by systems

X
Every 25 ft of
platform
9 ft tall dual
fixtures, every
25 ft of platform

X
Every 25 ft of
platform
9 ft tall dual
fixtures, every
25 ft of platform

X
Every 25 ft of
platform
9 ft tall dual
fixtures, every 25
ft of platform

Full platform
length
X
Depends on
ridership

Full platform
length

Full platform
length

Depends on
ridership

Depends on
ridership

5 train (130 mm, 426 ft)
8 train (210 mm, 688 ft)

Platform Width (minimum)

Center or Side (76 ft)

Center/Side (94 ft)

Skip Stop Capability (additional +30 ft)
Escalators
Stairs

Lift/Elevators
Canopy
30% coverage of platform
Devices for Pre-Purchase of Fares
System,
Directional
and
Neighborhood
Information

Station Signs

Station Markers at Entrances

Map Kiosk for Route and Neighborhood
Destination

Advance Travel Information Signs

Trash Receptacles @ 1/100 of platform
length

Seating to Reflect Usage @ 1 bench/100 ft
of platform length

Bike racks/lockers (number depends on
location)









Security Devices such as Cameras,
Emergency Phases, Voice Interaction or
panic Buttons
Decorative Paving – Stone on Platform
Pedestrian Lighting on Platform and at
Entrance
Lighting Under Sub Structure

Landscaping and Hardscaping of Underside
of Canopy and Entrances to Canopy
Restrooms for Operators at Some Stations
Park and Ride Lots and Structures

GRUEN ASSOCIATES

12/52

Draft Report- Concepts for Transit-Oriented Development in Proposed Station Areas

Table 4
Draft Matrix Of Transit And Passenger Amenities At Stations
Amenities and Preliminary Criteria




Water Hookup for Cleaning
Water Fountain (optional)
Public Art (optional)

Potential Revenue Generating Facilities

Vending Machines

Café

Newsstand

Consolidated Newspaper Racks

Flowerstand

Advertising

Advertising Kiosks (depending on City
policies)

Naming Rights
Public Gathering Spaces

Enclosed Air Conditioning Waiting Area (optional)

Station Types
High

Mid

Low

X

X

X

X
X
X
X

X

X
X

X

X

X
Plaza linked
with private
development

X
Plaza linked
with private
development

X
Plaza as part of
private
development

X

X

X

X

X

X

Public Restrooms (optional)
Public Phones (PUC)
Linkages to Surrounding Neighborhoods
¼-mile Walking Distance from Station

More intensive sidewalks and pedestrian
pathway components

Decorative pedestrian crosswalks, street
bridges from platform depending on site
conditions

Landscaping

X

X

X

X

X

X

½-mile Walking Distance from Station

Sidewalk improvements

Street trees

X
X

X
X

X
X

Neighborhood Traffic Calming

Depends on conditions

Agreement Issues
Sound Walls along alignment

GRUEN ASSOCIATES

Depends on adjacent conditions
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C. PALMDALE STATION SCENARIOS
The TOD scenario for the Palmdale Maglev Station area is only a beginning point for this
area. A quick review of recent City plans were done; however input from city planners, city
officials, stakeholders in the area as well as more detailed analysis needs to be undertaken in
later phases.
1. Existing Conditions
The probable location of the Maglev Station (Figure 5) in City of Palmdale is within a fiveminute walking distance from the newly built and operational Palmdale Transportation
Center. This multi-modal Center is the transit hub for Antelope Valley Transit Authority. It
serves the City’s public bus system, as well as Amtrak, Greyhound and Metrolink
commuter rail. In future the proposed California High Speed Rail System would stop at
the Transportation Center. The Palmdale Regional Airport, would also be the connecting
point to people mover services for the new terminals at the Airport
The proposed Maglev station would be sandwiched between the existing railway line to
the East and 6th St. E. to its West. The current land use (Figure 6) for the station site
according to SCAG is ‘transportation and utilities’. The 1/2 mile circle of influence around
the station comes under two jurisdictions: City of Palmdale and Los Angeles County.
Most of the land in this area is vacant. This provides area plans with potential for TOD
and planning for infrastructure to serve long term needs around the station area. The
site’s nearness to the Palmdale Regional Airport which is slated for substantial expansion
in near future would give this section of Maglev potential as a freight carrier and for
carrying domestic airline passengers. The station design and other development
scenarios should recognize such potentials. Because of this nearness to the Palmdale
Regional Airport and United States Air Force Plant 42 Airport facility, portions of
developable area fall within the Airport Accident Potential Zone II. This would require
development standards to be in compliance with the Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) regulations for this area and limit some uses.
Additionally, the area to the south and southeast of the proposed station falls under the
City’s Redevelopment Plan Area. One of the neighborhoods in the area is designated a
‘Focus Neighborhood’ under the City’s ‘Neighborhood Improvement Program’. These
program areas would help bring in additional grants and provide incentives for
infrastructure improvements in the station vicinity.

GRUEN ASSOCIATES
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Figure 5: Existing conditions in Palmdale station vicinity
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Figure 6: Existing land uses within ½ mile of the Palmdale station

GRUEN ASSOCIATES
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2. Proposed Land Uses and Opportunities and Constraints
As per the SCAG data, the City of Palmdale had a population of 117,729 in 2000, which
is expected to grow by approximately 200,000 in 2030 to 337,314. Considering
population in the 1/2 mile circle of influence around the station, the 2000 population in the
demarcated area stood at 941 which is estimated to grow more than four folds to 4,069.
Proposed land uses per the City of Palmdale’s General Plan are shown in Figure 7. The
City of Palmdale General Plan designates most of the station area, including area under
the County of Los Angeles, as Industrial or Business Park.
The recently prepared Draft Palmdale Transit Village Specific Plan (Figure 8) includes
100 acres of area. It proposes to build a total of 984 residential units, 49,000 sq ft of retail
space and 446,000 sq ft of office space designed with TOD principles of creating
interconnected pedestrian and bicycle-friendly streets.
The proposed High Desert Corridor which would provide for an east-west transportation
from the Antelope Valley freeway to the Inland Empire as well as a link to the expanded
Palmdale Airport is shown in Figure 7. The existing conditions and proposed
development in the proposed Maglev Station vicinity provide the following opportunities
and issues/ constraints to formulate a vision for growth.
a.

Opportunities:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

b.

Integration with the already operational Palmdale Transportation Center
Strategic location within the Draft Palmdale Transit Village Specific Plan
Nearness to Palmdale Regional Airport with potential for direct connections
Plenty of vacant and developable land
Inflow of grants through Redevelopment Plan Area and Neighborhood
Improvement Program Zones
Newly planned High Desert Corridor would serve the station area and link
to future Airport expansion
Mix of land uses in the vicinity including residential, commercial, industrial,
public facilities and open spaces
Located at one end of Maglev Orangeline alignment

Issues and Constraints:
•
•
•
•
•

GRUEN ASSOCIATES

Area within circle of influence is under multiple jurisdictions
Some portions have limited development potential because of airport zone
restrictions
Maglev station is not a part of already prepared development schemes for
the area
Linking the station efficiently to the newly built transit center
Dominant land use in the area is industrial and manufacturing which is not
employment intense
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Figure 7: Proposed land uses and other improvements in Palmdale station vicinity
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Figure 8: Proposed transit village plan
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3.

Goals and Objectives:
•

Maglev station and transit center (including high speed rail connection) should
be in close proximity to facilitate easy and fast transfers
Design as a ‘gateway station’ - its future status once the Palmdale Airport
expansion is completed
Establish a new edge to east of 6th St. complementing the planned TOD
Village
Enhance public space qualities
Tree lined streets, shaded sidewalks and bicycle paths leading to station and
transit center
Sphere of influence to be more employment oriented

•
•
•
•
•

4. Initial Development Guidelines
Considering the presence of large tracts of vacant land in proximity to the proposed
Palmdale Maglev station, the proposed scenarios envision a new TOD fabric with high
population and employment density. Regional growth modeling scenarios by the (SCAG)
show a modest density in year 2030 of 8 persons/ acre in the ½ mile radius around the
station area. Considering a household size of 3.40 (2000 US Census) this amounts to
2.35 dwelling units/ acre (in 2030).
The development scenarios build on the opportunities created by the existing
Transportation Center and the proposed Palmdale Airport expansion. This presents
opportunities for intense residential densities at the same time provisions for large
employment facilities. The existing vacant station vicinity area would be used to establish
a new sense of community life with less time in traffic, more housing options and
preservation of open space. These are all elements of an improved “quality of life”, which
the following development guidelines will work to provide:
•

Suggested average housing density of over 12du/ac including multifamily,
town homes and single family.
Airport supportive uses and rail supportive facilities- focus for airport impacted
areas
Plaza adjacent to Maglev station and other public facilities
A trail network to connect new development to existing and planned open
spaces

•
•
•

5. Alternative Development Scenarios
a.

Option 1

This scenario works to build a relationship between the station area development and the
existing urban fabric of City of Palmdale so that the new TOD is developed as an integral
part of the city. This option concentrates equally on developing a large residential base
and an industrial/ employment center. It connects the station strongly to the Palmdale
Transit Village Specific Plan and introduces some of the suggested TOD standards such
as boulevard streets and pedestrian focused intersections. Further across the freeway on
east side, it proposes for park-and-ride facilities and an elevated bridge connection to the
station (Figure 9).
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Figure 9: Palmdale station development option1
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This section of East Avenue Q Drive would have street fronting shops with wide
sidewalks and traffic calming. The large residential parcels would have a mix of housing
by type and income levels. Following are some of the development standards for this
scenario:
Building heights up to 65 feet
•
Provision of additional institutional land uses and community facilities
•
A system of trails connecting green spaces
•
Buffers between un-friendly land uses
•
Residential densities of over 12 du/ac
•
Multi-story park and ride lots
•
Hotel and retail mixed use building
•
Industrial uses in the north where residential uses are not appropriate
•
b.

Option 2

This scenario is consistent with the County plans for industrial uses east of Sierra
Highway, rather than residential as shown in Option 1. This option would capitalize on
Maglev as a significant freight carrier. This combined with the nearby rail and airport
facility would make this area a significant employment center. This in turn could lead to a
high demand in housing and other supportive retail activity in the area to increase the
critical mass of activities. Key factors of this option include:
•
•
•
•

Large employment based activities
Infrastructure to support large freight oriented facilities
Multi-family and mixed income housing west of Sierra Highway similar to
Palmdale Village Specific Plan
Additional supportive developments such as business parks, office complexes
and medical facilities

6. Precedents
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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Fruitvale Village, Oakland
Crossings, Mountain View, CA
Ohlone-Chynoweth, San Jose, CA
Mission Meridian Village, South Pasadena
Brea, California
Main Street, Santa Clarita
Fullerton, California
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D. CERRITOS/ ARTESIA STATION SCENARIOS
As an initial starting point, the proposed Cerritos/ Artesia station is elevated above the
intersection of 183rd Street and Gridley Street. This would be a common station serving
commuters from the Cities of Cerritos and Artesia. The City of Artesia would have an additional
‘extended station link’ to the intersection of 188th Street and Pioneer Boulevard within the Maglev
Orangeline right-of-way. Pioneer Boulevard is the prime commercial corridor in the City of Artesia.
This ‘extended station link’ could be a dedicated hector (simple back and forth moving shuttles
designed for a few hundred meters of distance) which would carry commuters to the Maglev
station at frequent intervals. This ‘extended station link’ would increase the circle of influence for
the Cerritos/ Artesia Maglev station and provide additional economic development opportunities
to the City of Artesia.
1. Existing Conditions
The proposed Cerritos/ Artesia Maglev station is located in an already built-out area of
the two Cities which primarily includes retail and residential developments. The ½ mile
circle of influence around the station includes the following land use designations (Figure
10): commercial, low density residential, medium-high density residential, office, open
space and recreation, public facilities, and some industrial parcels.
The southwest corner of 183rd Street and Gridley Street is a large commercial parcel
bound by I-605 to its west. This is the location of 30-year old Los Cerritos Shopping
Center which is a regional mall serving southeast Los Angeles and Orange County. The
mall has Macy’s Nordstrom, Mervyn’s and Sears as the anchor stores and includes an 11
screen movie theater. This parcel also has a small 2-story business park at the
intersection of proposed station.
The northwest corner from proposed Maglev station has older strip commercial
developments called Cerritos Triangle and Best Plaza. In contrast to the Los Cerritos
Shopping Center, these have more neighborhood oriented stores such as beauty parlors,
spas, salons and some restaurants. They also have underground parking. Some of the
bigger retailers in these complexes are, Burlington Coat Factory, Lazboy and Big Lots.
Further north and across from the Maglev right-of-way are single family homes.
Gridley Street connects the Maglev station to the I-605 freeway exit on South Street.
Gridley Street is 5-6 lanes wide and has a tree lined median. It has Los Cerritos
Shopping Center to its west and a mix of retail shops and shopping centers to its east.
The eastern corner with South Street has a fairly new village like commercial complex
that includes a Target. Further east, behind the retail on Gridley Street are single-family
residences with a few multi-family buildings. These extend upto the back of commercial
corridor along Pioneer Boulevard. Pioneer Boulevard is 5 lanes wide with street parking
and a landscaped median in some sections. It also connects in north to Highway 91. The
commercial corridor along Pioneer Boulevard between South Street and 183rd Street is
popularly referred to as ‘Little India’. Gridley Street and Pioneer Boulevard are connected
by 186th and 187th Streets. There are newly built master planned communities to the
south of 187th Street.
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Figure 10: Existing land use within ½ mile of Cerritos/ Artesia station
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The northeast quadrant of 183rd Street and Gridley Street is mostly residential with
single-family houses. There are some pockets of commercial along 183rd Street and
Pioneer Boulevard.
2. Proposed Conditions
As per the SCAG data, in 2000 City of Cerritos had a population of 51,705 which is
expected to grow slightly to 55,443 by 2030. The City of Artesia had a 2000 population at
16,462 which is expected to grow to 17,496 by 2030. These low increases reflect the
current build-out conditions in the two cities and especially in the station vicinity.
However, by introducing a Maglev station, the two cities have the potential to support
much larger populations at this location.
a. Opportunities:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
b.

