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SUBJECT: METRO G LINE (ORANGE) SEPULVEDA STATION FIRST / LAST MILE PLAN AND
BUS RAPID TRANSIT IMPROVEMENTS

ACTION: APPROVE RECOMMENDATIONS

RECOMMENDATION

CONSIDER:
A. ADOPTING the G Line (Orange) Sepulveda Station First/Last Mile Plan (Attachment A);

B. AUTHORIZING the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) to modify the scope of work for the Metro G
Line (Orange) Bus Rapid Transit Improvements project (Project) to include bikeway
improvements in lieu of the grade-separated bicycle/pedestrian overcrossing bridge at Van
Nuys and crossing improvements for the existing bikeway in lieu of the grade-separated
bicycle/pedestrian overcrossing bridge at Sepulveda; and

C. AUTHORIZING the CEO or his designee to negotiate a grant agreement scope change with
the California Transportation Commission (CTC) to ensure state grant funding for the Project
is maintained.

ISSUE

Staff developed the G Line (Orange) Sepulveda Station First/Last Mile Plan (FLM Plan) (Attachment
A) as directed by Board Motion 14.1 (May 2016). The FLM Plan identifies walking and biking
improvements within the half-mile and up to 3-mile radius of the station. Improvements in the FLM
Plan are prioritized based on connectivity, safety, and equity, among other factors described further in
this report. An FLM plan for the Van Nuys Station was completed previously and adopted by the
Metro Board of Directors in December 2020 as part of the East San Fernando Valley (ESFV)
First/Last Mile Plan.

FLM planning allows Metro to highlight access and safety needs and catalyze investment in station
areas. This FLM planning effort to date has coalesced specific implementation opportunities
including:

e A Measure M Metro Active Transport (MAT) Program grant to the City of Los Angeles for the
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Sepulveda Station area was Board-approved in January 2021. The project was selected
because of a very high need for active transportation infrastructure and known safety concerns
in the area.

¢ Integration of FLM Plan-identified improvements for the Van Nuys and Sepulveda Stations into
the delivery within the footprint of the Metro G Line (Orange) Bus Rapid Transit Improvements
Project (Project), subject to on-going design work and feasibility review.

The Board of Directors approved the scope of the Project in 2018, however, the completed FLM Plan
and additional analysis detailed in this report allowed staff to re-evaluate the bicycle/pedestrain
bridges in the Project scope and recommend their removal. As such, in addition to the
recommendation to adopt the FLM Plan, staff is recommending authorizing the CEO to modify the
Project scope of work and negotiate a grant agreement scope change with the CTC to ensure state
grant funding for the Project is maintained.

BACKGROUND

Board Motion 14.1 (May 2016) directed staff to undertake FLM planning for future Metro transit
capital projects. The FLM Plan was completed following the Metro FLM methodology detailed in the
2014 First/Last Mile Strategic Plan.

At its July 2018 meeting, the Board approved the description for the Project to include the following:
e Up to 35 railroad-style gates at intersections along the G Line
e Two grade-separated structures and aerial stations for the busway at Van Nuys and
Sepulveda
e Two new, grade-separated bicycle/pedestrian bridges adjacent to the busway grade
separations. The bicycle/pedestrian bridges would be in addition to the existing Class | at-
grade bicycle path facility, which would remain.

The Project is one of the early Measure M transit projects, with a construction groundbreaking date of
Fiscal Year (FY) 2019 and a planned opening date of FY2025. In July 2018, the Metro Board
approved the Project description and the statutory exemption of the Project from the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Groundbreaking event for the project was held on October
12, 2018.

The Project purpose is to improve bus speeds, capacity and safety of the Metro G Line (Orange).
The proposal to elevate the bicycle/pedestrian path was originally intended to improve first/last mile
connectivity by providing safer and faster active transportation crossings at Sepulveda and Van Nuys
Boulevards; however, after further analysis (described below), it was determined that elevating the
path reduced access to the stations and nearby destinations for path users.

DISCUSSION
FLM Plan: Process and Coordination

The FLM Plan was developed starting with analysis of existing conditions for walking and bicycling
modes collected through walk audits. The FLM Plan was developed to ensure close integration of the
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proposed FLM projects and the Sepulveda Station design. Key findings of existing conditions and
walk audits are described in the FLM Plan (Attachment A, see “Walk Audit Summary”).

A key component of developing an FLM plan is robust input from the community. The community
engagement goals for the FLM Plan were to: 1) inform the community about Metro’s FLM program; 2)
facilitate community participation and gather community knowledge to form FLM project ideas; and 3)
collect community input from the transit riders and underserved communities during the COVID-19
pandemic. Due to pandemic-related restrictions, the project team piloted an all-virtual community
engagement process, which included an interactive, online survey. The project team also deployed a
targeted outreach of the survey to reach the key audience (Attachment A, see “Community
Engagement Summary”).

Because FLM projects are typically located in city-controlled right-of-way, coordination with the local
jurisdiction on project types and location is another critical component of the FLM process. The
project team coordinated with the City of Los Angles including multiple city departments and elected
offices to develop the Plan and review the projects in the FLM Plan. Staff from multiple city
departments also participated in the walk audits. See Attachment A, “Local Jurisdiction Coordination
Summary”, for more detail.

The FLM Plan includes three sections that represent the core planning products:
o Pathway Maps with Projects
e Project Lists & Scoring Matrices
e Rough Order of Magnitude (ROM) Cost Estimation

The FLM Plan also includes documents that summarize the process and support the documents
above:

o Walk Audit Summary

o Community Engagement Summary

e Cost Assumption Summary

« Project Scoring Methodology Summary

e Local Jurisdiction Coordination Summary

Additional FLM technical materials are still in-development as part of ongoing coordination between
Planning and Program Management.

Unique Considerations for G Line Sepulveda FLM Plan

FLM Plans propose a vision for a safe, connected, comfortable network of walking and biking
improvements to address transit riders’ need to access stations. For this FLM Plan, unique
investment opportunities were identified including the Board’s approval of the MAT Program Cycle 1
funding recommendations, which included an award to the City of Los Angeles for FLM
improvements for the Sepulveda Station. Staff will work closely with the City of LA to define scope
elements that advance the FLM Plan and Metro’s FLM program goals to improve connections to the
station.

Additionally, through close coordination among Metro departments, some FLM Plan-identified
improvements for the Van Nuys and Sepulveda Stations are incorporated into the delivery within the
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footprint of the Project to address transit riders’ access needs as well as the needs of cyclists on the
MOL Bike Path. Specifically, this work will include:
e Development of bike facilities allowing users of the bike path to bypass the G Line/East San
Fernando Valley rail transfer station at Van Nuys,
e Improvements to bike path crossing of Sepulveda Boulevard, and
e Other to be determined comfort, safety and signage improvements.

Reconsideration of Project Scope Element

The unique circumstances mentioned above and the FLM planning process for the Van Nuys and
Sepulveda Stations led staff to reconsider the inclusion of the bicycle/ pedestrain bridges at
Sepulveda and Van Nuys stations as part of the Project scope approved by the Board.

