
Memorandum
To: Chairman and Commissioners Date  March 19, 2001

From: Robert I. Remen File No:
Book Item 2.2b
Action

Ref: Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Report on the Los Angeles
Eastside Corridor Project

Issue:

Should the Commission comment on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) for the proposed Los Angeles
Eastside Corridor Transit light rail transit (LRT) project by the Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA)?

Recommendation:

According to the Draft SEIS/SEIR, only one of the three LRT options can be funded with the
$759.5 million estimated to be available in federal and state funding sources for the proposed
project.  The least expensive option would use $441 million in federal funds and $236 million in
Traffic Congestion Relief Program funds from AB 2928 (Torlakson, 2000) for $677 million or
89.1 % of the $759.5 million needed.  The remaining 10.9% would come from locally controlled
federal CMAQ (Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program) and RSTP (Regional Surface
Transportation Program) funding for $77.1 million (10.2%) and $5.2 million (0.7%) from the
regional portion of the STIP.  The other two options’ capital cost, interest financing and cash
flow needs would exceed the $795.5 million by at least $31 to $95 million.

Given the relatively modest commitment of locally controlled funds ($82.3 million or 10.9% of
the total funding) to the Eastside Corridor extension, staff would recommend that the
Commission, as a responsible agency, make the following comment on the Draft SEIS/SEIR:

• MTA should only consider the light rail option that can be fully funded by the revenues
available.

• Should MTA select the second or third option over the first option, then MTA should
commit to using a local funding source to fully fund the project.

Background:

Project Description:  The preferred alternative is a 6-mile, eight station light rail line physically
connected to the Pasadena Blue Line at Union station (see maps, Figures S1 and S3).  The line
would then extend eastward from Union Station on the surface along 1st and then 3rd Streets,
going underground between Utah Street and Lorena Street, resurfacing and ending at Atlantic



and Beverly Boulevard.  The light rail alternative includes three rail alignment options near
Lorena and Hicks Streets.  Two options are surface options, where the parking is removed or
additional right-of-way is acquired.  The third option would extend the proposed subway portion
of the light rail line an additional 3000 feet.  The preferred alternative also includes as part of its
capital and operational cost an estimated 40 peak-period buses to serve the light rail stations.  A
storage and maintenance facility is also proposed for the light rail extension and three sites are
identified.
The operating characteristics of the LRT would be for 5-minute peak service and 12-minute off-
peak service.  Buses would connect to all the stations along the line.  At-grade speeds would be
up to 35 mph and 55 mph in the subway portion.  Average travel time ranges between 15
minutes for the extended subway option and 15.5 minutes for the two surface alignment options.

Estimated Project Cost:  The cost of the three options is shown in the following chart in 1999
dollars and in expenditure year dollars.  The total estimated project cost is $759.5 million,
which includes $714.6 million in capital costs and $44.9 million to cover interest costs and
cash flow needs.  All of the funding would come from committed federal and state funds
anticipated to be available.  No local transportation sales tax funds are committed to this project.

Capital Cost Estimates for the Eastside Corridor Light Rail Alternatives
(Interest costs and cash flow needs are not included)

Cost Category LRT Option 1 LRT Option 2 LRT Option 3
Alignment
difference

Parking removed on
Indiana Street

Acquire addt’l right-of-
way on Indiana Street

Extended tunnel &
underground station

1999 $
Millions

Expenditure
Year $
Millions

1999 $
Millions

Expenditure
Year $
Millions

1999 $
Millions

Expenditure
Year $
Millions

Preliminary
Engineering

$  10.0    $  10.4 $  10.0    $  10.4   $  12.0    $    12.7

Final Design $  24.0    $  25.9 $  24.0    $  26.1   $  28.1    $     30.6
Right-of-way $  38.0    $  41.9 $  48.3    $  53.9   $  38.0    $     42.2
Construction $401.9    $463.2 $403.2    $476.2   $487.3    $    581.0
Vehicles $  90.0    $104.0 $  90.0    $105.3   $  90.0    $    107.9
Contingency $  60.4    $  69.2 $  63.3    $  73.8   $  67.7    $      80.1
Total Capital
Cost

$624.3    $714.6 $638.8    $745.7   $723.1    $     854.5

Operations
Begin

November
2006

November
2006

November
2008

The operating costs are expected to be the same for the 3 options and are estimated to cost about
$22.5 million/year in 1999 dollars.  $11 million would be used to support light rail service, while
the remaining $11.5 million would be used for increased bus service to support the rail service.