Strategic station location would provide economic benefits to both City of
Cerritos and Artesia
Existing regional mall in station vicinity would draw riders
Large surface parking lots of the mall are precious under-utilized parcels
that could be developed with new buildings, spaces and structured parking
Some of the older commercial properties have potential for redevelopment
Attractive Gridley Street’s streetscape would provide comfortable
pedestrian linkages
Possibility to connect the commercial corridor along Pioneer Boulevard
through the Maglev right-of way
Capitalize on accessibility from I-605 and Highway 91 by providing easy
park and ride option
New open space and landscape amenity for residences along the Malgev
right-of-way

Issues and Constraints:
•
•
•
•
•

Park and ride could increase traffic on ramps and internal streets
Congestion with park-and-ride lots on arterial streets
Linkage to Pioneer Boulevard ‘Little India
More intense development along arterial corridors would impact nearby
residential neighborhoods
Large parcels of single family residences

3. Goals and Objectives:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Create an “urban-village” environment around the station with a mix of uses and
pedestrian friendly approach to the station
Sensitively re-develop the area by increasing intensity of development and organization
of new land uses
Old developed parts in the station area vicinity could be picked up for revitalization with
high intensity commercial and residential development.
Develop 187th Street as a potential attractive landscaped pedestrian linkage between
Pioneer Boulevard and Gridley Street leading to the Maglev Station and Cerritos Mall.
Locate station strategically to provide economic benefits to both Cerritos and Artesia
Protect single-family neighborhoods away from major streets
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4. Initial Development Guidelines
Two scenarios for the Cerritos/ Artesia station area development would re-configure the
planning visions for the Cities of Cerritos and Artesia by establishing intense economic
activity districts comparable to some of the more matured urban centers in the region.
The two scenarios differ in the configuration of this new twin-city urban center: one
proposes a mix of 2-3, mid-rise and mixed use developments along arterial streets and
the other proposes moderate/high rise commercial buildings around the station with large
civic green spaces.
As per the SCAG projection, the ½ mile circle of influence is expected to have a
population of 9,807 persons by year 2030. This is a small increase of only 660 people
from the 2005 population of 9,147 persons. By building a Maglev station this area could
potentially support much higher population and additional employment. It is proposed that
the ½ mile radius around the station would be designed to support a population 2 to 3
times more than the SCAG’s current projections. From the 2005 SCAG data, there are
1,389 housing units in the circle of influence. The total residential land use in this area is
243.7 acres. Therefore the area has an average density of 5.69 dwelling units per acre.
Considering the average household size to be 3.44 (from US 2000 Census, Cerritos has
an average household of 3.34 persons and Artesia of 3.54 persons) the density would
need to be approximately 36 dwelling units per acre to accommodate approximately
30,000 persons. As the TOD would include substantial mixed-use development which
would add to the current inventory of residential land use, a minimum density of 28
dwelling units per acre should be considered.
Some additional suggested program elements include:
•
•
•
•

1000-3000 car parking structure depending on modeling results
Urban entertainment, office, and retail uses in both Cerritos and Artesia
Mixed-use
Shuttles to connect with ‘extended station link’, Pioneer Boulevard and
park and ride facilities

To make this development in an already built-out area a possibility, it is suggested that
the area under the circle of influence be designated a special TOD zone. The
development standards in this zone will be flexible and be subject to change in response
to market needs, infrastructure provisions, redevelopment priorities of the two cities and
achieved ridership levels.
5. Alternative Development Scenarios
a.

Option 1

This mixed-use TOD development plan incorporates residential, retail and urban
entertainment components. It takes maximum advantage of the strategic location near
two freeways and next to a regional anchor (Los Cerritos Shopping Center). It is
proposed to intensify the Gridley Street and Pioneer Boulevard Corridor with mixed use
buildings fronting the streets. A park and ride facility is proposed at the southwest corner
of the proposed station intersection with retail activity at the ground floor. Connections to
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the mall entrances would be strengthened by creating retail fronting pedestrian streets.
The existing commercial development north of 183rd Street and west of the Maglev rightof-way would be redeveloped as mixed-use (Figure 11). In later phases the existing
residential in the southeast quadrant from the station would be redeveloped over with
increased residential densities. Some additional development standards related to this
Option1 to consider include:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Building heights up to 75 feet
Residential density upto 45 du /acre
Mixed use to have 2/3rd of floor area as residential
Multi-level parking structures on existing mall surface parking lots
Current single-family residential rezone for multi-family use once station is in
place
New green spaces provided

b. Option 2
This option proposes to use available commercial and parking land parcels around the
proposed station for intense moderate to high rise development. In this scenario, the
Cerritos/ Artesia station area would become a regional magnet for employment and
housing. The infrastructure standards in the area would be raised to support upto 12,000
jobs up from 2005 SCAG’s figure of 3,648. Maglev station would become the transit hub
supported by multiple bus stops and taxicab stands. This could also re-configure the Los
Cerritos Shopping Center to provide more access-ways and public spaces. Some of the
proposed development standards that would be needed for this scenario are as follows:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Infrastructure to the scale of a central business district
Large office spaces
Underground parking facilities
Building heights up to 16 stories
Use of air rights over the station with a landmark building
Provide large open spaces
Skywalks across the arterial streets to grade separate vehicle and pedestrian
traffic
Increase residential population to 30,000

6. Precedents
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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Paseo Colorado (regional shopping redesigned with residential and
neighborhood serving uses)
Santa Monica Promenade (new outdoor retail, entertainment, and outdoor
dining on landscaped pedestrian promenade linked to existing regional mall)
Fruitvale Village, Oakland (new pedestrian promenade and mixed-use)
Hollywood and Highland
West Hollywood Gateway
The Grove, Los Angeles
Main Street, Santa Clarita
Victoria Gardens, Rancho California
San Diego Downtown (Option 2)
The Pearl District, Portland (Option 2)
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Figure 11: Cerritos/ Artesia Station area development option 1
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Fruitvale Transit Village, Oakland

Paseo Nuevo, Santa Barbara

Santa Clarita Main Street

The Grove, Los Angeles

Santa Monica, CA

Retail and Restaurant under Paris Viaduct

Figure 12: Precedent examples for Option 1
Photographs in this report were taken by Gruen Associates’ staff and are the property of Gruen Associated. Except for the Orangeline, use of these photos by
anyone other then Gruen Associates is prohibited.
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Figure 13: Precedent examples from Pearl District, Portland for Option 2
Photographs in this report were taken by Gruen Associates’ staff and are the property of Gruen Associated. Except for the Orangeline, use of these photos by
anyone other then Gruen Associates is prohibited.
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E. Other Urban Design Concepts
The following sections (Figure 14) show some of the typical conditions along the right-of-way and
potential ideas to developing it as an urban amenity with buffer zones for existing uses. The ideas
presented in the three sections are general in nature and can be varied based on the specific
needs of the site, market conditions and development potential. Therefore these three scenarios
can generate a large number of interesting permutations and combinations.
1. Section 1: This provides a function open space amenity to the residential uses on either
side of the right-of-way. The viaduct would separate out the slow moving pedestrians
from the faster traffic of bikers and skate boarders. These paths would be paved, shaded
by trees and would have street lights for evenings. The meandering pedestrian path
would also have some relief areas with benches and flower beds. These paths would
provide additional value along this new edge and create short-cut connections and
linkages. The Maglev viaduct would be built with sound insulation walls.
2. Section 2: This proposes to buy out the adjacent residential property to build a new multistoried condominium building. This new building would be designed with insulation
against the Maglev noise and would also act as a buffer for other older buildings. The
right-of-way development option combines the bikeway and pedestrian path on one side
of the viaduct. The other side could be used to run a people mover service between
Maglev station and some nearby critical rider catchments.
3. Section 3: This proposes to create new mixed use development in the right-of-way. The
viaduct space could be built with retail or office buildings and could even have multi-level
parking structures. The buildings on the edge could be converted to mixed-use with retail
on the ground floor creating a new commercial street with pedestrian-oriented design and
activities.
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Figure 14: From top: Section 1, Section 2 & Section 3
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F. APPENDIX
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Table 5
ORANGELINE - Socio-economics within 1/2 mile of stations (DRAFT)*

Station

2000
2005
2030
2000-2030 Growth %
2000 (persons/acre)
2030 (persons/acre)
2000 (persons/sq.mi.)
2030 (persons/sq.mi.)
Population Housing Units Employment Population Housing Units Employment Population Housing Units Employment Population Housing Units Employment Pop. Density Empl. Density Pop. Density Empl. Density Pop. Density Empl. Density Pop. Density Empl. Density

Palmdale (Transp.
Center)
Santa Clarita (SR-14)
San Fernando (San
Fdo. Rd/Workman)
Burbank (Metrolink
Station)
Glendale (San
Fernando/Colorado)
Union Station
Huntington Park
(Gage/Salt Lake)
South Gate
(Atlantic/UPRR)
Downey (NE of
Gardendale/Garfield)
Paramount
(105/Greenline)
Bellflower
(Railroad/Bellflower)
Cerritos Mall (Gridley
in Parking Lot) **
Cerritos/Artesia
(183rd/Gridley)
Cypress
(Lincoln/Walker)
Stanton (SR-39/P.E.
Railway/Katella)
Anaheim
(Stadium)
Santa Ana (17th St/SR55)
John Wayne (Front of
the Airport)
Irvine (Transportation
Center)
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3/20/2006

941

280

1,459

1,089

307

1,476

4,069

1,208

2,645

332%

331%

81%

2

3

8

5

1,198

1,857

5,179

3,366

1,301

488

239

1,462

543

272

2,227

895

358

71%

83%

50%

3

0.5

4

1

1,656

304

2,834

455

8,048

1,976

3,908

8,668

2,011

3,965

9,347

2,352

5,399

16%

19%

38%

16

8

19

11

10,242

4,974

11,897

6,871

8,427

3,669

9,540

9,540

3,799

9,615

11,860

4,887

12,523

41%

33%

31%

17

19

24

25

10,725

12,141

15,095

15,939

8,056

2,777

6,657

8,459

2,819

6,674

9,265

3,332

8,202

15%

20%

23%

16

13

18

16

10,254

8,473

11,791

10,438

12,318

1,102

24,329

12,759

1,212

24,386

13,573

1,540

27,717

10%

40%

14%

24

48

27

55

15,677

30,964

17,275

35,276

14,721

3,425

3,105

15,546

3,483

3,167

17,433

4,015

4,509

18%

17%

45%

29

6

35

9

18,736

3,952

22,188

5,738

6,742

1,664

3,362

7,186

1,696

3,380

8,644

2,084

3,913

28%

25%

16%

13

7

17

8

8,581

4,279

11,001

4,980

4,900

1,202

5,682

5,337

1,226

5,706

6,666

1,488

6,342

36%

24%

12%

10

11

13

13

6,236

7,232

8,483

8,072

7,487

1,901

2,665

7,815

1,916

2,675

9,654

2,363

2,985

29%

24%

12%

15

5

19

6

9,529

3,391

12,287

3,799

10,767

3,498

3,425

11,375

3,574

3,473

12,931

4,000

4,422

20%

14%

29%

21

7

26

9

13,703

4,359

16,458

5,627

4,536

1,361

3,298

4,732

1,377

3,343

4,827

1,473

4,182

6%

8%

27%

9

7

10

8

5,774

4,197

6,143

5,323

4,611

1,381

3,600

4,861

1,389

3,648

4,980

1,501

4,549

8%

9%

26%

9

7

10

9

5,868

4,582

6,339

5,789

6,477

2,149

2,181

6,871

2,199

2,525

7,792

2,526

4,590

20%

18%

110%

13

4

15

9

8,244

2,776

9,918

5,842

9,682

2,464

2,433

10,164

2,503

2,565

12,366

3,002

3,182

28%

22%

31%

19

5

25

6

12,323

3,096

15,738

4,050

1,072

414

6,658

1,277

474

6,840

1,597

575

6,728

49%

39%

1%

2

13

3

13

1,365

8,473

2,032

8,562

5,236

1,859

4,575

5,457

1,866

4,636

5,790

1,876

5,032

11%

1%

10%

10

9

12

10

6,664

5,823.1

7,368.5

6,404.5

565

481

10,844

1,186

712

11,027

1,652

1,084

12,247

192%

125%

13%

1

22

3

24

720

13,802

2,102

15,587

349

129

1,980

407

143

2,138

1,748

543

3,559

401%

323%

80%

1

4

3

7

444

2,519

2,225

4,530

Cities Socio-Economic Data
2000
2005
2030
2000-2030 Growth %
2000 (persons/acre)
2030 (persons/acre)
2000 (persons/sq.mi.)
2030 (persons/sq.mi.)
City
Population Housing Units Employment Population Housing Units Employment Population Housing Units Employment Population Housing Units Employment Pop. Density Empl. Density Pop. Density Empl. Density Pop. Density Empl. Density Pop. Density Empl. Density
Cerritos
51,394
15,288
29,996
53,078
15,474
30,334
54,099
16,115
37,022
5%
5%
23%
9
5
10
7
5,805
3,388
6,110
4,181
Artesia
16,489
4,486
4,923
17,288
4,525
4,982
17,688
4,960
6,166
7%
11%
25%
16
5
17
6
10,114
3,020
10,849
3,782
* METHODOLOGY
Southern California Association of Governments' (SCAG) forecast of population, housing and employment data was used for this analysis. SCAG data is subdivided into 3,191 Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZs).
** Alternative station