Staff undertook a detailed analysis of the design and sought input from Project stakeholders.
Ultimately, the staff recommendation to delete the bicycle/pedestrian bridges is due to the findings
from the FLM Plan, additional analysis, and stakeholder concerns. In summary, the analysis and
stakeholder concerns are:

e A top priority of FLM is ensuring access between a station and nearby destinations. The
bicycle/pedestrian bridges focused on through access, which impeded direct and convenient
access from the bike path to the station and local destinations.

e The bicycle/pedestrian bridges require cycling up a 5% slope for approximately 900 feet.
Seniors, children and less experienced cyclists, in particular, those on Metro Bikeshare and
similarly heavy bicycles may have difficulty on this slope, so the bicycle/pedestrian bridges are
not accessible for all ages and abilities. Alternative on-street options are flat and therefore
easy for anyone to ride.

e The bicycle/pedestrian bridges are isolated with no “eyes on the bikeway” compared with on-
street options which are visible to motorists, pedestrians and people at adjacent businesses.
Reduced visibility for law enforcement from below the bicycle/pedestrian bridge to observe
suspicious or criminal activity is a safety concern. Emergency access is more difficult on the
bicycle/pedestrian bridges because not all emergency vehicles may be able to drive on it,
compared with on-street options, which can be accessed from the adjacent travel lane. Safety
concerns in the area have proliferated along with the economic downturn associated with the
pandemic.

¢ An additional route would be required to access the ESFV Van Nuys Station, compared with
the on-street options, which provide both through travel and access to the ESFV platform on
the same route.

e Acquisition of all or a portion of multiple properties would be required to accommodate the
bicycle/pedestrian bridges.

Additionally, the design analysis determined that the existing Class 1 bikeway can be maintained and
improved with an additional gap-filler providing comparable levels of active transportation connectivity
without bicycle/pedestrian bridges. These Class | or Class IV facilities would accommodate
connections to the community, G Line Van Nuys station, and ESFV Van Nuys station, and are
included as Attachment C. This proposed alternative is subject to further feasibility analysis to be
conducted during design along with coordination with community stakeholders and the City of Los
Angeles.
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CTC funding guidelines regarding scope changes require an analysis of project benefits before and
after the potential elimination of the elevated bikeway. To ensure a net zero or positive change in
benefits results from the scope change, Metro staff may propose including alternative bicycle or
pedestrian safety and station access improvements to the CTC. Staff proposes to look to the FLM
Plan for identification and analysis of project benéefits.

Equity Platform

The following pillars from the Equity Platform were addressed:

e Define and Measure: The development of the FLM Plan pathway network and project ideas for
this Plan were informed by analysis of existing conditions collected through walk audits.

o Listen and Learn: The development of the FLM Plan pathway network and project ideas for
this Plan were informed by community input collected through an interactive, online survey.
The methodology deployed to score and prioritize projects included input received from the
community through the community engagement survey.

o Listen and Learn: The recommendation for removal of the grade separated bicycle/pedestrian
structures was informed through engagement with safety and security personnel, First/Last
mile subject matter experts, and active transportation activists within the elected community.

DETERMINATION OF SAFETY IMPACT

The recommended action to adopt the FLM Plan has no direct safety impact. The FLM Plan, along
with all FLM planning activities, focuses on identifying projects that address safety issues for people
walking, biking or rolling to the Sepulveda Station.

Staff did not identify any detrimental safety impacts to Metro patrons or employees related to the
recommendation to eliminate the bicycle/pedestrian bridges. However, if the Board rejects the
recommendation, inclusion of the bicycle/pedestrian bridges may have detrimental safety impacts to
Metro patrons, as outlined above.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

Adoption of the FLM Plan would have no financial impact to the agency.

Measure M provides $286 million and a state grant from the SB-1 Local Partnership Program (LPP)
provides $75 million for the Metro G Line (Orange) BRT Improvements project, for a total of $361
million in eligible, capital-specific revenues available to the Project. The availability of the $75 million
state grant award is contingent on receiving approval from the CTC for the proposed scope change.
Rough order of magnitude estimates of total project costs conducted during the preliminary
engineering phase indicate a forecasted range of total project costs between $393 and $476 million.
However, the elimination of the bicycle grade separation proposed as part of this action will result in a
decrease of approximately $20 million, net of the costs for any substitute projects off this estimated
total. As engineering progresses and we move closer towards project delivery, staff will continue to
identify and incorporate overall project savings wherever available.
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IMPLEMENTATION OF STRATEGIC PLAN GOALS

The recommended action to adopt the FLM Plan furthers Strategic Plan Goal #2: Outstanding trip
experiences for all. Projects in the Plan will improve customers’ experiences accessing the future
stations by walking, biking or other rolling modes.

The recommended action to authorize the CEO to eliminate the grade separated bicycle/pedestrian
bridges from the Project scope furthers Strategic Plan Goal #2: Outstanding trip experiences for all.
Improved safety and security, in addition to more accessible connections to the facilities and
community will enhance the experience of transit users.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The Board could decide not to adopt the FLM Plan, which is not recommended for two reasons:
1) Previous Board action (FLM Policy, 2016) directed that FLM projects be incorporated into
transit corridor project delivery; and
2) Inclusion of potential FLM improvements in an adopted plan better positions the projects for
grant funding opportunities.

The Board could also decide not to approve staff's recommendations to authorize the CEO to
eliminate the bicycle/pedestrian bridges from the Project scope. This is not recommended as this
would result in safety/security, right of way, cost and maintenance impacts, as well as potential
impacts to the schedule.

There are other options the Board could direct staff to advance, such as:

1. Direct staff to study an underground bikeway. This is not recommended due to a significant
storm drain conflict, significantly higher costs of cut-and-cover work, and the similar safety
reasons associated with the aerial bikeway mentioned above.

2. Direct staff to improve the existing bikeway. Crossing gate installation and arterial crossing
safety improvements are planned for the existing bike path and included in the grant
application. The FLM Plan has identified higher priority opportunities for additional
improvements such as wayfinding and other on-street safety and station access
improvements, thus additional improvements to the existing bikeway are not recommended.

NEXT STEPS

For the MAT Program award to the City of LA in January 2021 for FLM improvements in the
Sepulveda Station area, Metro and City staff will coordinate on detailed project elements and develop
a funding agreement. Staff is also developing the FLM Guidelines and will provide updates to the
Board to the extent the FLM Guidelines are applicable to the FLM Plan.

