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Next stop: Orange
Line Improvements.
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> Qverview of Metro Orange Line

> Technical Study Goals and Analysis

i% Key Takeaways

> Maintaining Operations During Construction
>Implementing Crossing Gates for BRT

> Coordinating with Other Agencies

> Preparing for Future LRT Conversion
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Metro Orange Line BRT mmmnQ
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Historically a Southern Pacific Railroad corridor

Metro purchased ROW in 1991, but at-grade rail
banned by state law

BRT opened in 2005; $324M

Extension to Chatsworth opened in 2012
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MOL Characteristics

Ridership

ua-

Approx. 25k
weekday riders

Travel Time

&

50-55 minutes from North
Hollywood to Chatsworth
(PM peak)

Safety

A

23 collisions in 2015-2016
4-5k monthly red light
violations

munnnQ

Grade Crossings

46 at-grade crossings
38 street
3 private
5 pedestrian

Bike/Ped Path

17-mile adjacent
Class 1 bike/ped path
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> Transportation ballot g

SANTA CLARITA VALLEY é

measure in November o ar

2016 \ Lo ngetecmey

ANTELOPE VALLEY

> V5 cent sales tax increase
to improve transit etura by
systems and roadways

throughout LA County 7 Jﬂmm

> Over 70% of voters e\ T A

a p p rove d PACIFIC OCEAN [ ST ./ﬂ San

Bernardino
> Generates $860M per -
y e a r «---= Transit Projects Under Construction

~@  Transit Projects Proposed

Orange County

Map numbers are for reference only.
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------ Highway/Street Projects Under Construction @ é f] @
Final project scope will be determined in the environmental process.

@ ~e  Highway/Street Projects Proposed
Metro



Measure M

> Phase 1: BRT Improvements
> $286M
> Groundbreaking 2019
> Operation Shovel Ready

SAN FERNANDO

> Phase 2: Conversion to LRT JaEE)

> S1.4B
> Groundbreaking 2051

*
~
...

LASVIRGENES/ o 35| L EE)/"'
MALIBU |
westsbe\ | ... - 5



Technical Study

Phase 1: BRT Improvements

Purpose
Provide safe and cost-effective strategies to improve operating
speeds, capacity, and safety, while addressing passenger needs
and minimizing disruption to residents

Goals

Improve Operations > Benefit Community
> Address Safety Concerns > Ensure Cost-Effectiveness

\"4

Tasks
> Determine feasibility of grade separations and other
improvements
> Develop conceptual-level designs for grade
separations, and preliminary cost estimates



Evaluation Criteria

Criteria

Improve Operation Speeds

Address Safety Concerns

Benefit the Surrounding
Community

Ensure Cost Effectiveness
(evaluated at a later stage)

* Reduce bus delays from red lights

* Reduce overall person-delay

* Improve consistency of bus speeds
across the corridor

* Decrease modal conflicts at
crossings

* Improvement pedestrian and
bicycle safety

* Serve surrounding community

* Preserve/enhance pedestrian and
bicycle connections

* Reduce delays for cross-traffic

* Maximize cost-effectiveness

Average bus speed at crossing

* Red light delay for buses at crossing

Total rider delay

* Average bus speed per segment

Stop-to-stop travel time

Collisions with buses

Collisions from right-turn-on-red
violations

Visibility restrictions

Near-miss collisions
Bicycle/pedestrian collisions

Population/employment density
Traffic volumes of cross-streets
Level-of-service of cross-streets
Per-lane volumes of cross-streets

Capital costs
Operations and maintenance costs
Annual cost/ridership added



Needs Analysis

Existing Conditions Proposed Improvement Type

Grade Separation
* Complex operational issues _
* High safety conflicts I --
* High potential for community

benefits

S

Improved Transit Permanent

) L Four Quadrant Gates
Signal Priority (TSP) Road Closure

* Low to medium operational
issues

* Low to medium safety conflicts ° $,f’ \Jj?_
* Low to medium potential for "
community benefits




tize Improvements
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NORDHOFF S