Acres
Station Area (1/2 mile
radius)
City of Cerritos Area
City of Artesia Area
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502.9
5,666.5
1,043.4

Sq. mi.
0.8
8.9
1.6
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Table 6
Land Use Areas within 1/2 mile of the stations

Land Use
Agriculture
Commerical
Educational Facilities
Industrial
Low Density Residential
Medium-High Density Residential
Office
Open Space and Recreation
Public Facilities
Transportation and Utilities
Under Construction
Vacant
TOTAL
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Cerritos/ Artesia
Palmdale
Area (SF)
Area (Acres) Area (SF)
Area (Acres)
0
0.0
213,193
4.9
7,866,093
180.6
551,606
12.7
449,289
10.3
92,855
2.1
640,036
14.7
2,142,897
49.2
9,259,578
212.6
2,639,381
60.6
1,355,037
31.1
1,982,394
45.5
524,809
12.0
138,870
3.2
385,961
8.9
845,520
19.4
229,650
5.3
648,712
14.9
757,047
17.4
1,508,582
34.6
382,966
8.8
0
0.0
45,142
1.0
11,131,599
255.5
21,895,608
502.7
21,895,608
502.7
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Figure 15: Existing Land Uses within 1/2 mile of the Santa Clarita Station
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Figure 16: Existing Land Uses within 1/2 mile of the San Fernando Station
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Figure 17: Existing Land Uses within 1/2 mile of the Burbank Station
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Figure 18: Existing Land Uses within 1/2 mile of the Glendale Station
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Figure 19: Existing Land Uses within 1/2 mile of the Union Station
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Figure 20: Existing Land Uses within 1/2 mile of the Huntington Park Station
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Figure 21: Existing Land Uses within 1/2 mile of the South Gate Station
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Figure 22: Existing Land Uses within 1/2 mile of the Downey Station
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Figure 23: Existing Land Uses within 1/2 mile of the Paramount Station
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Figure 24:Existing Land Uses within 1/2 mile of the Bellflower Station

GRUEN ASSOCIATES

45/52

Draft Report- Concepts for Transit-Oriented Development in Proposed Station Areas

Figure 25: Existing Land Uses within 1/2 mile of the Cypress Station
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Figure 26: Existing Land Uses within 1/2 mile of the Stanton Station
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Figure 27: Existing Land Uses within 1/2 mile of the Anaheim Station
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Figure 28: Existing Land Uses within 1/2 mile of the Santa Ana Station
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Figure 29: Existing Land Uses within 1/2 mile of the John Wayne Airport Station
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Figure 30: Existing Land Uses within 1/2 mile of the Irvine Station
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DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
AGENDA
The Orangeline
Development Authority
is a joint powers agency
formed to pursue deployment
of the Orangeline Maglev
system in Southern
California. The Authority is
composed of the following
public agencies:
City of Artesia
City of Bell
City of Bellflower
City of Cerritos
City of Cudahy
City of Downey
City of Huntington Park
City of Los Alamitos
City of Maywood

REPORT

TO:

Members of the Orangeline Development Authority

FROM:

Albert Perdon, Executive Director

DATE:

May 10, 2006

SUBJECT:

Status of Ridership Estimating – Preliminary results of
initial model runs: Oral Report by ARCADIS

The Financial Plan for implementing the Orangeline Maglev will be described in
Milestone 10 – Financial Plan. The Plan will be based on project revenue estimates
derived from ridership projections that are developed using recognized computerbased modeling procedures. This work is currently underway.

City of Palmdale
City of Paramount
City of Santa Clarita
City of South Gate

Assumptions that are being used in conducting the modeling work are contained in
the Board approved Milestone 3 – Alignment and Station Locations and Milestone 4 –
Ridership Modeling Assumptions reports.

City of Vernon
Chairman
Scott Larsen
Councilmember,
City of Bellflower
Secretary
Art Gallucci
City Manager, City of Cerritos
General Counsel
Michael Colantuono
Colantuono & Levine, PC
Treasurer/Auditor
Jack Joseph
Gateway Cities COG
Executive Director

The ridership estimating work is being done by the ARCADIS Team, with Meyer,
Mohaddes Associates serving as the lead team member for the ridership estimating
task.
ARCADIS will provide an oral status report on the ridership estimating work currently
in progress and provide an overview of the techniques being used to ensure a
credible ridership estimate. Preliminary results of the first two model runs will be
presented.
A full written report on ridership estimating will be presented to the Board upon
completion of this work task.
RECOMMENDATION

Albert Perdon, P.E.
Supporting Agencies
Gateway Cities Council
of Governments
Southern California
Association of Governments
City of Garden Grove

The following is recommended to the Board:
1. Review and discuss the information provided;
2. Provide direction to staff;
3. File this report

City of Huntington Beach
City of Long Beach
City of Stanton
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DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
AGENDA
The Orangeline
Development Authority
is a joint powers agency
formed to pursue deployment
of the Orangeline Maglev
system in Southern
California. The Authority is
composed of the following
public agencies:
City of Artesia
City of Bell
City of Bellflower

TO:

Members of the Orangeline Development Authority

FROM:

Albert Perdon, Executive Director

DATE:

May 10, 2006

SUBJECT:

First Consideration of Milestone 10 – Financial Plan:
Report by ARCADIS

City of Cerritos
City of Cudahy
City of Downey
City of Huntington Park
City of Los Alamitos

REPORT

The Milestone 10 – Financial Plan will identify a set of strategies for funding
development of the Orangeline Maglev. The Milestone 10 report is scheduled to be
presented to the Board for approval in August 2006.

City of Maywood
City of Palmdale
City of Paramount
City of Santa Clarita

Due to the importance of this document and the policy decisions the Board will be
asked to consider, staff intends to bring several preliminary reports to the Board for
consideration prior to the final report in August.

City of South Gate
City of Vernon
Chairman
Scott Larsen
Councilmember,
City of Bellflower
Secretary
Art Gallucci
City Manager, City of Cerritos
General Counsel
Michael Colantuono
Colantuono & Levine, PC
Treasurer/Auditor
Jack Joseph
Gateway Cities COG
Executive Director

Currently, financial planning work is focused on funding for the next project
development phase – Phase 2 of the predeployment work program. During this
phase, all remaining tasks prior to actual start of construction would be completed.
It is estimated that this phase of work will cost $150 million and would take 2 to 3
years to complete.
ARCADIS has prepared an assessment of potential funding and financing options for
Phase 2. The most likely funding and financing options are described in the attached
report. In addition to the possible sources identified in the ARCADIS report, it is
recommended that the Authority consider benefit assessment districts as a potential
financing source. This approach was used successfully in the development of the
Metro Red Line project.
This report is being presented to obtain Board input and guidance.

Albert Perdon, P.E.
Supporting Agencies
Gateway Cities Council
of Governments
Southern California
Association of Governments
City of Garden Grove
City of Huntington Beach
City of Long Beach

RECOMMENDATION
The following is recommended to the Board:
1. Review and discuss the information provided;
2. Provide direction to staff;
3. File this report

City of Stanton

Attachment:
1. Funding and Financing Options, May 2, 2006, ARCADIS
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Orangeline Development Authority

Prepared by:
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1400 North Harbor Blvd
Suite 700
Fullerton
California 92835
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Our Ref.:

CA0000672.0001
Date:
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This document is intended only for the use
of the individual or entity for which it was
prepared and may contain information that
is privileged, confidential, and exempt from
disclosure under applicable law. Any
dissemination, distribution, or copying of
this document is strictly prohibited.
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SUMMARY OF FINANCING EFFORTS TO DATE
LOAN GUARANTEES

•

Assisting OLDA in pursuit of a loan guarantee from State Treasurer in California.
Assemblyman Hector de la Torre is the sponsor.
–

Reviewed and commented on topics, issues, and language in the initial draft

–

Provided input on suggestions as to alternative to State funding

GRANTS

•

Developed a list of potential sources of grant funding (see section titled “Grants”
later in this document for more information) including summary information and
links to more detailed information and applications. The primary issue with grants
is the relatively small size of each and the time required to get approval.
–

Private Foundations & Trusts

–

State

–

Federal

PRIVATE EQUITY AND DEBT

•

Conversations have taken place with four global investment bankers with regard to
providing financial advisory services to OLDA on a contingent fee basis. To date
we have not received a positive response from any. In addition we have talked to
these bankers about potential funding for Phase III and have been told that at the
present time this will require a shortfall guarantee from a Triple A rated entity. We
will have follow up conversations as the specifics of the project solidify.

•

Conversations with Doug Charchenko and Elena Zaretsky from Wedbush Morgan
Securities (Orangeline Team Member)
–

Wedbush Morgan agreed to contribute “in kind” services to work on the project
o

–

Currently negotiating subcontractor agreement

Wedbush Morgan is Broker/Dealer/Investment Bank
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o

Previously involved in Alameda Corridor Project

–

When the current revenue and cost estimating is completed, and a basic financial
model can be generated, Wedbush Morgan will assist the project team in review of the
financial model. After that they will assist in initiating conversations with rating agencies
(Moody’s, S&P, etc) to determine how they view the project’s financial projections.

–

Conducted research on various special loan programs, including: Transportation
Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA), California Pollution Control Financing
Authority (Sustainable Communities Loan Program), California Dept. of Transportation
Finance Bank, California Infrastructure and Economic Development Bank (I Bank)
Infrastructure Sate Revolving Fund Program (ISRF), and California Transportation
Commission Grant Anticipation Revenue Vehicle (GARVEE)

REVIEW OF PREVIOUS FEASIBILITY STUDIES

Two feasibility studies relating to the current Orangeline alignment were performed by
the IBI Group

•

LAX to Palmdale Study, completed in June of 2000
–

•

This study analyzed 3 potential alternative alignments between Los Angeles
International Airport and Palmdale Airport
o

Transit Hub Alignment

o

Maximum Coverage Alignment

o

Airport Connector Alignment

Orange County to Los Angeles Study, completed in April of 2002
–

This study analyzed 4 potential alternative alignments between Orange County and
Downtown Los Angeles
o

Union Station to Anaheim (Express Connected)

o

Union Station to Anaheim (Express Stand Alone)

o

Union Station to Anaheim (Local Connected)

o

Staples Center to Santa Ana (Local Stand Alone)
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ANALYSIS CONCLUSIONS

The previous studies are useful from a historical and informational perspective only
due to the following issues:

•

Both of the studies contain sections of the alignment that overlap with the current
proposed Orangeline Alignment, however there is no direct correlation with the
current project.

•

Both studies conclude that operating revenues are projected to be sufficient to pay
for operational costs as well as repay debt associated with capital costs, but these
conclusions have no direct correlation with the current project as its proposed
alignment bears no relationship to alignments in thse studies.

•

One study (LAX to Palmdale) used TIFIA and other special loan programs;
however, it provided no details on how these programs would affect the interest
rate or repayment schedules (only info on what TIFIA allows).
–

•

The other study (OC to LA) suggests that these programs be sought, but did not include
them in the financial analysis.

The LAX – Palmdale study assumed a 50-year O&M contract, while the other (OC
to LA) assumed a 30-year O&M contract. The 30-year study actually pays off its
debt faster than the 50-year project, yet it is the 50-year project that employs the
special debt programs and also has freight revenue.
–

It’s not clear how the Orange County to Los Angeles study is able to pay off its debt
much faster than the LAX to Palmdale study.
o

•

Potential Reasons…


50-year project also has roughly $1B in costs to acquire right of way.



50-year project envisions an expanded route and thus increased capital
costs; requiring a longer payoff period.