Should the Board approve staff's recommendations, staff will commence negotiations with the CTC
immediately to secure approval of the scope change and then complete Project preliminary
engineering and begin preparation of solicitation and bidding documents for a spring/summer 2021
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release. Project costs will be evaluated and managed throughout this process, and staff will endeavor
to lower forecasted project costs as much as practical. In addition, future estimates will be informed
as the interface between the Project and the proposed East San Fernando Valley LRT and proposed
Sepulveda Transit Corridor projects are developed. A life of project (LOP) budget for the Project will
be established upon receipt of bids/proposals from the contracting community. Public outreach along
the Project corridor will be ongoing throughout this process.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A - G Line Sepulveda Station FLM Plan
Attachment B - Metro G Line (Orange) BRT Improvements Project Map
Attachment C - G Line Preferred Alternative

Prepared by: Chris Moorman, Transportation Planner, Countywide Planning & Development, (213)
922-7612
Katie Lemmon, Senior Manager, Countywide Planning & Development, (213) 922-7441
Jacob Lieb, Senior Director, Countywide Planning & Development, (213) 922-4132
Nick Saponara, EO, Countywide Planning & Development, (213) 922-4313
Holly Rockwell, SEO - Real Estate, Transit Oriented Communities and Transportation
Demand Management, (213) 922-5585
Brad Owen, EO, Program Management, (213) 418-3143
Timothy Lindholm, SEO - Program Management, (213) 922-7297

Reviewed by: James de la Loza, Chief Planning Officer, (213) 922-2920
Richard Clarke, Chief Program Management Officer, (213) 922-7557

g

Phillip A. Washington \
Chief Executive Officer '

Metro Page 7 of 7 Printed on 4/2/2022

powered by Legistar™


http://www.legistar.com/

Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority

G Line (Orange) Sepulveda Station
First/Last Mile Plan

FEBRUARY 2021




Table of Contents

Executive Summary 3
Core Document 6
Introduction & FLM Toolkit 7
Pathway Maps with Projects 10
Project Scoring Matrices 12
Rough Order of Magnitude (ROM) Cost Estimation 17
Supporting Documents 27
Walk Audit Summary 8
Community Engagement Summary 49
Cost Assumptions Summary 103
Project Scoring Methodology Summary 107

Local Jurisdiction Coordination Summary 118



G LINE (ORANGE) SEPULVEDA STATION FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN

Executive Summary

The First/Last Mile (FLM) Plan (Plan) for the G Line (Orange) Sepulveda Station analyzed FLM
connections for the bus rapid transit station by executing Metro’s FLM planning methodology. This Plan
responds to FLM policy (Board Motion 14.1, May 2016). The Plan identifies pedestrian-focused and
bike/rolling mode-focused (bicycle, scooter, skateboard, etc.) projects that improve access to the station
along specified routes called the Pathway. The pedestrian projects are located within the 1/2-mile radius
of the station and bike projects are within the 3-mile radius of the station. The Plan was developed over
approximately a year from Fall 2019 to Fall 2020.

The impetus for this Plan is the Metro G Line (Orange) Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Improvements Project
(Project), which will improve operating speeds, capacity and safety of the G Line (Orange) by grade
separations on major streets, minor street closures, better signal priority technology, electronic bus
connectivity and a four-quadrant gating system. As part of the Project, the Sepulveda Station will be
rebuilt as an elevated station.

Key findings
Several key findings emerged through the development of the Plan. For more details on each of these
findings, refer to the Supporting Documents.

The observations collected during walk audits documented both strengths and barriers in the %-mile
radius around the station. From this data, a few key findings emerged as described below. Results from
the walk audits are described in more detail in the Walk Audit Summary included in the Supporting
Documents.

> Key strengths
e Some streets in residential areas had sidewalks with shade from street trees.
e Multiple locations have well-marked crosswalks.

> Key barriers
e Lack of shade for people walking and waiting for the local bus.
e In places sidewalks are narrow or missing on some streets.
e Vehicle speeds contribute to feeling unsafe while walking or riding a bicycle or other
wheeled device (as reported by walk audit and survey participants).

Community input is critical to identifying FLM projects that have community support. Due to the impacts
of the COVID-19 pandemic, the team deployed an all-virtual approach to community engagement and
participation. The Participants provided numerous comments that have informed the recommendations
in the Plan, including:

> The highest priority improvements are pedestrian and bike lighting, new or improved sidewalks,
and landscaping and shade.

> The highest priority locations for improvements are the intersection of Sepulveda Blvd and the G
Line, Sepulveda Blvd, and Victory Blvd.

> Astrong desire for safety improvements especially at intersections and near local bus stops.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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First/Last Mile Process

A brief summary of the steps and timeline specific to the G Line (Orange) Sepulveda Station FLM Plan is
presented in Figure 1. This methodology originated in the First Last Mile Strategic Plan (2014) and
mirrors other past FLM plans (https://www.metro.net/projects/first-last/).

Step 1: Identify area to study Fall 2019

Step 2: Walk audits Nov 2019

Step 3: Draft pathway network Winter 2019

Step 4: Online survey to share pathway network and receive input Sept 2020

Step 5: Finalize station area plan Dec 2020

Figure 1: First/last mile methodology and timeline for the G Line Sepulveda Station

What’s in the Plan

The Plan is composed of the following documents described below. The core document presents the
results of the planning work: 1) First/Last Mile Toolkit, 2) Pathway Maps with Projects, 3) Project Scoring
Matrices, and 4) Cost Estimation. Supporting documentation follows that memorializes the FLM steps
and process from Fig. 1.

Core Document

e First/Last Mile Toolkit
The First/Last Mile Toolkit summarizes the types of pedestrian and bike projects found in the
Plan. Eleven (11) pedestrian projects and six (6) bike project types were recommended in the
Sepulveda Station study area. The FLM Toolkit improvements are accompanied by a short
description, example photo, and improvement icon which is used to associate the improvement
throughout the Plan.

e Pathway Maps with Projects
A Pathway Map displays the Pathway Network (key corridors where pedestrian and bike
connections to the station are focused) and project ideas along the Pathway Network. For the
Sepulveda Station, two pathway maps were created—one for walking projects and one for bike
projects.

e Project Scoring Matrices
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This matrix accompanies the Pathway Maps and lists all project ideas. The projects are scored
based on the methodology described in the “Project Scoring Methodology” in the Supporting
Documents section. Projects are grouped and ranked by segment of the Pathway Network.
Utilizing the same methodology as recent FLM plans, prioritization criteria includes safety,
comfort, community input, and connectivity. The matrices also include direct cost information
by project and segment.

e Cost Estimation
This document presents Rough Order of Magnitude (ROM) cost estimates including the
construction costs, soft costs, contingency, and escalation. Cost estimates are provided for
individual projects and grouped by Pathway Network segment. Cost assumptions are provided
separately in a supporting document.

