














ORANGE AND LOS ANGELES
INTERCOUNTY TRANSPORTATION STUDY PACIFIC ELECTRIC RIGHT OF WAY ASSESSMENT

TABLE S-2 — PE ROW TRANSIT SERVICE ALTERNATIVES ORDER OF MAGNITUDE COST ESTIMATES

BRT Route LRT Route HSR Route Estimated Cost Total Capital Cost

Altemative Length Length Length per Mile Estimate
{miles) (miles) (miles) {millions) (millions)
Grade Separated BRT 20.0 0.0 0.0 $37 $740
Elevated BRT 218 0.0 0.0 $84 $1.832
Elevated LRT 0.0 30.2 0.0 $100 $3,021
Hybrid LRT/BRT 13.5 12.2 00 $58 $1,485
High Speed Transit 0.0 0.0 34.2 $120 to $200 $4,100 to $6,800

Source: 1Bl Group
Preliminary Evaluation

Each of the five transit service alternatives for the PE ROW was subjected to a preliminary
evaluation using several criteria. The screening and evaluation of transit alternatives is
designed to identify viable alternatives that should be carried forward for detailed study and
analysis, and fo identify those alternatives that may have significant impacts or poor system
performance. The goal is to develop a short list of reasonable alternatives that can be studied
in a future phase at a higher level of detail. The criteria selected for evaluation were assigned
to the following groups:

e Mobility Improvements

* Connectivity (with other transit systems)
o Visual Impacts

e Traffic Impacts

» Cost Effectiveness

The comparison of the five proposed alternatives is based upon a rating system applied to
specific evaluation criteria that fall into the categories mentioned above. The rating represents
how each tfransit alternative ranks in terms of individual evaluation criteria on a scale of 1 to 5.
The rating scale is as follows:

¢ 1 — Significant Constraint
e 2 — Not Supportive

e 3 - Neutral

e 4 — Supportive

L ]

5 — Very Supportive

Ratings were assigned for each corridor in the various categories using an equal interval
method. Table S-3 below presents the rating applied to a range of values under each
evaluation criteria.
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TABLE S-3 — EVALUATION CRITERIA RATING ASSIGNMENTS

Evaluation Criteria

Mobility Improvements

Significant
Constraint
ll1 n

Not Supportive

1:2!1

Supportive
“4"

Very
Supportive
ll5"

Total Ridership 0-4,000 4,001-38,000 8,001-12000 | 12,001-18,000 | 16,001 - 20,000
Ridership within Orange County 0-1,600 1,601-3,200 3,201 -4,800 4,801 -6,400 6,401 - 8,000
Ridership within Los Angeles County 0-1,200 1,201-2,400 2,401 -3,600 3,601 -4,800 4,801 - 6,000
Ridership between Counties 0-1,600 1,601 -3,200 3,201-4,300 4,801 -6,400 6,401-28,000
Riders per Mile 0-160 161-320 321-480 481-640 641 -800
Connectivity
Connectivity with Existing Transit Network Less than 15 15-30 31-45 46-60 Over 60
No. of Stations Upto s 8-10 11-15 16-20 QOver 20
No. of Stations with Park and Ride Less Than 15% 15% - 30% 31% - 45% 46% - 60% Above 60%
Visual Impacts
Structure/Guideway Visual Impacts to Primarily Partially
Adjacent Properties la Fully Elovatod Elevated Elevated Fully At-Grade
Traffic Impacts
Replacing Traffic | Replacing Left- Exclusive Transit
; Lanes with Turn Lanes with Mixed-flow Lanes with no
Roacway Capaoily impacts v Exclusive Transit | Exclusive Transit Operations Changes to
Lanes Lanes Traffic Lanes
; Partially Primarily Fully Elevated
Roadway Crossing Impacts nfa Fully At-Grade Elsvated Elovated Alignment
Cost Effectiveness
y : Above $90,000,001 - $60,000,001 - $30,000,001 - Less than
bl §120,000,000 | $120000.000 | $90,000.000 | $60,000000 | $30,000,000
Construction Cost per Annual Rider Above $160 $121-$160 $81-3120 $41-$80 $0-540

Comparison of Alternatives

The rankings assigned to each alternative using the criteria outlined in this initial assessment
were totaled to obtain an overall score for each of the five alternatives. The overall score
summarizes the performance of each alternative under this initial assessment and evaluation.
The scores can be used to identify alternatives the merit further consideration in a future more
detailed study and those alternatives that may require some refinement in order to be

considered for future evaluation and study.
evaluation of the five PE ROW transit service alternatives.