The current Orangeline alignment is a combination of portions of these two studies
(select alternatives within each study), with a few modifications. For instance, the
current Orangeline alignment does not go from Union Station to LAX as it did in the
LAX to Palmdale study. Thus, when attempting to apply the results of the two
previous studies to the combined alignment, in terms of costs and revenues,
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assumptions must be made as to how to deal with the impact of not having service
from Union Station to LAX. Excluding the Union Station to LAX link has an impact
on ridership, as LAX was a major generator of travel demand and ridership.
–

The following is a quote from the LAX to Palmdale study: “The main objective of this
study is to analyze the feasibility of service providing high-speed connectivity along a
second corridor between Los Angeles International Airport (LAX), Van Nuys Airport
(VNY) and Palmdale Regional Airport (PMD)”.
o

•

Removing the LAX segment potentially makes the study of less relevance to the
current alignment.

The OC to LA study assumes that the projected right of way would be available at
no cost, whereas the LAX – Palmdale study had almost $1B budgeted for right of
way acquisition.

LESSONS LEARNED/KNOWLEDGE GAINED
At the present time, with the information we have, it appears that Private Equity and
Debt may not be available for Phase II, and thus Phase II funds should be sought from
either grants or loan guarantees. As previously mentioned most applicable grants are
relatively small and the approval phase can be lengthy. State loan guarantees appear
to be a more logical approach. With regard to Phase III, financing the construction of
the Orangeline, everything must be “concrete” before making an approach to the
capital markets. In conversations with investment banks and potential financiers, each
indicated that the project needed to be more definitive before they could evaluate any
investment potential. This entails having a final alignment and routing, final station
locations, agreements with all applicable municipalities and government agencies, a
very comprehensive risk management plan, a revised and comprehensive feasibility
study, contractual agreements/ownership/ability to use rights of way, clear ownership
structure, regulatory clearance, environmental permits and clearance, demonstration
of required political support, operations and maintenance plans and detailed financial
projections. At the present stage of the project a guaranty of revenues from a credit
worthy entity may be required.
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POTENTIAL SOURCES FOR FUNDING PHASE II

•

It is currently estimated that $150M is needed to complete Phase II of the
Orangeline Maglev Project. Based upon conversations with investment bankers
and private financiers, this money is not available in equity or traditional debt form.
Thus, grants and other sources of non-investment funding must be sought. Grants
are available in various amounts from different private and public entities, each
with unique criteria and time and cost to pursue. It is advisable to seek smaller
grants (in the range of a few hundred thousand to a few million) as seed capital in
order to fund the legislative, political, and logistical efforts necessary to go after the
larger sums of money. This progressive approach of going after smaller and
easier to obtain money could reduce the out of pocket expense from OLDA and
also serve as a transition phase between Phase I and Phase II of the project.

•

The following is a table of all potential sources of funding for the Orangeline
Project, and applicability to Phase II. The section immediately following the table is
more detailed information on sources which may be available for Phase II funding.

Potential Sources of Funding

Potentially Available for
Phase II?

Private Finance
Equity Investment

Cautiously Optimistic

Guaranteed Loans

Depends on Guarantee

Bonds

NO

Grants
Private Foundations and Trusts
The Energy Foundation

YES

W.M. Keck Foundation

YES

E. W. Kauffman Foundation

YES

James Irvine Foundation

YES
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The Ahmanson Foundation

YES

The Weingart Foundation

YES

California Community Foundation

YES

Wells Fargo Foundation

YES

State and Local Grant Programs
Caltrans - State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)

YES

Southern California Air Quality Management District

YES

Los Angeles World Airports

YES

Port of Long Beach

YES

Port of Los Angeles

YES

Federal Grant Programs
Federal Department of Transportation

YES

Federal Transit Administration – Capital Investment Grants

YES

Federal Transit Administration – Urbanized Area Formula Program

YES

Federal Transit Administration – National Planning & Research
Program

YES

Federal Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program

YES

Federal Surface Transportation Program

YES

Federal Transportation Enhancement Program

YES

Magnetic Levitation Technology Deployment Program

YES

Next Generation High Speed Rail Program

YES

Legislative
California AB 2882 (Depends on Legislative Support and Funding)

YES

Special Programs (Applicable to Phase III)
Railroad Rehabilitation Improvement Fund (RRIF)

NO

Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA)

NO
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California Pollution Control Financing Authority (Sustainable
Communities Loan Program)

NO

California Dept. of Transportation Finance Bank

NO

California Infrastructure and Economic Development Bank (I Bank)

NO

Infrastructure Sate Revolving Fund Program (ISRF)

NO

California Transportation Commission Grant Anticipation Revenue
Vehicle (GARVEE)

NO

GRANTS
Private Foundations and Trusts

•

The Energy Foundation: www.ef.org
–

•

Summary
o

“The Energy Foundation is a partnership of major donors interested in solving the
world's energy problems. Our mission is to advance energy efficiency and
renewable energy — new technologies that are essential components of a clean
energy future.”

o

The Transportation Program makes grants in advanced vehicles to:

o

Reduce vehicle greenhouse gas emissions through national policies;

o

Promote advanced-technology vehicles and greenhouse gas reduction programs
in California, building on California's unique regulatory authority over vehicle
emissions; and

o

Promote similar state-level policies outside of California.

o

Previous grants have been in amounts between $25,000 and $500,000

W.M. Keck Foundation: www.wmkeck.org
–

Summary
o

“In recent years, the Foundation has focused on five broad areas: Science and
Engineering Research; Undergraduate Science and Engineering; Medical
Research; Liberal Arts; and Southern California. Each of our grant programs
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invests in people and programs that are making a difference in the quality of life,
now and for the future.”

•

o

The Foundation also maintains a Southern California Program which supports
organizations providing civic and community services, health care, early childhood
and pre-college education, and arts and cultural enrichment. Only organizations
located in and serving the population of Southern California are eligible for
consideration for this program. The Southern California Grant Program currently
funds capital projects.

o

Please note that the Foundation does not make grants to individuals, or to
organizations lacking a permanent tax-exempt ruling from the U.S. government
(and the State of California, if applicable).

o

No specific information is listed about grant amounts; the website indicates that
they prefer that potential applicants contact the staff.

E. W. Kauffman Foundation: www.kauffman.org
–

Summary
o

“The Kauffman Foundation makes grants and supports initiatives in
entrepreneurship and education at points where we can step into an issue and
affect the lives of a great many people in a significant way for the long term.”

o

“Grants go to a grantee or partner organization to fund a particular project or
program related to our focus areas. While an individual grant may focus on a
narrow piece of our work, initiatives are larger enterprises that support a broader
idea or a wider field of interest. As a result, a single grant or a group of several
grants may go to support a single major initiative.”

o

“The Foundation’s grant making framework includes idea grants to get innovation
moving, seed grants to pilot and test good ideas, and scale grants to refine and
bring good programs up to scale. We make sustaining grants to programs only as
needed and we watch for programs that can be spun out on their own.”

o

“The Kauffman Foundation does not use a grant application form or formal
application process. We do not have proposal deadlines or established funding
limits. We have not established maximum or minimum dollar amounts. Grant size
ranges from a few thousand to several million dollars, depending on the size of the
organization and the scope of the project. We look at the amount needed for each
specific project based on scope of work.”
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o

•

“After reviewing our funding priorities, if you feel there is a strong match with your
request, you may submit a letter of inquiry, preferably less than three pages long.”

James Irvine Foundation: www.irvine.org
–

Summary
o

“James Irvine, a California agricultural pioneer, established the Irvine Foundation in
1937 to benefit the people of California. Over the last 67 years, the Foundation has
met the objectives of its founder by providing more than $900 million in grants to
over 2,700 nonprofit organizations.”

o

“Following a process of strategic planning undertaken during 2002–2003, Irvine
board and staff took a fresh look at the people of California — who they are, where
they live, and what their prospects are. As a result, the Foundation refined its
mission and its grant making program, focusing on the notion of expanding
opportunity as the guiding principle in all of our activities. Whether we expand
opportunity by helping youth to navigate critical transitions in their lives, by fostering
creativity and nurturing a rich cultural environment in our state, or by improving
decision-making related to the critical issues facing California today and into the
future, our vision is a state where full and active participation by all Californians
becomes a reality.”

o

In pursuit of this mission, we are guided by the following goals:

o



Advance the educational and economic prospects of low-income Californians
to share in and create California's prosperity.



Engage a broad cross section of Californians in the civic and cultural life of
their communities and the state.



Enhance mutual understanding and communication among diverse racial,
ethnic and socioeconomic groups.



Enrich the state's intellectual and creative environment.

To be considered for a grant, your organization or project must:
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•



Be classified as a public charity and tax exempt under 501(c)(3) of the
Internal Revenue Code.



Benefit California. Our Indenture of Trust restricts our grant making to
programs and organizations that directly benefit the people of California.



Be primarily independent from government support. When James Irvine
established the Foundation in 1937, he stipulated that his funds "shall be
used for such charities as do not enjoy substantial support through taxation."
Based on this restriction, we refrain from making grants to public agencies or
organizations that receive more than 50 percent of their revenue from
government donations.

o

In rare instances, an organization that is ineligible by these criteria may be invited
by the Foundation to submit a proposal for a specific project. This might include an
organization that is not classified as a 501(c)(3), or a public agency that is
conducting a discrete, privately-funded project. These instances are exceptional,
and occur only when it has been determined by staff that no other eligible nonprofit organization is able to carry out the project.

o

Previous grants have been in amounts up to $1.5M

The Ahmanson Foundation: www.theahmansonfoundation.com
–

Summary
o

“The Ahmanson Foundation serves Los Angeles County by funding cultural
projects in the arts and humanities, education at all levels, health care, programs
related to homelessness and underserved populations as well as a wide range of
human services. By supporting non-profit organizations that demonstrate sound
fiscal management, efficient operation, and program integrity, the Foundation
strives to enhance the quality of life and cultural legacy of the Los Angeles
community.”

o

“The Foundation reviews grant requests from 501(c)(3) organizations that are
based in and serving Los Angeles County.”

o

The Foundation's philanthropic interests are in four areas:


Arts and Humanities



Education



Health and Medicine
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o

•

Human Services

The types of funding support common to these areas include:


Construction and renovations



Equipment and furnishings



Property acquisitions



Software, books, supplies



Technology and infrastructure



Transportation vehicles

o

“Requests for capital support are considered after there is clear evidence that the
goal of the campaign will be achieved and that it will be accomplished within a
reasonable time period. Lead gifts are rarely granted. Grants are made both for
specific programs and for capital expenditures such as equipment purchases,
construction or renovation. On occasion, the Foundation provides operational
support for outstanding programs. Based on the project cost, a grant can range
from $5,000 to over $1 million. Roughly 450 grants are awarded each year.”

o

“In order to be responsive to the many needs of the Los Angeles community, the
Foundation prefers to consider requests that are one-time or short-term in nature.
Organizations that do not submit requests on a regular or annual basis will receive
preference.”

The Weingart Foundation: www.weingartfnd.org
–

Summary
o

“The B.W. Foundation as a non-profit California corporation classified as an
exempt private foundation under the U.S. Internal Revenue Code. The name was
changed to "Weingart Foundation" in April, 1978. Because of Mr. Weingart's life
long concern for the welfare of the homeless, destitute, and people in need, the
Foundation has focused its grant making on programs that address the needs of
the under-served and the general community. During the past twenty-eight years
(1972-2004), the Foundation authorized grants of almost $661.7 million to support
a variety of Southern California social services, educational, and community
programs. With assets of approximately $770 million, the Weingart Foundation is
one of the major private foundations in the United States.”
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•

o

“Weingart Foundation will consider grants to assist credible agencies and
institutions serving children and youth, the aged, the disabled, the homeless, the
sick, the poor, or otherwise disadvantaged, and projects benefiting the general
community. Grant requests from credible agencies or institutions will be entertained
both for specific programs and for capital expenditures.”

o

“Consideration will be given to the support of well conceived experimental or
demonstration projects in program areas of grant focus that promise significant
positive results and are likely to produce long-term multiplier effects.”

o

“Grants are usually awarded for a limited period of time. Some grants may be paid
over a multi-year period; however, the Foundation generally does not approve
grants to any organization on a continuing annual basis.”

o

“Preference is given to organizations providing services in the following seven
Southern California counties: Los Angeles, Kern, Orange, Santa Barbara,
Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ventura”

o

“An organization that is certified as tax exempt under Section 501(c)(3) of the U.S.

o

Internal Revenue Code and is not a private foundation as defined in section 509(a)
of that Code is eligible for consideration.”

o

“We have not established maximum dollar amounts, but rather look at the amount
needed for each specific project based on the scope of the work. Based on the
project cost, a grant can range from $5,000 to over a million dollars. Please note,
your request should be limited to a portion of the total project cost for the required
program expansion and enhancement. The Foundation expects all applicant
organizations to show substantial support from internal sources as well as other
outside sources.”