Supporting Documents

e Walk Audit Summary
Crucial to understanding walking and biking conditions, walk audits are used to collect data
around the station. This document summarizes the walk audits conducted by the technical
team.

e Community Engagement Summary
As a result of the COVID-19 pandemic, the project team piloted an all-virtual community
engagement approach. This document summarizes the results of an online, map-based survey
and key lessons learned from this process.

e Cost Assumptions Summary
This document summarizes the underlying cost assumptions for each project type and is divided
into walking and wheel improvements.

e Project Scoring Methodology Summary
Similar to recent FLM Plans, the methodology to score and rank walk projects includes four
weighted criteria: safety, comfort, community input, and connectivity. The methodology to
score and rank the wheel projects included three weighted criteria: safety and comfort,
community input, and connectivity. These approaches utilized data collected through the FLM
process. The results of scoring FLM projects can be found in the Project Scoring Matrices (Core
Documents).

e Local Jurisdiction Coordination Summary
FLM improvements are typically located on city-controlled local streets. As such, a critical
component of an FLM plan is coordination with and review by local jurisdictions. The Sepulveda
Station is in City of Los Angeles. This document summarizes the points of contact and
coordination with city staff, elected officials, and other external agencies.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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Core Document
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Introduction & First/Last Mile Toolkit
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Cost Estimation
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Introduction

This Plan documents the results of the planning process and presents the First/Last Mile (FLM)
improvements recommended for the Metro G Line (Orange) Sepulveda Station First/Last Mile Plan. The
Plan identifies pedestrian-focused and bike/rolling mode-focused (bicycle, scooter, skateboard,

etc.) projects that improve access to the station along specified routes called the Pathway. The
pedestrian projects are located within the 1/2-mile radius of the station and bike projects are within the
3-mile radius of the station. Recommendations are further divided by either a corridor improvement or
spot improvement. The Plan was developed through a technical and community-driven process, which
included walk audits and an interactive, map-based survey. Projects were scored to determine their
level of priority. The Plan has been reviewed by staff from the City of Los Angeles, Caltrans, and Metro.
The Core Documents for this Plan include:

> First/Last Mile Toolkit

> Pathways Maps

> Project Scoring Matrices

> Rough Order of Magnitude (ROM) Cost Estimates

These four elements are described in more detail below.

First/Last Mile Toolkit

The First/Last Mile Toolkit summarizes the types of pedestrian and bike projects found in the Plan.
Eleven (11) pedestrian projects and six (6) bike project types were recommended in the Sepulveda
Station study area. The FLM Toolkit improvements are accompanied by a short description, example
photo, and improvement icon which is used to associate the improvement throughout the Plan.

Pathway Maps with Projects

The Pathway Maps identify the spot or corridor in which improvements are recommended. The first
pathway map depicts the proposed “Pedestrian Pathway Improvements”, while the second pathway
map depicts the proposed “Bike Pathway Improvements” within the one half-mile radius of the
Sepulveda Station. Both maps show the existing and planned future location of the Sepulveda Station, as
well as arterial and collector pathways within the half-mile street network in relation to the Metro G
Line (Orange). Projects for pedestrians are chosen from the list of project types in the FLM Toolkit and
are organized under the headers of “Proposed Improvements”. Projects for bikes are organized by
whether they are existing facilities, planned facilities, or newly proposed through this Plan.

Project Scoring Matrices

The Project Scoring Matrices are organized by pathway network segment, noted as an arterial or
collector pathway, and listed in order by their total score. Individual project elements, whether they are
corridor-level or spot improvements are presented together under each pathway network segment. The
objective of this presentation is to highlight that different individual projects should be considered at
the corridor level, and funding and implementation should consider the objective to implement multiple
individual projects together as part of a package of corridor-level improvements. The matrices provide
total scores by pathway network segment, which were calculated from safety, comfort, community
input, and connectivity factors. The matrices show the total scores for each of these factors. Please see
Section VIII Project Scoring Methodology for the methodology used to score safety, comfort, community
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input, and connectivity for each improvement, as well as the individual breakdown of scores to achieve
the total factor scores that appear in Section IIl.

Rough Order of Magnitude (ROM) Cost Estimates

Following the Metro Cost Estimating format, rough order of magnitude (ROM) cost estimates were
developed for the proposed pedestrian and bike projects listed in the Project Scoring Matrices. The
projects are given a base cost and are multiplied by its quantity to determine a cost estimate for each
individual project and corridor within the half-mile area of Sepulveda Station. The cost estimates also
include line item costs (referred to as an “Allowance”) for “Wayfinding Signs” and “Wayfinding Sign
Maintenance”, which can be applied throughout the station area. Note that projects at intersections,
such as “New or Improved Crosswalks”, are only listed once between the two corridors to avoid
duplicating costs. After corridor costs are summed to determine total pedestrian and bike project costs,
the estimates are then augmented to include contingency, construction management, inspection, final
design and project management allocations. Following the cost estimates by corridor, unit cost and cost
estimates by project are also provided.

The cost estimates reflect 2020 costs, which are subject to inflation and escalation depending on the
actual year of construction. To account for this, the final estimate accounts for projected inflation for
Year 2027.

The costs shown in this section are based upon the latest estimates for constructing similar projects in
the City of Los Angeles as confirmed by Metro. These cost assumptions are found in Section VII Cost
Assumptions Summary.
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Projects for Pedestrians

Project Icon Type

Cross Street/ Limits

Project Origins

Safety

Comfort

Community Input

Connectivity

Total Score

Total Cost

Projects on Sepulveda Blvd. (Pathway Arterial) $1,925,600

at Victory Blvd., Erwin St., Orange Line Busway,

@ New or Improved Crosswalks Oxnard St., and Hatteras St. Walk Audit / Online Survey $18,400
at Victory Blvd., Erwin St., Orange Line Busway, . .
Bus Stop Improvements Oxnard St., and Hatteras St. Walk Audit / Online Survey $456,000
: at Victory Blvd., Erwin St., Orange Line Busway, .
@ Bulb-Outs at Corners Oxnard St., and Hatteras St. City Comment $608,500
25 18 25 12.5 80.5
New or Improved Sidewalks from a.half-mlle north of proposgd station to a Walk Audit / Online Survey $468,000
half-mile south of proposed station
@ Pedestrian & Bike Lighting from Erwin St. to Orange Line Busway Walk Audit / Online Survey $171,700
Landscaping & Shade from a half-mile north of proposed stationtoa | \y 4 A it / Online Survey $203,000
half-mile south of proposed station
Projects on Metro G Line (Orange) Busway $890,650
@ New or Improved Crosswalks at Sepulveda Blvd. Walk Audit / Online Survey $1,150
Pick-up/Drop-off near existing station Online Survey *Planned
Bus Stop Improvements at Sepulveda Blvd. Walk Audit / Online Survey *Planned
16 18 21.4 12.5 67.9
@ Bulb-Outs at Corners at Sepulveda Blvd. City Comment $121,700
@ Pedestrian & Bike Lighting fsrgt‘i"oﬂas“e” Ave. to a half-mile east of proposed |\ Audit / Online Survey $727,200
@ Landscaping & Shade from existing station to Sepulveda Blvd. Walk Audit / Online Survey $40,600

The portions of Sepulveda Blvd. and Victory Bivd. within the study area are part of the City of LA’s High Injury Network (HIN). Roadway design decisions and safety countermeasures should be co-designed with LADOT’s Vision Zero Division.