Environmental Impact of the Light Rail Transit Project:  Attached are two tables (Table S-7
and S-8) from the Draft SEIS/R that identify the impacts from the proposed LRT alternative and



the maintenance station options.  Under the California Environmental Quality Act, the following
unavoidable significant impacts are expected to occur with the LRT alternative:

• The project will require property acquisition and relocation of residents and businesses.
The high housing demand and low vacancy rate in the area may limit the availability of
comparable replacement housing, resulting in some residents relocating outside the
corridor.

• 14 traffic intersections in the project area will be impacted by this alternative.

• Tunneling during construction of the subway segment may result in destruction of fossils.

• Temporary impacts during construction are possible with regard to parking losses, traffic
lane closures, potential bus stop relocations, partial daytime side walk closures, total
nighttime sidewalk closures, potential bus stop relocations, and traffic patterns due to
movement of general construction traffic.

• Temporary air quality, noise, and vibration impacts are also possible during construction.

Historical and Financial Background:  In 1994, MTA selected, as its preferred alternative for
the Eastside Corridor, an extension of the Red Line heavy-rail subway.  Construction started in
1997; it was suspended in 1998 due to a massive funding shortfall on the local level.
(Newspaper accounts reported the shortfall to be at least $1 billion.)  The Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) and the Commission expressed their concerns over MTA’s ability to
deliver the Red Line subway extensions to North Hollywood, Eastside and Mid-City, as well as
the Pasadena Blue light rail line.  As a result, MTA met with its funding partners, FTA and the
Commission, to discuss how it would accomplish its plans with the funding available.
Ultimately, MTA was required to show that its revised capital plan would fund and complete the
proposed projects within the agreed upon schedule and funding available.  After MTA
restructured its capital financing plan, it adopted in May 1998 its Restructuring Plan for
completing the Red Line North Hollywood extension and the Pasadena Blue light rail line.  MTA
suspended its Eastside Corridor and Mid-City rail extensions.  The Plan also called for studying
viable and effective options in Los Angeles County for the corridors in which rail projects had
been suspended.  With the Eastside corridor, this meant an examination of alternative fixed
guideway options to the suspended heavy rail subway project.

In late 1998, MTA completed a Regional Transit Alternatives Analysis that reviewed all of the
alternatives in previous environmental documents, proposed at public hearings, and suggested by
interested parties.  Alternatives considered included heavy subway rail, light rail, bus rapid
transit, a combination heavy rail and bus rapid transit, a low cost alternative (transportation
systems management – TSM), and no project.  (TSM and the no project alternative are always
considered in an environmental document.)

A number of criteria were used by MTA to reduce the 47 “guideway” alternatives proposed.
Some crucial factors used in the winnowing process were the funding available (from FTA, the
state, and local revenues), the decision by Los Angeles voters to forgo further subway
expansions, community issues, mobility factors and previous decisions based on policy,
legislation or judgments.



The narrowed field of eight “guideway” alternatives for the Eastside corridor included bus rapid
transit alternatives, light rail alternatives and heavy rail alternatives, which were studied in the
Re-Evaluation Major Investment Study.  For the Draft SEIS, MTA initially focused on bus rapid
alternatives and light rail alternatives, if funding was available.  In June 2000, MTA decided to
limit further the number of “guideway” alternatives to LRT with the availability of $236 million
in State Traffic Congestion Relief Program funding, which gave MTA the last increment of
funding needed to fully fund Option 1 of the LRT alternatives.  (Of the $236 million available,
the Commission approved two MTA applications in December 2000 and January 2001 totaling
$19.5 million for environmental and preliminary engineering, which would be used to prepare a
design/build proposal by December 2001.)
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