California Community Foundation: www.calfund.org
–

Summary
o

“The mission of the California Community Foundation is to build one community
out of many by matching acts of caring to community needs. Each year, we make
grants to established nonprofits to support programs with proven track records, and
to pilot programs from nonprofits that have proposed a new and innovative
solution. We make grants to individual artists and to arts organizations. We also
make grants to help clean kids' teeth, plant trees, construct buildings, and make
nonprofits more self-sustaining. In other words, we support a wide variety of
programs that serve the myriad needs of Los Angeles County.”
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o

•

The Foundation will consider applications that are consistent with current program
priorities and goals. Eligible organizations are:


Nonprofit agencies with evidence of tax-exempt status under Section 501(c)
(3) of The Internal Revenue Code and not classified as a private foundation



Located within and primarily serving residents of Los Angeles County, with
the exception of regional, statewide or national public policy efforts that may
benefit a substantial level of the local populace



Operated and organized so that they do not discriminate in the hiring of staff
or the provision of services on the basis of race, religion, gender, sexual
orientation, age, national origin or disability

o

“Within each of its program areas, the Foundation awards four types of grants: core
operating, capacity building, policy research and advocacy and capital projects.
The average size and duration of a grant from the Foundation is $75,000 to
$100,000 over a two-year period. In addition, the Foundation makes programrelated investments (e.g., low-cost loans and loan guarantees at below-market
rates) that enhance its discretionary grant making activities.”

o

“Core Operating: The Foundation provides unrestricted funds to support the
general operations of an organization whose work is consistent with its program
priorities. As a vehicle for strengthening the nonprofit infrastructure, core operating
support allows organizations to contribute to the development or implementation of
longer-term solutions to critical local issues. Neither project-specific nor capacityrelated, funding is contingent on a strategic plan or business plan for the
organization that describes its institutional goals, measurable objectives, a logical
set of programs and related activities, desired outcomes and evaluation plans.”

o

“Capital Projects: To assist an organization with program expansion efforts that are
important to its long-term efficiency and effectiveness, the Foundation provides
support for one-time capital campaigns. Funding is available for the purchase,
renovation or new construction of facilities. Requests must demonstrate solid
programmatic and financial project planning, evidence of expected funding from
other sources required to complete the campaign, board leadership and
participation, experienced and dedicated project management staff, campaign
feasibility and fundraising strategy and site plans. Capital grants are considered
primarily for organizations that have received a prior grant support from the
Foundation.”

Wells Fargo Foundation: https://www.wellsfargo.com/wfcra/california

d:\data files\orangeline\06 05 meeting\20060510_agendareport_09-first_consideration_of_milestone_10-attach.doc

13

Orangeline
Development
Authority
Funding and Financing
Options

–

Broad grant making authority; looks for best possible community benefit. An
informational package about Wells Fargo’s grant program has been requested, and is
anticipated to arrive in late April 2006. Detailed information will be available at that time
and distributed to the team.
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State Grants

•

CalTrans: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/MassTrans/stateostp.htm
–

Summary
o

“State Transit Grants Branch (STGB) supports local and regional public
transportation agencies by administering transit ferry and rail improvement projects
in a timely and effective manner. This includes processing requests for the
California Transportation Commission funding and programming actions related to
transit projects programmed in the State Transportation Improvement Program
(STIP) and Proposition 116 Program. STGB also executes and administers the
Master Agreements, Program Supplements and fund transfer agreements for
those state-funded transit projects.”

o

Preliminary information shows grants are available in amounts up to $300,000.

o

There is also potential that CalTrans may be able to assist in performing research
activities that otherwise would have been an expense to the project.

o

“The Transit Innovation and Research Branch (TIRB) supports all of the
Department’s strategic goals through our transit research activities and our
involvement in non-motorized transportation, transit-oriented developments, smart
growth, and livable communities. The Branch reviews, develops, and recommends
research proposals related to the enhancement of transit systems, equipment, and
services throughout California. Funded by the Department, the research projects
may include new technologies such as Intelligent Transportation Systems, Bus
Rapid Transit, and Smart Card interoperability. In the non-motorized area, the
Branch is an active partner with other Caltrans divisions in promoting bicycling and
walking as mainstream transportation choices, and encouraging safe access to
public transit.”
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Federal Grants

•

Federal Department of Transportation: http://www.dot.gov/ost/m60/grant/
–

Summary
o

•

“The Department of Transportation annually funds approximately $32 billion in
grants and cooperative agreements. Guidance for departmental formula and
discretionary grant programs is contained in their authorizing legislation, program
regulations, or departmental regulations. This guidance generally includes general
project management requirements and the limitations, if any, on spending
authority. Departmental grants are generally made to State and local governments,
with a lesser amount going to Indian tribes, universities, and nonprofit
organizations. These grants are normally used to assist these entities in the
planning, design, and construction of transportation improvements (e.g., highway,
transit, and airport improvements). A limited amount of funding is available for
research and development projects.”

Federal Transit Administration: http://www.fta.dot.gov/
–

Capital Investment Grants:http://www.fta.dot.gov/17861_17880_ENG_HTML.htm
o

Summary


Objectives: To assist in financing the acquisition, construction, reconstruction,
and improvement of facilities, rolling stock and equipment for use in public
transportation service. Funds are currently made available in three
categories: Fixed Guideway Modernization formula program; Bus and Bus
Facilities discretionary program; and New Starts discretionary program (new
fixed guideway systems and extensions of existing systems).



Funds may be used to assist State and local governmental authorities in
financing: capital projects for new fixed guideway systems, and extensions to
existing fixed guideway systems, including the acquisition of real property,
the initial acquisition of rolling stock for the systems, and the acquisition of
rights of way, and relocation, for fixed guideway corridor development for
projects in the advanced stages of alternatives analysis or preliminary
engineering; capital projects, the acquisition, construction, reconstruction and
improvement of facilities and equipment for use by operation or lease or
otherwise in mass transportation service, including property and
improvements needed for an efficient and coordinated mass transportation
system, including buses and bus facility equipment; the capital costs of
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coordinating transit with other transportation; and the introduction of new
technology, through innovative and improved transportation; and the
introduction of new technology, through innovative and improved products.
Consideration may also be given for projects which enhance urban economic
development; establish new or enhanced coordination between transit and
other transportation; or enhance the effectiveness of a transit project and are
related physically or functionally to that transit project. It could also include
financing for transit projects planned, designed, and carried out to meet the
special needs of elderly individuals and individuals with disabilities; for the
development of corridors to support fixed guideway systems, including
protecting rights of way through acquisition, construction of dedicated bus
and high occupancy vehicle lanes and park-and ride lots, and other nonvehicular capital improvements that the Secretary may decide would result in
increased transit usage in the corridor.

–



Applicant Eligibility: Public agencies, including States; municipalities and
other subdivisions of States; public agencies and instrumentalities of one or
more States; and public corporations, boards, and commissions established
under State law. Applicant must have legal, financial, and technical capacity
to carry out proposed project and maintain facilities and equipment
purchased with Federal assistance. Fixed Guideway formula funds are
apportioned by formula to urbanized areas over 200,000 populations with
fixed guideway segments at least one mile long that are over seven years
old. Bus and New Starts programs are allocated entirely to projects
designated by Congress. Private non-profit organizations are not eligible
direct recipients.



Range and average of financial assistance varies according to local
programming formulas

Urbanized Area Formula Program:
http://www.fta.dot.gov/17861_17863_ENG_HTML.htm
o

Summary


Objectives: To support public transportation services in urbanized areas
(cities over 50,000 populations). Funds may be used for capital projects to
finance the planning, acquisition, construction, cost effective lease,
improvement, and maintenance of equipment and facilities for use in transit.
One percent of the funds apportioned to urbanized areas with a population of
at least 200,000 shall be made available for transit enhancements. For
urbanized areas with populations under 200,000, funds may be used to
finance transit operating costs. Recipients of these grants are required to
make information available to the public and to publish a program of projects
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to afford affected citizens opportunities through public hearings to submit
comments on the proposed program and the performance of the recipient.

–



Applicant Eligibility: Funds will be made available to urbanized areas (as
defined by the Bureau of the Census) through designated recipients which
must be public entities and legally capable of receiving and dispensing
Federal funds. The Governor, responsible local officials, and publicly owned
operators of mass transportation services must jointly designate the
recipient(s) for urbanized areas of 200,000 or more in population. The
Governor or his designee is the designated recipient for urbanized areas of
50,000 to 200,000 populations. Recipients must submit a program of
projects to FTA; submit a program application to FTA; enter into formal
agreements with FTA; and certify that public notification has been conducted.



Range and Average of Financial Assistance: Varies according to local
programming of available formula funds and the level of operating expenses
incurred.

National Planning and Research Program:
http://www.fta.dot.gov/17861_17901_ENG_HTML.htm
o

Summary


Objectives: The Federal Transit Administration's research program seeks to
deliver solutions that improve public transportation. Its primary goals are to
increase transit ridership, improve safety and emergency preparedness,
improve capital operating efficiencies, protect the environment and promote
energy independence, and provide transit research leadership. To
accomplish this, FTA funds research on mobility management, transit
operational efficiency, safety and emergency preparedness, transit capacity
building, energy independence and environmental protection, infrastructure
and equipment protection and innovation, and strategic research program
planning.



Applicant Eligibility: Grants and cooperative agreements: Public bodies,
nonprofit institutions, State and local agencies, universities, and legally
constituted public agencies and operators of public transportation services,
and private for-profit organizations.



Range and Average of Financial Assistance: None established.
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•

Federal Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/cmaqpgs/
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/cmaq99gd.pdf
–

•

Summary
o

The purpose of the CMAQ program is to fund transportation projects or programs
that will contribute to attainment or maintenance of the national ambient air quality
standards (NAAQS) for ozone and carbon monoxide (CO). The TEA-21 also allows
CMAQ funding to be expended in particulate matter (PM) nonattainment and
maintenance areas.

o

Capital Investment: CMAQ funds should be used for establishment of new or
expanded transportation projects and programs to help reduce emissions. In many
cases this is likely to be capital investment in transportation infrastructure or
establishment of a new demand management strategy or other program.

o

Magnetic Levitation Transportation Technology Deployment Programs: CMAQ
funds may be used to fund a portion of the full project costs (including planning,
engineering, and construction) pursuant to section 1218 -Magnetic Levitation
Transportation Technology Deployment Program of TEA-2112 and in accordance
with the provisions of section 1218.

Federal Surface Transportation Program
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/Tea21/factsheets/stp.htm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/safetealu/summary.htm
–

Summary
o

The STP provides flexible funding that may be used by States and localities for
projects on any Federal-aid highway, including the NHS, bridge projects on any
public road, transit capital projects, and public bus terminals and facilities. The Act
expands STP eligibilities to include advanced truck stop electrification systems,
high accident/high congestion intersections, and environmental restoration and
pollution abatement, control of noxious weeds and aquatic noxious weeds, and
establishment of native species. A total of $32.5 billion in STP funds is authorized
through 2009. Funds will continue to be distributed among the States based on
lane-miles of Federal-aid highways, total vehicle-miles traveled on those Federalaid highways, and estimated contributions to the Highway Account of the HTF.
[1113,6006]

o

Each State must set aside a portion of their STP funds (10 percent or the amount
set aside in 2005, whichever is greater) for transportation enhancements activities.

d:\data files\orangeline\06 05 meeting\20060510_agendareport_09-first_consideration_of_milestone_10-attach.doc

19

Orangeline
Development
Authority
Funding and Financing
Options

The set-aside of 10 percent previously required for safety construction activities
(i.e., hazard elimination and rail-highway crossing improvements) is eliminated
beginning in 2006, as these activities are funded separately under the new
Highway Safety Improvement Program. [1113]

•

•

Federal Transportation Enhancement Program
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/te/teas.htm
–

Transportation Enhancement (TE) activities benefit the traveling public and help
communities to increase transportation choices and access, enhance the built and
natural environment, and provide a sense of place. To be eligible for funding, a TE
project must fit into one or more of the 12 eligible categories and relate to surface
transportation (see 23 U.S.C. 101(a)(35)).

–

TE projects may be enhancements added to larger Federal-aid highway projects, or
may be independent projects unrelated to highway projects. TE funds may not
substitute for other Federal-aid highway funds for project elements or mitigation that
normally would be required in a regular highway project.

Magnetic Levitation Technology Deployment Program
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/Tea21/factsheets/r-maglev.htm
http://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/html/uscode23/usc_sec_23_00000322----000-.html
–

Program Purpose
o

The magnetic levitation transportation technology deployment program encourages
the development and construction of an operating transportation system employing
magnetic levitation capable of safe use by the public at a speed in excess of 240
miles per hour. [1218]

o

An authorization for an appropriation out of the Highway Account of the HTF is
provided for an additional $950 million over fiscal years 2000-2003. These funds
would have to be appropriated by the Congress before they would be available for
expenditure.

o

An eligible maglev project would also be eligible for other forms of financial
assistance provided in Title 23, United States Code, and TEA-21, including loans,
loan guarantees, and lines of credit. [1218]

o

The Federal share of full project costs (the total capital costs of a maglev project,
including fixed facilities and stations, vehicles and equipment) cannot be more than
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2/3, except that States may use STP and CMAQ funds to pay all or a portion of
their share of full project costs of an eligible project, without the requirement for
non-Federal funds.