*Planned: The cost for this item is included in the Sepulveda Station Design Plans



Projects for Pedestrians

Projects on Victory Blvd. (Pathway Arterial)

@ New or Improved Crosswalks at Orion Ave. and Sepulveda Bilvd. Walk Audit
Bus Stop Improvements at Orion Ave. and Sepulveda Blvd. Walk Audit
@ Bulb-Outs at Corners at Sepulveda Blvd. City Comment
e New or Improved Sidewalks from Blucher Ave. to Peach Ave. Walk Audit
@ Pedestrian & Bike Lighting from Sepulveda Blvd. to Columbus Ave. Walk Audit

@ New or Improved Crosswalks at Sepulveda Blvd. and Noble Ave. Walk Audit
Bus Stop Improvements at Sepulveda Blvd. Walk Audit
@ Bulb-Outs at Corners at Sepulveda Blvd. City Comment
e New or Improved Sidewalks KS;“ g"g;i:n'ﬁ’:s' LOVZ_eaCh Ave. and Halbrent Walk Audit
© Traffic Calming from Columbus Ave. to Noble Ave. Walk Audit
@ Landscaping & Shade from Sepulveda Ave. to Noble Ave. City Comment

23

21

18

17.4

18.9

12.5

2.5

$588,010

60.9

Projects on Erwin St. (Pathway Collector) $561,630

60.4

The portions of Sepulveda Blvd. and Victory Bivd. within the study area are part of the City of LA’s High Injury Network (HIN). Roadway design decisions and safety countermeasures should be co-designed with LADOT’s Vision Zero Division.

*Planned: The cost for this item is included in the Sepulveda Station Design Plans



Projects for Pedestrians

Project Icon

Type

Cross Street/ Limits

Project Origins

Safety

Comfort

Community Input

Connectivity

Total Score

Total Cost

Projects on Oxnard St. (Pathway Collector) $519,100

@ New or Improved Crosswalks at Sepulveda Blvd. Walk Audit $4,600
Bus Stop Improvements at Sepulveda Blvd. Walk Audit $91,200

16 8 13.4 0 37.4
@ Bulb-Outs at Corners at Sepulveda Blvd. City Comment $121,700
@ New or Improved Sidewalks from west extent to beyond Lemona Ave. Walk Audit $301,600
Projects on Hatteras St. (Pathway Collector) $537,820
@ New or Improved Crosswalks at Sepulveda Blvd. Walk Audit $4,600
Bus Stop Improvements at Sepulveda Blvd. Walk Audit $91,200

16 8 13.3 0 37.3
@ Bulb-Outs at Corners at Sepulveda Blvd. City Comment $121,700
e New or Improved Sidewalks from Sepulveda Blvd. to Noble Ave. Walk Audit $320,320
Projects on Orion Ave. (Pathway Collector) $266,750
@ New or Improved Crosswalks at Sepulveda Blvd. Walk Audit $1,150
Bus Stop Improvements at Sepulveda Blvd. Walk Audit 11 8 11.6 0 30.6 $45,600
@ Bulb-Outs at Corners at Sepulveda Blvd. City Comment $220,000
Projects on Noble Ave. (Pathway Collector) $153,450
@ New or Improved Crosswalks at Erwin St. Walk Audit $3,450
e New or Improved Sidewalks from Oxnard St. to Hatteras St. Walk Audit 16 0 11.3 2.5 29.8 $130,000
@ Traffic Calming from Domino St. to Delano St. Walk Audit $20,000

*Planned: The cost for this item is included in the Sepulveda Station Design Plans



Projects for Pedestrians

Projects on Ha

skell Ave. (Pathway Collector)

$505,000

@ Pedestrian & Bike Lighting from Victory Blvd. to existing station Walk Audit 6 0 4.1 2.5 12.6 -
Projects on Halbrent Ave. (Pathway Collector)

@ New or Improved Sidewalks from Victory Blvd. to Erwin St. Walk Audit 6 0 3.9 0 9.9 -
575200

e New or Improved Sidewalks from Halbrent Ave. to Noble Ave. Walk Audit 5 0 3.9 0 8.9

@ New or Improved Sidewalks from Victory Blvd. to Erwin St. Online Survey 5 0 2 0 7

Allowances

$30,000

Wayfinding Signs Walk Audit / Online Survey
Wayfinding Sign Maintenance Walk Audit / Online Survey

*Planned: The cost for this item is included in the Sepulveda Station Design Plans



Projects for Bicyclists

(Class lll Bike-friendly Street)

Project Icon Type Cross Street/ Limits Project Origins Safety and Comfort Community Input Connectivity Total Score Total Cost
Projects on Sepulveda Blvd. (Pathway Arterial) $507,050
Bicycle Parking at G Line (Orange) Busway Online Survey *Planned
Al
1C0) Bicycle-friendly Intersection at G Line (Orange) Busway Walk Audit / Online Survey 50 15.7 15 80.7 $50,750
] [
Bicycle Lane, Route or Facility | from a half-mile north of proposed station to a half-mile south of .
(Class IV Protected Lanes) proposed station Online Survey $456,300
Projects on Metro G Line (Orange) Busway $91,350
Bicycle Parking at Sepulveda Blvd. Online Survey *Planned
Al
1€70) Bicycle-friendly Intersection at Sepulveda Blvd. Walk Audit / Online Survey 31 18.8 15 64.8 $50,750
] [ 4
@ Pedestrian & Bike Lighting from Haskell Ave. to a half-mile east of proposed station Walk Audit / Online Survey $40,600
Projects on Victory Blvd. (Pathway Arterial) $49,400
Bicycle Lane, Route or Facility ) .
(Class Il Striped Lanes) from beyond Orion Ave. to beyond Noble Ave. Online Survey 15 4 9 28 $49,400
Projects on Hatteras St. (Pathway Collector) $7,200
& Bicycle Lane, Route or Facility | ¢\ o0 1veda Bivd. to beyond Lemona Ave ESFV Light Rail Transit First/Last Mile Plan 8 3.2 4 15.2 $7,200
(Class lll Bike-friendly Street) ’ ’ ’ - .
Projects on Noble Blvd. (Pathway Collector) $1,200
a3 Bicycle Lane, Route or Facility | ¢ 1ooras Ave. heading southbound ESFV Light Rail Transit First/Last Mile Plan 6 3.1 2 11.1 $1,200
(Class Il Bike-friendly Street) ’ ' ) ?
Projects on Friar St. (Pathway Collector) $2,400
Bicycle Lane, Route or Facility from Columbus Ave. to beyond Noble Ave. ESFV Light Rail Transit First/Last Mile Plan 5 2.9 0 7.9 $2,400

The portions of Sepulveda Blvd. and Victory Blvd. within the study area are part of the City of LA’s High Injury Network (HIN). Roadway design decisions and safety countermeasures should be co-designed with LADOT's Vision Zero Division.

Class IV Protected Lanes on Sepulveda Blvd. would require additional community and stakeholder engagement if prioritized for future phase development.