PARTHENIA ST

ROSCOE BLVD

Grade separations at Sepulveda - Van Nuys

Railroad-type gating at up to 35 intersections

Closure of Tyrone Avenue

Bike/pedestrian path grade separation of

Sepulveda and Van Nuys

Existing Transportation Network
wmss Metro Orange Line

mmmmm Metro Red Line

Metro Rapid Line

=== Metrolink Line

Package A-1 Improvements
@ Grade Separation
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Conceptual rendering; subject to change




Benefits of Recommended
Improvements

Entire Orange Line Corridor
(North Hollywood to Chatsworth)

Improvement / Benefit Gates + Grade Separation from
: Van Nuys to Sepulveda

BUSTTEE\VEL G
REDUCTION (avg. 40% reduction)
“d® RIDERSHIP L0
(approx. 39% increase)
Improve safety for buses, cars,
A SAFETY pedestrians and bicyclists at gated

crossings



Maintaining Operations

ks

During Construction

Goals

> Maintain safe and efficient bus service during construction
> Keep MOL close to ROW
> Maintain bike path

> Temporary lane closure required during construction
> Tradeoffs necessary —detours required for both bus and bikeway
> Busway relocated north, within existing bike path area

> Bike path relocated north or south on parallel streets

@ Metro



Maintaining Operations
During Construction
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Figure 3-2: Construction Staging (Sepulveda Station)

O el
™

Temporary Stations &

£ UL

’ L TR T T B ! A
o |7 ¥ e sty | s

-
e S SO ¢

= Rdugt s { A o N W ST
-p”"“".- el 11

Figure 3-3: Construction Staging (Van Nuys Station)



Implementing

Crossing Gates

Benefits Challenges

> Increased safety > Requires removing all existing

> Elimination of red light traffic traffic signals controlling buses
violations > Requires vehicle detectors

> Reduced frequency of crossing (loops or video detection), and
closures, compared to current other new equipment

signalized crossings
> Requires ROW to be used

> Opportunities for platooning exclusively by Metro buses

Impacts > Coordination with Los Angeles

> Increased peak hour cross-traffic Department of Transportation
delays



Implementing
Crossing Gates (e,

Standard equipment for R op Bar Detecto
existing rail crossings and :
traffic signal systems—but the

combination is a new, unique el Do No e e
application :

sk aliats Initiate Advanced Bus Waits for

Detectors Activated Preemption N Proceed Signal

No

Prevent Queuing Across Busway

Gates Down
Cross Street Queue

Detection Activated

Do Nothing

Release Detectors

Activated
Terminate Green and

Activate Cross Street
Green

Gates Up End Preemption
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De Soto Crossing

Conceptual rendering; subject to change




*Coordinating with

Other Agencies

All coordination challenges related to gating

> Los Angeles Department of Transportation

> Competing priorities — MOL vs. maintaining cross-traffic volumes
and speeds

> Challenge of removing bus signals and adding new equipment
> Traffic study underway

> California Public Utilities Commission

> Future conversion to LRT requires additional analysis of all at-
grade crossings

> Metro’s Grade Separation Policy applied during technical study;
gating does not preclude conversion

@ Metro



*Preparing for LRT

Conversion

> Platforms lengths and width designed for LRT (270’ minimum length)
> Platform heights designed for LRT — BRT slabs to be lowered in future

> Infrastructure ready for future OCS installation
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Preparing for LRT
*Conversion nmmQ

r{—FUTURE ocs

|«—FUTURE LRT

FUTURE LRT —>|

Alte rnative deSign - CENTERLINE | | CENTERLINE

platform built to BRT
heights and raised in
future, along with adding
vertical circulation
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*Preparing for LRT
Conversion
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> Early/Mid 2018

> Technical/environmental analysis
> Preliminary engineering
> Refine design concepts

> Mid/Late 2019

> Construction Groundbreaking

AMTRAK CAB SIGNAL ASPECT

e APPROACH
> Complementary Initiatives : LIMIT 45

> New electric buses: ZEB and charging OIG[DIDION

stations by 2020
> Provide real-time signal information

@ to operators
Metro

v AUTHORIZED SPEED
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