•

Next Generation High Speed Rail Program
http://www.federalgrantswire.com/high_speed_ground_transportationnext_generati
on_high_speed_rail_program.html
–

Summary
o

Objective is to stimulate the implementation of High Speed Passenger Rail
Systems via project grants.

o

Applicant Eligibility


Any United States private business, educational institution located in the
United States, State or local government or public authority, or agency of the
Federal government is eligible for assistance relating to Next Generation
High Speed Passenger Rail Systems.



Range and Average of Financial Assistance: $100,000 to $7,000,000,
average of $250,000

Legislative

•

California State Lottery Act
–

The California State Lottery allows 3.9% of its total revenue that can be allocated to
other areas. Traditionally this has been in the range of $100 million to $120 million a
year. The cost to taxpayers is non-existent.

–

Requires an amendment to the existing legislation

–

Will require a substantial political and legislative effort.

–

Teacher Unions and other groups will most likely strongly oppose
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THE PATH FORWARD
It is critical that the project team hold a strategy session, during which OLDA and the
ARCADIS led team will analyze the funding options presented in this document and
generate a detailed funding pursuit plan. The plan should incorporate a critical path of
what funds to seek first and also establish the person or persons responsible for each
task. Strategy should include, but not be limited to, the following topics: confirming the
ability of OLDA to qualify for grants from the various programs, analyze the potential of
establishing a non-profit agency that will be solely affiliated with furthering the
Orangeline project, In addition legal issues need to be reviewed, a cohesive marketing
and branding strategy established, consideration of additional resources needed for
implementation (i.e. grant writer, lobbyist, etc) and establishing a critical path for project
funding/financing. Also, it will be desirable to seek the support of key organizations,
such as nature and green groups and various unions and politicians to assist in
advancing the project and pursuing financing.
GRANTS

•

Need to make certain that the project is appropriately structured prior to contacting
potential grant sources
–

•

Includes marketing, legal issues, tax status, etc.

Contact the organizations listed in order to get a better understanding of their
mission and goals
–

Submit either a Letter of Inquiry, or request an informational meeting (depending on the
process of each foundation/trust)
o

Need to educate ourselves as to how we should approach each organization
individually, as each has unique goals, requirements, and missions. Need to make
sure that we are pitching the project in a way that will conform to their goals and
also achieve our objectives
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–

Develop a detailed grant pursuit plan utilizing information acquired from research,
responses from letters of inquiry, and contact with various organizations
1)

Determine critical path
a)

2)

It is possible that we may be able to use the proceeds from one grant in order
to further research efforts or produce information required to pursue other
grants
i)

Need to understand constraints on the use of funds in order to prepare
grant applications and proposal language

ii)

Also need to understand potential constraints to the project of a
particular grant

When to apply
a)

Some organizations allow grant applications all year, while others have
specific cut-off dates

3)

Determine information required

4)

Determine if additional resources are required
a)

Such as letters of support from key organizations or politicians

5)

Compile necessary information and resources

6)

Determine potential team member contacts

7)

Complete grant applications and grant proposals
a)

Suggest that an experienced grant writer be employed

POLITICAL AND LEGISLATIVE EFFORTS

•

California State Lottery Act
–

Need to investigate and understand the level of effort, cost, and potential barriers of
pursuing an amendment to the existing legislation in order to allow funds to be diverted
to the Orangeline Project

–

Loan Guarantee
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o

•

Federal Department of Transportation Grant
–

•

Continue to assist OLDA in seeking a loan guarantee from the State of California

Need to investigate and understand the level of effort, cost, and potential barriers of
attempting to lobby Congress for grant appropriations outside of their normal programs

State Legislative Efforts
–

Need to investigate potential for special legislation from the State of California which
would allow funds to be diverted to the Orangeline from the Public Transportation
Account, or lobby regional transportation districts to fund the Orangeline from proceeds
they already receive under this program
o

Public Transportation Account (PTA) Revenues accrue from a sales tax on
gasoline and diesel fuel. Fifty percent of all PTA revenues go to the State Transit
Assistance (STA) Program, which provides funds for public transit operations and
for regional transit projects. STA funds are allocated to the region based upon two
factors: (1) 50 percent based on population and (2) 50 percent based on fare
revenues from the prior fiscal year.

PRIVATE FINANCE

•

Wedbush Morgan has agreed to contribute services “in kind” and work on a
contingent fee basis, with the understanding that they will be able to place a
portion of the debt or equity
–

Using Wedbush Morgan’s intimate knowledge of the capital markets, and experience
with the Alameda Corridor Project, compile a list of information required to seek funding

•

Obtaining this information must be a central component of Phase II funding

•

Initiate conversations with the Port of Los Angeles, the Port of Long Beach, about
the potential to use the Orangeline to transport cargo

•

Initiate conversations with the freight and overnight mail companies (Fed Ex, DHL,
UPS, USPS, etc) about the potential to use the Orangeline to transport freight

•

Initiate conversations with large southern California employers
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–

•

Potential to guarantee revenue and ridership via employee transportation

Continue to stay in contact with the capital markets and private financial
community.
–

Continue to investigate special funds or trusts that are established for investing in
transportation projects
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DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
AGENDA
The Orangeline
Development Authority
is a joint powers agency
formed to pursue deployment
of the Orangeline maglev
system in Southern
California. The Authority is
composed of the following
public agencies:
City of Artesia
City of Bell

REPORT

TO:

Members of the Orangeline Development Authority

FROM:

Albert Perdon, Executive Director

DATE:

May 10, 2006

SUBJECT:

Status of State Legislation – AB 2882

City of Bellflower
City of Cerritos
City of Cudahy
City of Downey
City of Huntington Park
City of Los Alamitos
City of Maywood
City of Palmdale
City of Paramount

Assembly Member Hector De La Torre introduced Assembly Bill 2882 in February
2006. As introduced, this bill would allow any local agency or other entity of local
government that has authority to issue bonds to request a loan from the Pooled
Money Investment Account. A copy of AB 2882 as introduced was distributed to
the Board on April 19, 2006. The author requested that letters in support of the
bill be sent to members of the Legislature from the Authority and member cities.
A number of cities did send letters in support of the bill.

City of Santa Clarita
City of South Gate
City of Vernon
Chairman
Scott Larsen
Councilmember,
City of Bellflower
Secretary
Art Gallucci
City Manager, City of Cerritos
General Counsel
Michael Colantuono
Colantuono & Levine, PC
Treasurer/Auditor
Jack Joseph
Gateway Cities COG
Executive Director
Albert Perdon, P.E.
Supporting Agencies
Gateway Cities Council
of Governments
Southern California
Association of Governments
City of Garden Grove
City of Huntington Beach
City of Long Beach
City of Stanton

The bill was scheduled to be heard in the Assembly Banking and Finance
Committee on April 17, 2006. The Executive Director traveled to the Capitol to
attend the hearing but discovered that the bill had been pulled from the meeting
agenda. In meetings with Assembly Member De La Torre and his Chief of Staff, it
was determined that the bill was being amended and would be re-referred to the
Local Government Committee for a hearing on May 10, 2006.
A copy of the amended bill was made available on May 11th and was distributed
to the Board in an email transmittal on that date. A copy of the amended bill and
relevant provisions of the Government Code and Constitution are attached.
As amended, the bill is totally re-written and now provides that the Authority is
able to designate and establish one or more infrastructure financing districts, a
right that is currently granted only to a city, a county or a city and county.
RECOMMENDATION
The following is recommended to the Board:
1. Review and discuss the information provided; and,
2. Provide further direction to staff; and
3. Receive and file the report.
ATTACHMENT
1.
2.
3.
4.

AB2882 as introduced on February 24, 2006
AB2882 Bill Status
California Codes, Government Code, Section 53395-53395.7
California Constitution, Article 13a [Tax Limitation]

info@calmaglev.org ▪ Phone 310.871.1113 ▪ Fax 562.924.0152
16401 Paramount Boulevard ▪ Paramount ▪ California 90723 ▪ USA ▪ www.orangeline.calmaglev.org
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BILL NUMBER: AB 2882
BILL TEXT

AMENDED

AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY
INTRODUCED BY

APRIL 25, 2006

Assembly Member De La Torre
FEBRUARY 24, 2006

An act to amend Section 16312
53395.1
of the Government Code, relating to state funds
infrastructure financing districts .

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST

AB 2882, as amended, De La Torre
State government:
fiscal affairs: state funds.
Infrastructure financing
districts.
Existing law authorizes the legislative body of a city to
designate one or more proposed infrastructure financing districts and
prescribes the procedures, including elections, necessary to
establish those districts. For the purposes of this law, "city" is
defined to include a city, a county, or a city and county.
This bill would expand that definition of "city" to also include a
joint exercise of powers authority consisting of cities, counties,
or any combination of cities and counties.
Existing law allows the Pooled Money Investment Board to make a
loan from the Pooled Money Investment Account to any special fund to
carry out a program or project that is authorized to be financed by
issuing bonds, notes or other evidence of indebtedness, subject to
those terms and conditions as the board determines with interest to
be determined as provided by law. Any state agency or other entity of
state government that has authority to issue bonds may request a
loan from the Pooled Money Investment Account, and execute the
necessary documents to obtain and repay the loan.
This bill would allow any local agency or other entity of local
government that has authority to issue bonds to request a loan from
the Pooled Money Investment Account, and execute the necessary
documents to obtain and repay the loan.
Vote: majority. Appropriation: no. Fiscal committee: yes
no . State-mandated local program: no.

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA DO ENACT AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1.
Section 53395.1 of the
Government Code
is amended to read:
53395.1. Unless the context otherwise requires, the definitions
contained in this article shall govern the construction of this
chapter.
(a) "Affected taxing entity" means any governmental taxing agency
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which
that levied or had levied on its
behalf a property tax on all or a portion of the property located in
the proposed district in the fiscal year prior to the designation of
the district, but not including any county office of education,
school district, or community college district.
(b) "City" means a city, a county, or a city
and county , or a joint exercise of powers authority, consisting
of cities, counties, or any combination of cities and counties
.
(c) "Debt" means any binding obligation to repay a sum of money,
including obligations in the form of bonds, certificates of
participation, long-term leases, loans from government agencies, or
loans from banks, other financial institutions, private businesses,
or individuals.
(d) "Designated official" means the city engineer or other
appropriate official designated pursuant to Section 53395.13.
(e) (1) "District" means an infrastructure financing district.
(2) An infrastructure financing district is a "district" within
the meaning of Section 1 of Article XIII A of the California
Constitution.
(f) "Infrastructure financing district" means a legally
constituted governmental entity established pursuant to this chapter
for the sole purpose of financing public facilities.
(g) "Landowner" or "owner of land" means any person shown as the
owner of land on the last equalized assessment roll or otherwise
known to be the owner of the land by the legislative body. The
legislative body has no obligation to obtain other information as to
the ownership of land, and its determination of ownership shall be
final and conclusive for the purposes of this chapter. A public
agency is not a landowner or owner of land for purposes of this
chapter, unless the public agency owns all of the land to be included
within the proposed district.
(h) "Legislative body" means the city council or board of
supervisors.
SECTION 1.
Section 16312 of the Government Code
is amended to read:
16312. (a) Notwithstanding and in addition to any other provision
of law permitting withdrawal of moneys from the General Fund for
deposit into a special fund for the purpose of carrying out a program
or project with repayment to the General Fund to come from the
proceeds of the later sale of state bonds or notes, the Pooled Money
Investment Board may instead make a loan from the Pooled Money
Investment Account directly to any such special fund, on such terms
and conditions as the board may determine, upon request made to the
board by an appropriate official. Any official authorized by law to
seek, authorize, or approve a withdrawal of moneys from the General
Fund for these purposes may in the alternative request a loan from
the board as provided in this section and execute such documents as
are required by the board to obtain and repay the loan. Interest on
the loan shall be determined as provided in Section 16314.
(b) The Pooled Money Investment Board may also make a loan from
the Pooled Money Investment Account to any special fund for the
purpose of carrying out a program or project that is authorized to be
financed by issuing bonds, notes, or other evidence of indebtedness,
where the special fund does not qualify under subdivision (a). Any
loan shall be subject to those terms and conditions as the board
shall determine and interest shall be determined as provided in
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Section 16314.
Any state or local agency or other entity of state or local
government that has authority to issue bonds may request a loan from
the Pooled Money Investment Account and execute such documents as are
required by the board to obtain and repay the loan.
(c) When a loan is made pursuant to subdivision (a) or (b) to a
special fund to carry out a state general obligation bond program,
other than a program adopted pursuant to an initiative statute prior
to August 22, 1988, or Chapter 27, 30, 48, or 49 of the Statutes of
1988, the special fund shall pay the loan interest out of the
proceeds derived from bond sales. For non-self-liquidating programs
adopted pursuant to an initiative statute prior to August 22, 1988,
or Chapter 27, 30, 48, or 49 of the Statutes of 1988, the General
Fund shall pay the loan interest.
(d) Notwithstanding Section 13340, amounts required to pay
interest on loans made to non-self-liquidating general obligation
bond programs are hereby continuously appropriated from the General
Fund.
The Legislature hereby finds and declares that these
appropriations for interest payments regarding general obligation
bond programs are appropriations for debt service as defined in
Section 8 of Article XIII B of the California Constitution and
therefore are exempt from the appropriations limit set by that

article.
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CURRENT BILL STATUS