*Planned: The cost for this item is included in the Sepulveda Station Design Plans



Rough Order of Magnitude (ROM) Cost Estimate
2021-01-25

Metro G Line (Orange)

Sepulveda Station

i . Amount
Item Description QTY Unit Unit Cost | Amount
FTA SCC 10-50 CONSTRUCTION COSTS
Metro Estimating Parametric
Projects for Pedestrians 1Ls $ 5,393,790.00
Projects for Bicyclists 1Ls $ 567,250.00
Metro Factor $ 5,961,040.00 5% $ 298,052.00
FTA SCC 10-50 Construction Sub-Total $ 6,259,092.00
FTA SCC 80 SOFT COSTS
EIR/EIS Planning $ 6,259,092.00 20% $ 125,181.84
Design Production Files $ 6,259,092.00 0.5% $ 31,295.46
Preliminary Engineering $ 6,259,092.00 48% $ 300,436.42
Final Design Services $ 6,259,092.00 81% $ 506,986.45
Project Management for Design and Construction $ 6,259,092.00 9.8% $ 613,391.02
Constuction Administration and Mangement $ 6,259,092.00 48% $ 300,436.42
Professional Liability & Other Non-Construction Insurance $ 6,259,092.00 0.003% $ 187.77
Legal, Permits, Review Fees by Other Agencies, Cities, and etc. $ 6,259,092.00 37% $ 231,586.40
FTA SCC 80 Soft Cost Sub-Total 33.7% $ 2,109,501.78
Project Cost Sub-Total $ 8,368,593.78
FTA SCC 90 PROJECT CONTINGENCY
Unallocated $ 8,368,593.78 10.0% $ 836,859.38
Project Cost $ 9,205,453.15
ESCALATION
2027 Cost $ 9,205,453.15 9.80% 902,134.41

Total

@ DH

10,107,587.56




Rough Order of Magnitude (ROM) Cost Estimate

2021-01-25

Metro G Line (Orange)
Sepulveda Station
Projects for Pedestrians

Corridor Subtotal
Sepulveda Boulevard $ 1,925,600
Metro G Line (Orange) Busway $ 768,950
Victory Boulevard $ 461,710
Erwin Street $ 344,130
Oxnard Street $ 301,600
Hatteras Street $ 320,320
Orion Avenue $ 220,000
Noble Avenue $ 150,000
Haskell Avenue $ 505,000
Halbrent Avenue $ 65,520
Califa Street $ 79,200
Columbus Avenue $ 221,760

Allowances
Wayfinding Signs $ 25,000
Wayfinding Sign Maintenance $ 5,000

IMPROVEMENTS SUBTOTAL | $ 5,393,790

Metro G Line (Orange) Cost Estimates
Sepulveda Station - Pedestrian

Prepared by:
Date:

IBI Group
2021-01-25

Location:
Limits:

Sepulveda Boulevard

From a half-mile north of the proposed
station to a half-mile south of the
proposed station

FTA SCC 10-50 CONSTRUCTION COSTS

. . Amount
Item Description QTY Unit Unit Cost ATmount
New or Improved Crosswalks 16.0 LEG $ 1,150 | $ 18,400
Bus Stop Improvements 10.0 EA $ 45600 | $ 456,000
Improved Sidewalks 36000.0 SF $ 139 468,000
Pedestrian & Bike Lighting 17.0 EA $ 10,100 | $ 171,700
Landscaping & Shade 5.0 BLOCK [ $ 40,600 | $ 203,000
Bulb-Outs at Corners 5.0 EA $ 121,700 | $ 608,500
PROJECT SUB-TOTAL $ 1,925,600.00




Metro G Line (Orange) Cost Estimates Location: Metro G Line (Orange) Busway

Sepulveda Station - Pedestrian Limits: Haskell Avenue to half-mile east of the
proposed station

Prepared by: Bl Group

Date: 2021-01-25
FTA SCC 10-50 CONSTRUCTION COSTS
- . Amount

Item Description QTY Unit Unit Cost Amount
New or Improved Crosswalks 1.0 LEG $ 1,150 | $ 1,150
Pick-up/Drop-off 2.0 EA *Included in Planned Station Design
Pedestrian & Bike Lighting 72.0 EA $ 10,100 | $ 727,200
Landscaping & Shade 1.0 BLOCK [ $ 40,600 | $ 40,600

PROJECT SUB-TOTAL $ 768,950.00
Metro G Line (Orange) Cost Estimates Location: Victory Boulevard
Sepulveda Station - Pedestrian Limits: Blucher Avenue to Noble Avenue
Prepared by: IBI Group
Date: 2021-01-25
FTA SCC 10-50 CONSTRUCTION COSTS
- : Amount

Item Description QTY Unit Unit Cost Amount
New or Improved Crosswalks 1.0 LEG $ 1,150 | $ 1,150
Bus Stop Improvements 2.0 EA $ 45,600 | $ 91,200
New Sidewalks 5640.0 SF $ 44 | § 248,160
Pedestrian & Bike Lighting 12.0 EA $ 10,100 | $ 121,200

PROJECT SUB-TOTAL 3 461,710.00




Metro G Line (Orange) Cost Estimates Location: Erwin Street
Sepulveda Station - Pedestrian Limits: From Blucher Avenue to Noble Avenue

Prepared by: IBI Group

Date: 2021-01-25
FTA SCC 10-50 CONSTRUCTION COSTS
" . Amount
Item Description QTY Unit Unit Cost ATmount
New or Improved Crosswalks 3.0 LEG $ 1,150 | $ 3,450
New Sidewalks 4520.0 SF $ 44 |1 $ 198,880
Traffic Calming 2.0 EA $ 10,000 | $ 20,000
Landscaping & Shade 3.0 BLOCK [ $ 40,600 | $ 121,800
PROJECT SUB-TOTAL 3 344,130.00
Metro G Line (Orange) Cost Estimates Location: Oxnard Street
Sepulveda Station - Pedestrian Limits: From west extent to beyond Lemona
Avenue
Prepared by: IBI Group
Date: 2021-01-25
FTA SCC 10-50 CONSTRUCTION COSTS
- . Amount
Item Description QTY Unit Unit Cost Amount
Improved Sidewalks 23200.0 SF $ 131 9% 301,600

enllen

PROJECT SUB-TOTAL D 301,600.00




Metro G Line (Orange) Cost Estimates Location: Hatteras Street
Sepulveda Station - Pedestrian Limits: From Sepulveda Boulevard to Noble
Avenue
Prepared by: IBI Group
Date: 2021-01-25
FTA SCC 10-50 CONSTRUCTION COSTS
. . Amount
Item Description QTY Unit Unit Cost ATmount

New or Improved Sidewalks 7280.0 SF $ 44 1 $ 320,320

PROJECT SUB-TOTAL $ 320,320.00

Metro G Line (Orange) Cost Estimates Location: Orion Avenue
Sepulveda Station - Pedestrian Limits: From Victory Boulevard to Erwin Street

Prepared by: IBI Group

Date: 2021-01-25
FTA SCC 10-50 CONSTRUCTION COSTS
- . Amount
Item Description QTY Unit Unit Cost ATmount
New or Improved Sidewalks 5000.0 SF $ 44 1 $ 220,000
PROJECT SUB-TOTAL $ 220,000.00

Metro G Line (Orange) Cost Estimates Location: Noble Avenue
Sepulveda Station - Pedestrian Limits: From Victory Boulevard to Hatteras
Street
Prepared by: IBI Group
Date: 2021-01-25
FTA SCC 10-50 CONSTRUCTION COSTS
- . Amount
Item Description QTY Unit Unit Cost ATmount