Table S-4 summarizes the results of the
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Evaluation Criteria

Mobility Improvements

TABLE S-4 — OVERALL EVALUATION CRITERIA MATRIX

Alternative 1
Grade Separated
Rapid Transit

Alternative 2
Elevated Bus
Rapid Transit

Alternative 3
Elevated Light Rail
Transit

Alternative 4
Elevated Hybrid
BRT/LRT

Alternative 5
High-Speed

Transit

Total Ridership

Within Orange County

Within LA County

Cross County

Riders per Mile

e N |

(S0 B Ll B B

(S 0 Ko 0 NS (6,08 £,

o = e o

N W o = W

Connectivity

Connectivity with Existing
Transit Network

No. of Stations

No. of Stations with Park
and Ride

Visual Impacts

Structure/Guideway
Visual Impacts to
Adjacent Properties

Traffic Impacts

Roadway Capacity
Impacts

Roadway Crossing
Impacts

Cost Effectiveness

Construction Cost per
Mile

Construction Cost per
Annual Rider

Total Points

50

48

54

39

36

Alternative 3 performed the best in this initial evaluation with Alternatives 1 and 2 ranked close
behind. Each of these alternatives provides good connectivity to the existing regional transit
system and is forecast to serve the highest number of riders. Alternative 1 further benefited
from the lower capital cost associated with having portions of the alignment operate at-grade.
The ridership forecasts developed using OCTAM show a strong link between population
centers in West Orange County and Southeast Los Angeles County to employment centers in
Central and West Orange County. Each of these three alternatives performs well at serving

this travel market.
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Conclusions

This assessment report is intended to be an initial analysis and evaluation of selected transit
service alternatives for the West Santa Ana Branch of the PE ROW between Orange County
and Los Angeles County. The key findings of this initial assessment are;

» The ridership forecasts and origin and destination forecasts developed using OCTAM
suggest that there is demand for travel between Orange and Los Angeles counties in
areas surrounding the PE ROW corridor.

e The transit service options attract significantly more trips from Los Angeles County to
Orange County than in the reserve direction.

e Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4 perform well at serving travel demand from West Orange
County and Southeast Los Angeles County to Central Santa Ana, the South Coast
Metro area, and the Irvine Business Complex.

» Alternative 5 performs well at serving travel demand between Southeast Los Angeles
County and Downtown Los Angeles.

» Alternative 5 is competitive with the Metrolink OC Line, diverting about 1,000 riders per
day.

o Alternatives 2 and 3 are forecast to serve the greatest number of total riders and riders
per mile, while Alternatives 4 and 5 have the lowest forecast ridership and riders per
mile.

¢ Connections to the Metro Green Line and Metro Blue Line LRT are important.

¢ Alternative 1 (Grade Separated BRT) has the lowest cost and cost per rider due to at-
grade alignment in portions of the PE ROW.

e Future studies would need to consider Renewed Measure M Project S (Go Local)
recommendations for transit services using the PE ROW.

Based on the evaluation presented in this technical report, Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 appear to
warrant further analysis as part of a future study. Alternative 4 does provide some travel
benefits within Orange County and could be considered as an initial operating segment for an
LRT service between Santa Ana and the Cypress College area if the institutional challenges
associated with transit operations across the county line prove difficult to overcome in the near
term. On a cost per mile and cost per rider basis, BRT services would likely benefit from at-
grade operations within the PE ROW as much as feasible. Alternative § would require
refinement to be potentially competitive with the other alternatives. If a high speed transit
alternative is studied in the future, alternative alignments or station locations may need to be
considered.

Additional transit service alternatives studied in the future could include refinements to
alignments, station locations, terminus points and transit technologies. It is recommended that
at a minimum the Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 presented in this report be incorporated into any
future analysis in some form based on their performance and potential for serving travel
demand in and near the PE ROW corridor.
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