MEASURE : A.B. No. 2882
AUTHOR(S)
: De La Torre.
TOPIC
: Infrastructure financing districts.
HOUSE LOCATION : ASM
+LAST AMENDED DATE : 04/25/2006

TYPE OF BILL :
Active
Non-Urgency
Non-Appropriations
Majority Vote Required
Non-State-Mandated Local Program
Non-Fiscal
Non-Tax Levy
LAST HIST. ACT. DATE: 04/27/2006
LAST HIST. ACTION
: Re-referred to Com. on
COMM. LOCATION : ASM LOCAL GOVERNMENT
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CALIFORNIA CODES
GOVERNMENT CODE
SECTION 53395-53395.7

53395. (a) The Legislature finds and declares that the state and
federal governments have withdrawn in whole or in part from their
former role in financing major, regional, or communitywide
infrastructure, including highways and interchanges, sewage treatment
and water reclamation works, water supply and treatment works, flood
control and drainage works, schools, libraries, parks, parking
facilities, open space, and seismic retrofit and rehabilitation of
public facilities.
(b) The Legislature further finds and declares that the methods
available to local agencies to finance public works often place an
undue and unfair burden on buyers of new homes, especially for public
works that benefit the broader community.
(c) The Legislature further finds and declares that the absence of
practical and equitable methods for financing both regional and
local public works leads to a declining standard of public works, a
reduced quality of life and decreased safety for affected citizens,
increased objection to otherwise desirable development, and excessive
costs for homebuyers.
(d) The Legislature further finds and declares that it is
equitable and in the public interest to provide alternative
procedures for financing public works and services needed to meet the
needs of new housing and other development projects.

53395.1. Unless the context otherwise requires, the definitions
contained in this article shall govern the construction of this
chapter.
(a) "Affected taxing entity" means any governmental taxing agency
which levied or had levied on its behalf a property tax on all or a
portion of the property located in the proposed district in the
fiscal year prior to the designation of the district, but not
including any county office of education, school district, or
community college district.
(b) "City" means a city, a county, or a city and county.
(c) "Debt" means any binding obligation to repay a sum of money,
including obligations in the form of bonds, certificates of
participation, long-term leases, loans from government agencies, or
loans from banks, other financial institutions, private businesses,
or individuals.
(d) "Designated official" means the city engineer or other
appropriate official designated pursuant to Section 53395.13.
(e) (1) "District" means an infrastructure financing district.
(2) An infrastructure financing district is a "district" within
the meaning of Section 1 of Article XIIIA of the California
Constitution.
(f) "Infrastructure financing district" means a legally
constituted governmental entity established pursuant to this chapter
for the sole purpose of financing public facilities.
(g) "Landowner" or "owner of land" means any person shown as the
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owner of land on the last equalized assessment roll or otherwise
known to be the owner of the land by the legislative body. The
legislative body has no obligation to obtain other information as to
the ownership of land, and its determination of ownership shall be
final and conclusive for the purposes of this chapter. A public
agency is not a landowner or owner of land for purposes of this
chapter, unless the public agency owns all of the land to be included
within the proposed district.
(h) "Legislative body" means the city council or board of
supervisors.

53395.2. (a) The revenues available pursuant to Article 3
(commencing with Section 53396) may be used directly for work allowed
pursuant to Section 53395.3, may be accumulated for a period not to
exceed five years to provide a fund for that work, may be pledged to
pay the principal of, and interest on, bonds issued pursuant to
Article 4 (commencing with Section 53397), or may be pledged to pay
the principal of, and interest on, bonds issued pursuant to the
Improvement Bond Act of 1915 (Division 10 (commencing with Section
8500) of the Streets and Highways Code) or the Mello-Roos Community
Facilities Act of 1982 (Chapter 2.5 (commencing with Section 53311)),
the proceeds of which have been or will be used entirely for
allowable purposes of the district. The revenue of the district may
also be advanced for allowable purposes of the district to an
Integrated Financing District established pursuant to Chapter 1.5
(commencing with Section 53175), in which case the district may be
party to a reimbursement agreement established pursuant to that
chapter. The revenues of the district may also be committed to
paying for any completed public facility acquired pursuant to Section
53395.3 over a period of time, including the payment of a rate of
interest not to exceed the bond buyer index rate on the day that the
agreement to repay is entered into by the city.
(b) The legislative body may enter into an agreement with any
affected taxing entity providing for the construction of, or
assistance in, financing public facilities.

53395.3. (a) A district may finance (1) the purchase, construction,
expansion, improvement, seismic retrofit, or rehabilitation of any
real or other tangible property with an estimated useful life of 15
years or longer which satisfies the requirements of subdivision (b),
(2) may finance planning and design work which is directly related to
the purchase, construction, expansion, or rehabilitation of that
property and (3) the costs described in Sections 53395.5, and
53396.5. A district may only finance the purchase of facilities for
which construction has been completed, as determined by the
legislative body. The facilities need not be physically located
within the boundaries of the district. A district may not finance
routine maintenance, repair work, or the costs of ongoing operation
or providing services of any kind.
(b) The district shall finance only public capital facilities of
communitywide significance, which provide significant benefits to an
area larger than the area of the district, including, but not limited
to, all of the following:
(1) Highways, interchanges, ramps and bridges, arterial streets,
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parking facilities, and transit facilities.
(2) Sewage treatment and water reclamation plants and interceptor
pipes.
(3) Facilities for the collection and treatment of water for urban
uses.
(4) Flood control levees and dams, retention basins, and drainage
channels.
(5) Child care facilities.
(6) Libraries.
(7) Parks, recreational facilities, and open space.
(8) Facilities for the transfer and disposal of solid waste,
including transfer stations and vehicles.
(c) Any district which constructs dwelling units shall set aside
not less than 20 percent of those units to increase and improve the
community's supply of low- and moderate-income housing available at
an affordable housing cost, as defined by Section 50052.5 of the
Health and Safety Code, to persons and families of low- and
moderate-income, as defined in Section 50093 of the Health and Safety
Code.

53395.4. (a) A district may not include any portion of a
redevelopment project area which is or has been previously created
pursuant to Part 1 (commencing with Section 33000) of Division 24 of
the Health and Safety Code, whether the creation is or was proper or
improper. A redevelopment project area may not include any portion
of a district created pursuant to this chapter.
(b) A district may finance only the facilities or services
authorized in this chapter to the extent that the facilities or
services are in addition to those provided in the territory of the
district before the district was created. The additional facilities
or services may not supplant facilities or services already available
within that territory when the district was created but may
supplement those facilities and services as needed to serve new
developments.
(c) A district may include areas which are not contiguous.

53395.5. It is the intent of the Legislature that the area of the
districts created be substantially undeveloped, and the establishment
of a district should not ordinarily lead to the removal of existing
dwelling units. If, however, any dwelling units are proposed to be
removed or destroyed in the course of private development or public
works construction within the area of the district, the legislative
body shall do all of the following:
(a) Within four years of the removal or destruction, cause or
require the construction or rehabilitation, for rental or sale to
persons or families of low or moderate income, of an equal number of
replacement dwelling units at affordable housing cost, as defined in
Section 50052.5 of the Health and Safety Code, within the territory
of the district if the dwelling units removed were inhabited by
persons or families of low or moderate income, as defined in Section
50093 of the Health and Safety Code.
(b) Within four years of the removal or destruction, cause or
require the construction or rehabilitation, for rental or sale to
persons of low or moderate income, a number of dwelling units which
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is at least one unit but not less than 20 percent of the total
dwelling units removed at affordable housing cost, as defined in
Section 50052.5 of the Health and Safety Code, within the territory
of the district if the dwelling units removed or destroyed were not
inhabited by persons of low or moderate income, as defined in Section
50093 of the Health and Safety Code.
(c) Provide relocation assistance and make all the payments
required by Chapter 16 (commencing with Section 7260) of Division 7
of Title 1, to persons displaced by any public or private development
occurring within the territory of the district. This displacement
shall be deemed to be the result of public action.
(d) Ensure that removal or destruction of any dwelling units
occupied by persons or families of low or moderate income not take
place unless and until there are suitable housing units, at
comparable cost to the units from which the persons or families were
displaced, available and ready for occupancy by the residents of the
units at the time of their displacement. The housing units shall be
suitable to the needs of these displaced persons or families and
shall be decent, safe, sanitary, and otherwise standard dwellings.

53395.6. Any action or proceeding to attack, review, set aside,
void, or annul the creation of a district, adoption of an
infrastructure financing plan, including a division of taxes
thereunder, or an election pursuant to this chapter shall be
commenced within 30 days after the enactment of the ordinance
creating the district pursuant to Section 53395.23. Consistent with
the time limitations of this section, such an action or proceeding
with respect to a division of taxes under this chapter may be brought
pursuant to Chapter 9 (commencing with Section 860) of Title 10 of
Part 2 of the Code of Civil Procedure, except that Section 869 of the
Code of Civil Procedure shall not apply.

53395.7. An action to determine the validity of the issuance of
bonds pursuant to this chapter may be brought pursuant to Chapter 9
(commencing with Section 860) of Title 10 of Part 2 of the Code of
Civil Procedure. However, notwithstanding the time limits specified
in Section 860 of the Code of Civil Procedure, the action shall be
commenced within 30 days after adoption of the resolution pursuant to
Section 53397.6 providing for issuance of the bonds if the action is
brought by an interested person pursuant to Section 863 of the Code
of Civil Procedure. Any appeal from a judgment in that action or
proceeding shall be commenced within 30 days after entry of judgment.
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CALIFORNIA CONSTITUTION
ARTICLE 13A [TAX LIMITATION]

SECTION 1. (a) The maximum amount of any ad valorem tax on real
property shall not exceed One percent (1%) of the full cash value of
such property. The one percent (1%) tax to be collected by the
counties and apportioned according to law to the districts within the
counties.
(b) The limitation provided for in subdivision (a) shall not apply
to ad valorem taxes or special assessments to pay the interest and
redemption charges on any of the following:
(1) Indebtedness approved by the voters prior to July 1, 1978.
(2) Bonded indebtedness for the acquisition or improvement of real
property approved on or after July 1, 1978, by two-thirds of the
votes cast by the voters voting on the proposition.
(3) Bonded indebtedness incurred by a school district, community
college district, or county office of education for the construction,
reconstruction, rehabilitation, or replacement of school facilities,
including the furnishing and equipping of school facilities, or the
acquisition or lease of real property for school facilities, approved
by 55 percent of the voters of the district or county, as
appropriate, voting on the proposition on or after the effective date
of the measure adding this paragraph. This paragraph shall apply
only if the proposition approved by the voters and resulting in the
bonded indebtedness includes all of the following accountability
requirements:
(A) A requirement that the proceeds from the sale of the bonds be
used only for the purposes specified in Article XIIIA, Section 1(b)
(3), and not for any other purpose, including teacher and
administrator salaries and other school operating expenses.
(B) A list of the specific school facilities projects to be funded
and certification that the school district board, community college
board, or county office of education has evaluated safety, class size
reduction, and information technology needs in developing that list.
(C) A requirement that the school district board, community
college board, or county office of education conduct an annual,
independent performance audit to ensure that the funds have been
expended only on the specific projects listed.
(D) A requirement that the school district board, community
college board, or county office of education conduct an annual,
independent financial audit of the proceeds from the sale of the
bonds until all of those proceeds have been expended for the school
facilities projects.
(c) Notwithstanding any other provisions of law or of this
Constitution, school districts, community college districts, and
county offices of education may levy a 55 percent vote ad valorem tax
pursuant to subdivision (b).
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DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
AGENDA
The Orangeline
Development Authority
is a joint powers agency
formed to pursue deployment
of the Orangeline Maglev
system in Southern
California. The Authority is
composed of the following
public agencies:
City of Artesia
City of Bell
City of Bellflower
City of Cerritos
City of Cudahy

REPORT

TO:

Members of the Orangeline Development Authority

FROM:

Albert Perdon, Executive Director

DATE:

April 19, 2006

SUBJECT:

Approval of Warrants

Staff recommends that the Board approve payment of the following invoices:

City of Downey

1. ARCADIS - $8,453.70.
Progress payment for February 2006 for Phase 1 project development
work scope

City of Huntington Park
City of Los Alamitos
City of Maywood
City of Palmdale

2. ARCADIS - $8,783.34
Progress payment for February 27 to April 2, 2006 for Phase 1 project
development work scope

City of Paramount
City of Santa Clarita
City of South Gate
City of Vernon

3. Albert Perdon & Associates, Inc. - $13,333.33.
For professional management and administrative services rendered to
support the Authority as Executive Director for the month of March 2006

Chairman
Scott Larsen
Councilmember,
City of Bellflower
Secretary

4. Albert Perdon & Associates, Inc. - $13,333.33
For professional management and administrative services rendered to
support the Authority as Executive Director for the month of April 2006

Art Gallucci
City Manager, City of Cerritos
General Counsel
Michael Colantuono
Colantuono & Levine, PC

Attachment:

Treasurer/Auditor
Jack Joseph
Gateway Cities COG

1.