Improved Sidewalks 10000.0 SF $ 131$ 130,000
Traffic Calming 2.0 EA $ 10,000 [ $ 20,000

PROJECT SUB-TOTAL $ 150,000.00




Metro G Line (Orange) Cost Estimates Location: Haskell Avenue
Sepulveda Station - Pedestrian Limits: From Victory Boulevard to the existing
station
Prepared by: IBI Group
Date: 2021-01-25
FTA SCC 10-50 CONSTRUCTION COSTS
- . Amount
Item Description QTY Unit Unit Cost Amount

Pedestrian & Bike Lighting 50.0 EA $ 10,100 | $ 505,000

PROJECT SUB-TOTAL $ 505,000.00

Metro G Line (Orange) Cost Estimates Location: Halbrent Avenue
Sepulveda Station - Pedestrian Limits: From Victory Boulevard to Erwin Street

Prepared by: IBI Group

Date: 2021-01-25
FTA SCC 10-50 CONSTRUCTION COSTS
- , Amount
Item Description QTY Unit Unit Cost Amount
Improved Sidewalks 5040.0 SF $ 131 9% 65,520
PROJECT SUB-TOTAL $ 65,520.00




Metro G Line (Orange) Cost Estimates Location: Califa Street
Sepulveda Station - Pedestrian Limits: From Halbrent Avenue to Noble Avenue

Prepared by: IBI Group

Date: 2021-01-25
FTA SCC 10-50 CONSTRUCTION COSTS
- . Amount
Item Description QTY Unit Unit Cost ATmount
New Sidewalks 1800.0 SF $ 44 1% 79,200
PROJECT SUB-TOTAL $ 79,200.00

Metro G Line (Orange) Cost Estimates Location: Columbus Avenue
Sepulveda Station - Pedestrian Limits: From Victory Boulevard to Erwin Street

Prepared by: IBI Group

Date: 2021-01-25
FTA SCC 10-50 CONSTRUCTION COSTS
L . Amount
Item Description QTY Unit Unit Cost ATmount
New Sidewalks 5040.0 SF $ 44 1 $ 221,760
PROJECT SUB-TOTAL $ 221,760.00




Rough Order of Magnitude (ROM) Cost Estimate
2021-01-25

Metro G Line (Orange)

Sepulveda Station

Projects for Bicyclists

Corridor Subtotal
Sepulveda Boulevard $ 507,050.00
Metro G Line (Orange) Busway $ -
Victory Boulevard $ 49,400.00
Hatteras Street $ 7,200.00
Noble Avenue $ 1,200.00
Friar Street $ 2,400.00
IMPROVEMENTS SUBTOTAL | $ 567,250.00
Metro G Line (Orange) Cost Estimates Location: Sepulveda Boulevard
Sepulveda Station - Bicyclist Limits: From a half-mile north of the proposed
station to a half-mile south of the
Prepared by: IBI Group proposed station
Date: 2021-01-25
FTA SCC 10-50 CONSTRUCTION COSTS
L . Amount
Item Description QTY Unit Unit Cost Amount
Bicycle-friendly Intersection 0.5 EA $ 101,500 | $ 50,750.00
Class IV Projected Lanes - Striped Buffer 1.0 MILE $ 456,300 | $ 456,300.00
PROJECT SUB-TOTAL % 507,050.00




Metro G Line (Orange) Cost Estimates Location: Metro G Line (Orange) Busway
Sepulveda Station - Bicyclist Limits: Haskell Avenue to half-mile east of the

proposed station
Prepared by: IBI Group

Date: 2021-01-25
FTA SCC 10-50 CONSTRUCTION COSTS
. . Amount
Item Description QTY Unit Unit Cost | ATount
Bicycle Parking 12.0 EA *Included in Planned Station Design
PROJECT SUB-TOTAL $ -

Metro G Line (Orange) Cost Estimates Location: Victory Boulevard
Limits: Blucher Avenue to Noble Avenue

Prepared by: IBI Group

Date: 2021-01-25
FTA SCC 10-50 CONSTRUCTION COSTS
_ . Amount
Item Description QTY Unit Unit Cost ATount
Class |l Striped Lanes 0.7 EA $ 76,000 [ $ 49,400
PROJECT SUB-TOTAL % 49,400.00

Metro G Line (Orange) Cost Estimates Location: Hatteras Street
Limits: Sepulveda Boulevard to Lemona
Avenue
Prepared by: IBI Group
Date: 2021-01-25
FTA SCC 10-50 CONSTRUCTION COSTS
- . Amount
Item Description QTY Unit Unit Cost Amount
Class lll Bike-friendly Street 12.0 EA $ 600 | $ 7,200
PROJECT SUB-TOTAL $ 7,200.00




Metro G Line (Orange) Cost Estimates Location: Noble Avenue
Limits: Hatteras Street heading southbound

Prepared by: IBI Group

Date: 2021-01-25
FTA SCC 10-50 CONSTRUCTION COSTS
- . Amount
Item Description QTY Unit Unit Cost ATount
Class Il Bike-friendly Street 2.0 EA $ 600 | $ 1,200
PROJECT SUB-TOTAL $ 1,200.00
Metro G Line (Orange) Cost Estimates Location: Friar Street
Limits: Columbus Avenue to beyond Noble
Avenue
Prepared by: IBI Group
Date: 2021-01-25
FTA SCC 10-50 CONSTRUCTION COSTS
- . Amount
Item Description QTY Unit Unit Cost Amount
Class lll Bike-friendly Street 4.0 EA $ 600 | $ 2,400

PROJECT SUB-TOTAL $ 2,400.00
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1.1

1 Introduction

In order to inform first/last mile recommendations for the Sepulveda G Line (Orange)
station, the technical team performed walk audits of the streets adjacent to the station
area. The purpose of this memorandum is to document the results of the walk audits to
prepare for the community outreach process, as well as inform the Pathway Network
recommendations.

Consistent with Metrois approach for first/last mile walk audits, two technical audits
were conducted for the Sepulveda Station®one during the afternoon/early evening of
November 18, 2019, and one during the morning of November 19, 2019. The evening
walk audit was included to ensure the team captured data related to pedestrian lighting
conditions. In addition to the consultant team, members of the walk audit groups
included representatives from Metro and the City of Los Angeles.

The team divided the 1/2-mile station area into quadrants and assigned groups to
cover each different quadrant. Interstate 405 is a major barrier in the 1/2-mile walking
distance to the west of the station. Figure 1 below shows that a significant portion of
the 1/2-mile walk shed is cut off by 1-405, specifically the southwest quadrant; because
of that, the walk audits focused on surveying conditions in quadrants 1 through 3.
Figure 1 also shows the half mile radius area surrounding the station and the three
distinct quadrants that were audited. The team will consider how to address
connectivity from the station to the Sepulveda Basin Recreation Area, located west of
I-405 as part of the pathway network development.
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Figure 1: Station area divided in quadrants

Each group was provided with a map of the one of the quadrants and survey questions
related to safety, aesthetics, accessibility, and transfers. The teams were divided to
provide diversity among different agencies and technical backgrounds. Groups were
encouraged to select their own path to walk within their assigned quadrant and note
their observations on the map. Whereas some of the teams consolidated their
comments on a single survey, other teams completed two surveys. Participants were
invited to record observations in three primary categories: Strengths, Barriers and
Observed Behaviors. After finishing the walk audit, the teams completed the survey to
capture their overall impressions of the quadrant they walked. Photos of existing
conditions taken by participants were compiled and categorized by quadrant and walk
audit period.