Summary of key activities and accomplishments during the reporting
period

Executive Director
Albert Perdon, P.E.
Supporting Agencies
Gateway Cities Council
of Governments
Southern California
Association of Governments
City of Garden Grove
City of Huntington Beach
City of Long Beach
City of Stanton

info@calmaglev.org ▪ Phone 310.871.1113 ▪ Fax 562.924.0152
16401 Paramount Boulevard ▪ Paramount ▪ California 90723 ▪ USA ▪ www.orangeline.calmaglev.org
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Summary of Key Activities and Accomplishments
during the Reporting Period
1. ARCADIS – February 2006
Activities include preparation of: base aerial photos of the corridor, refined
modeling data for LCMTA, analysis of heavy freight requirements, initial
structural analysis, corridor mapping, refinement of station locations, solar
power analysis, and initial geotechnical analysis.
The Milestone 6 – Cargo and Freight draft report and the Milestone 5 –
System Operations draft report were prepared
Total percent earned value to date is 18%
2. ARCADIS – March 2006
Meetings were held with potential global investment bankers; the draft
proposed financial plan was refined; grant research was completed; full
review of prior feasibility studies was completed; a broadcast-quality video,
power point presentation and handout material were prepared; station-area
general plans of corridor cities were reviewed and preparation of a report on
station area urban design and development concepts was initiated;
arrangements were made for initiating ridership model runs, including
finalizing modeling assumptions and key input parameters; additional
engineering work was completed to develop alignment and speed profiles
and technology features; assess right-of-way needs, geotechnical analysis,
structural analysis, and evaluation of potential station locations.
Total percent earned value to date is 21%
3. Albert Perdon & Associates, Inc. - March 2006
The following reports were prepared and presented to the Board for review
and/or approval: Milestone 5 – System Operations Draft Report – ARCADIS;

Milestone 6 – Cargo and Freight Draft Report – ARCADIS; Public Outreach and
Advocacy – ARCADIS; Consider Adoption of Authority Amended Bylaws; Status
of State Legislation; Shanghai Maglev Inspection – Authorization for Travel;
Consider Approval of Agreement with Craig Accountancy for Accounting
Services; Reminder to Board Regarding Submittal of Form 700 – Annual
Statement of Economic Interests; Approval of Warrants; Assumptions for
Preparation of FY06-07 Authority Budget; Communication Items to the Board.
Other activities include: Coordination of a Board delegation inspection of the
Shanghai Maglev for April 2006; Participation in various meetings, including:
Ethics Training; City of Anaheim meeting with Anaheim Mayor Kurt Pringle and
Board member Kirk Cartozian; Southern California Association of Governments
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Regional Transportation Plan; dinner meeting of Mayors, council members and
city managers of Southeast Los Angeles County cities.
Also provided and maintained the Orangeline website for the Authority and
communicated with the ARCADIS Team to coordinate the technical work
program and with numerous outside contacts and stakeholders on a daily basis.
4. Albert Perdon & Associates, Inc. – April 2006
The following reports were prepared and presented to the Board for review
and approval: Consider Milestone 5 – System Operations Draft Report; Public

Outreach and Advocacy – ARCADIS; Status of State Legislation; Report on
Shanghai Maglev Inspection; Approval of Warrants; Communication Items to the
Board.
Other activities include: Development of financial model to evaluate the financial
viability of the Orangeline Maglev; coordination and staff support to Board
delegation inspection of Shanghai Maglev and visit with high-level government
officials and business executives and preparation of video presentation on the
journey; presentation on the benefits of maglev to the Artesia City Council;
development of state legislative proposal and meetings with state legislators in
Sacramento to advance the Authority’s legislative agenda resulting in the
introduction of AB2882 by Assembly Member De La Torre; initiating
establishment of separate accounting system and financial reporting system in
accordance with Caltrans requirements for federal grant eligibility; and provided
and maintained the Orangeline website for the Authority and communicated with
the ARCADIS Team to coordinate the technical work program and with
numerous other outside contacts and stakeholders on a daily basis.
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DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
AGENDA
The Orangeline
Development Authority
is a joint powers agency
formed to pursue deployment
of the Orangeline maglev
system in Southern
California. The Authority is
composed of the following
public agencies:
City of Artesia
City of Bell
City of Bellflower
City of Cerritos
City of Cudahy
City of Downey
City of Huntington Park

REPORT

TO:

Members of the Orangeline Development Authority

FROM:

Albert Perdon, Executive Director

MEETING DATE:

May 10, 2006

SUBJECT:

Communication Items to the Board

Treasurer’s Report
The Treasurer’s Report for the month of April 2006 is shown in Attachment 1.

City of Los Alamitos
City of Maywood

Member and Financial Status

City of Palmdale
City of Paramount

The Member and Financial Status Report is shown as Attachment 2.

City of Santa Clarita
City of South Gate

Meetings

City of Vernon
Chairman
Scott Larsen
Councilmember,
City of Bellflower
Secretary
Art Gallucci
City Manager, City of Cerritos
General Counsel
Michael Colantuono
Colantuono & Levine, PC
Treasurer/Auditor
Jack Joseph
Gateway Cities COG
Executive Director
Albert Perdon, P.E.
Supporting Agencies
Gateway Cities Council
of Governments
Southern California
Association of Governments
City of Garden Grove
City of Huntington Beach
City of Long Beach
City of Stanton

The Executive Director participated in, or will attend, the following meetings:
• Sacramento – April 24, 2006; meetings with Assembly Member De La
Torre and staff, Andrew Antwih, Chief Legislative Analyst for City of Los
Angeles, Assembly Member Joe Coto and other legislators and staff
regarding AB2882
• City of Bell – April 23, 2006; meeting with Pedro Carrillo, City of Bell
• Caltrans – April 27, 2006; attended Greater LA Chamber event, spoke
with David Fleming, MTA Board member
• ARCADIS – May 1, 2006; project status and review meeting
• Gateway Cities Council of Governments – May 3, 2006; presentation
on project status and meeting with Dick Powers and meeting with Larry
Nelson, Artesia and Gene Daniels, Paramount.
• LACMTA – May 3, 2006; meeting with Karen Heit (see Attachment 3)
• Sacramento – May 10, 2006; attend Assembly Local Government
Committee hearing on AB2882
RECOMMENDATION
The following is recommended to the Board:
1. Review and discuss the information provided;
2. Provide direction to staff
3. Receive and file report
ATTACHMENTS
1. Treasurer’s March 2006 Report
2. Member and Financial Status Report
3. Selected Slides from LACMTA Draft 2006 Long Range Transportation Plan
Financial and Performance Analysis

info@calmaglev.org ▪ Phone 310.871.1113 ▪ Fax 562.924.0152
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TREASURER’S REPORT
ORANGELINE DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
April 2006
Beginning Balance (4-1-06)

$389,603.18

Receipts:
Refund of Travel Advance (Shanghai Maglev Inspection Tour)

14,140.94

Expenditures:
Albert Perdon & Associates (Mar. Services)
ARCADIS (Progress Payment #4)

26,666.00
8,453.70
21,786.70

Ending Balance (4-30-06)

$381,957.42

_______________________
Jack M. Joseph
Treasurer

Attachment 3
ATTACHMENT 2
ORANGELINE DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
MEMBER AND FINANCIAL STATUS
Currently, there are fourteen cities that have adopted the Orangeline Development
Authority Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement, effectively forming the joint powers
authority. The Authority’s administrative operations are funded from member
agency investment contributions, as shown in the table below. A portion of the
amounts received from member cities during FY2005-2006 is used to match a $1.1
million in-kind investment contribution by the Authority’s development partner. The
Authority is seeking additional funding from both public and private sources.
Authority Member Agency Investment Contributions
for FY 2005-2006
(as of March 31, 2006)

Member Cities
Artesia
Bell
Bellflower
Cerritos
Cudahy
Downey
Huntington Park
Los Alamitos
Maywood
Palmdale
Paramount
Santa Clarita
South Gate
Vernon
Total Member Cities

Total
Amount
Due
$12,707
$10,277
$37,322
$35,604
$11,711
$21,300
$21,747
$3,950
$7,296
$66,865
$29,671
$80,645
$49,456
$14,488
$403,039

Amount
Received

$10,278
$37,322
$35,605
$21,300
$21,747
$3,950
$7,296
$66,865
$29,671
$80,646
$49,456
$14,489
$378,625
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Selected Slides from LACMTA Draft 2006 Long Range Transportation Plan Financial
and Performance Analysis
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Three-quarters of public transportation investment in LA County is
controlled by Metro decision-making $105 B through 2030
- Maintaining commitments to previously planned transit services and other

--

improvements makes up 93% ofthe Metro-controlled funds
- We project about $7 B (7%) in uncommitted funds, primarily in last third of Plan
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Estimated Transit Project Boardings per Mile
Based on Preliminary Order-of-Magnitude Estimates
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1. Green Line Ext South (to South Bay Galleria
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I 4 5 Corridor B

R. Gold Line Foothill Ext (to Montclair)
S. West Santa Ana Brancil Mag Leu
Funded by Private Sector

Annual Boardings per Mile (2030)
f:

Based on Metm C d d Line Foothill Extension Construction Authority's ridership forecast (calculated under diEemnt methodology)
Using the Authority's forecast, 315,494 annual boardings per mile are generated for the segment from Sierra Madre Villa t o Azusa
(10.5 miles) and 231,244 annual boarding per mile are generated for the segment from Azusa to Montclair (13.1 miles).
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Estimated Transit Project Costs
A. Vermont Corridor Subway (to Green tin
6. Silver Line LRT (Vermont/Sta Monica Station to La ~uente)
C. Red Line Westside Subway (to Century C
D. Red Line Wemide Subway (Century City to Santa Mom

E. Gold tine Foothill Ext (to Montclair)
F. Yellow tine LRT (North HollywoodStation to 3YFlower)

C. Green tine North Aerial (LAX to Expo Sta Monica Station)

H. Gold Line EartsideAerial Ext (to Whinier)
I.LA/gurbank/Glendale Conidw LRT (Union Sta to Burbmk)

I. Gold tine EartrideAt-Gnde kt (to Whittier)
K. Green Line Undergmund Ext (to Nomsl

L Red Line Subway Ext. North (to Burbank Airpo
M. Rte. 134 Tnnsit Corridor BRT (to Dd Mar S

PI. Green Line Habar Ext (to PCH Station

0.1.405 Corridor B
P. Regmnal Conn

Q. Harbor Subdivision ROW DMU (Union Sta to Aviation Sta)
R. Green Line Aerial Ext (to Nomalk)

S. Green Line Ext South (toSouth Bay Galleria)

*

2015 Dollars (Millions)
Light rail projects using heavy rail lines may be required to negotiate exclusive use agreements to share tracks. Ifat-grade or aerial alignments
require right-of-way purchases, cost estimates could increase substantially.
Uses Metro's cost estimates. C d d Line Foothill Extension Construction Authorky estimates costs at S1.237M. The Authority's estimated cost for
the segment from Sierra Madre Villa to Azusa is S485M; for the segment fram Azusa to Montclair is S752M.
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Estimated Transit Project Cost Effectiveness
Based on Preliminary Order-of-M agnitude Estimates
f. Harbor S u b d i i w r ROW DMU (Union Sta to Aviation Sta)

a. Red Line Wertride (Subway to Century Ci
E. Red Line Subway Ext. North (to Uurbank Airp

F. Rte. 134 Transit Corridor BUT (to Del Mar S

a. LA/Burbank/Glendale Corridor LRT (Union Sta to Burbank)
H. Green Line Ext South (to South Bay Galleria) $:

1.

Red Line '#&side Subway (Century City to Santa Monica

j. Green Line North Aerial (LAX to Expo Sta Moaica Station)
K. Gdd Line Mside M n d e Ext (to Whittier)

L YeUw Line LRT (Nanh Hallywecd Station to ld/Flower)
M. Vermont Corridor Subwuy fto Gfeen Un

N, Gold Line EastsideAsrial Ext (toWhittier) "
8. Green Line Aerial Eat (to NowaB) '>
P. S i i Line LRT ( V e r m e Monica Station to La Puentq :y

Q,Green Line H

a k En fto PCH Station) '.

R. Gdd Line Foothill Eat (to kura)*'.

T. C n m L i U n d ~ g r u n dExt (to N o w

estimates, cost-effectiveness for the entire alignment would be 5,120 annual Boardings per m
h dollars, with 6,827 annual boardings pa
million dollars for the segment fmm Sem Madre Villa to Azusa and 4,018 annual boardings from Aursa to Montclair.
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