1.2 Existing Conditions Analysis Methodology

In order to establish a baseline for the Walk Audit report, the technical team assessed
existing infrastructure conditions and gathered the following:
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Identification of bicycle access routes based on existing and planned bicycle
facilities.

Inventory of existing sidewalks, crosswalks, pedestrian signals, wayfinding, lighting
and curb ramps.

Physical roadway characteristics, sidewalk widths and pavement/sidewalk quality.

Operational roadway characteristics, including arterials (roads that provide the
fastest method of travel) and collectors (roads that connect neighborhood streets
with arterials).

Street classification and bicycle facility classification.
Traffic signage (posted speed limit, parking restrictions, school zones, etc.).
Roadway Average Daily Traffic counts, posted speeds, and roadway grade.

The existing conditions analysis results are presented in Section 2. Following
completion of the walk audits and surveys, the technical team compiled and mapped
the locations of comments recorded by participants and are presented in Section 3.1.
Results from the Walk Audit Surveys were compiled into a spreadsheet and are
presented in Section 3.2. Taken together, each component informs the Key
Takeaways presented in Section 3.3, and will inform the Pathway Network
recommendations for the project.
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2 Existing Conditions

21
The technical team compiled information on vehicle and roadway facilities using a
combination of the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering NavigateLA mapping
tool and Google Street View. A table illustrating street information such as number of
lanes, presence of medians, posted speed limits, parking restrictions, school zones,
and roadway grades is contained in Appendix A.

2.2

Figure 2 on the following page illustrates the observed conditions related to pedestrian
facilities and roads, including signalized and unsignalized crosswalks, areas where
sidewalks are missing, City of Los Angeles roadway classifications, and the Average
Daily Traffic (ADT) counts for the major streets.
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Figure 2: Pedestrian Facilities and Road Types

2.3 Bicycle Facilities

Figure 3 illustrates the existing and proposed bicycle facilities located in and adjacent
to the project study area including bike lanes (shared-used paths (Class 1), striped
lanes (Class Il), wheel-friendly streets (Class IIl) and protected lanes (Class IV)) It also
illustrates the Metro Proposed Active Transportation Strategic Plan routes for the area.
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3.1

3.141

3 Walk Audit Results

Each walk audit team classified their notes into one of the three categories described
below. The technical team grouped similar comments into single subcategories to
streamline comments for comprehension and legibility on the map (Figure 4).

Barriers include items such as lack of sidewalks, bus stops needing improvement, and
other items that detract from a pleasant pedestrian, cyclist and transit rider experience.

B1 Bus stop improvements needed

B2 Sidewalk Obstruction

B3 Crosswalk improvements needed

B4 Inactive street

B5 Landscape maintenance needed

B6 Lighting improvements needed

B7 No bike lane

B8 No crosswalk

B9 No sidewalk

B10 Wayfinding needed

B11 Traffic safety concern; (e.q. poorly
marked crosswalks, high traffic volumes)

B12 Personal Safety concern (e.g. isolated
spaces, poor visibility)

B13 Lack of shade

B14 Sidewalk improvements needed

Strengths include items such as traffic calming elements, landscaping, shade (from
infrastructures or landscaping), and other amenities that contribute to a pleasant
pedestrian or bicycling experience.

Presence of a bus stop (offers
S1 multimodal options)

S2 Crosswalks
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S3 Landscaping

S4 Lighting

On-street parking (provides a buffer for

S5 pedestrians from adjacent street traffic)
S6 Shade

S7 Sidewalks

S8 Traffic calming

S9 Wayfinding

Observed behaviors may include activities, behaviors, or other observations by walk
audit participants that contributes to a safe and comfortable environment for
pedestrians and bicyclists, or to the contrary, an environment perceived as unsafe. For
example, the presence of joggers can suggest this is an area where other people and
supportive streetscape amenities are present. The presence of street vendors offers
fieyes on the streetd and suggests this is a pedestrian-friendly, safe area.

However, certain behaviors suggest there are potential conflicts between users of the
road. For example, high vehicular speeds can give pedestrians a feeling of danger,
especially at intersections. Cars blocking intersections also suggests this is an area
where pedestrian and cyclists are not welcomed.

This category also includes general observations that can influence the character of a
space. For instance, certain land uses can create either a welcoming or inhospitable
environment. Industrial land uses often feature large building footprints, blank walls
with few windows, and a general lack of street activity®creating a feeling of isolation
for pedestrians nearby. Mixed-use or residential areas, on the other hand, are more
often associated with human-scale environments.

01 Bicyclist on sidewalk

02 Car blocking intersection
03 High vehicular speeds
04 Industrial area

05 Jogger observed

06 Midblock jaywalker

o7 Low vehicular speeds
08 Residential area

09 Street vendors

010 Heavy truck traffic

10
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The combined B, S, and O comments are displayed visually on the Walk Audits Map
(Figure 4) below.
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3.2

Participants completed a survey about how they perceived conditions overall in their
quadrant. They rated experiential aspects of the area they walked from 1 to 5 with 5
being the most positive, thereby quantifying qualitative data. The technical team then
analyzed the scores for each question and each quadrant to create qualitative
evaluations of the station area and to inform broad characterizations of the
environment.

The survey questions were divided into four categories:

1)

2)

3)

4)

Safety T evaluations of lighting, security, pedestrian and bike infrastructure,
and signage.

Aesthetics T evaluations of street design characteristics, landscaping,
pedestrian amenities, and the presence or absence of litter and noise
pollution.

Accessibility T evaluations of sidewalks, crosswalks, curbs and curb ramps,
wayfinding signage, and bicycle infrastructure.

Transfers T evaluations of intermodal transfer amenities and infrastructure.

The analysis of the responses indicates the following characterizations of the station
area:

The lowest-ranking scores were in categories related to security/police
presence, safety buffers for cyclists, driver behavior, sense of place, and quality
of signage/navigation. Ten of the questions averaged between 1.0 and 2.08a
large number with responses in the strongly disagree to disagree range.

Nearly half of the total number of questions received a score between 2.0 and
3.0, indicating that the greatest number of responses were somewhere between
disagree and neutral.

The highest-ranking scores were evaluations of the station area, quality of
parking and drop-off areas, and shaded seating and waiting areas for stops. Six
questions ranked 3.0 or higher.

The average scores for the four main categories (safety, aesthetics,
accessibility, and transfers) ranged between 2.2 and 2.6 out of 5. On all four
categories, survey respondents rated the project study area negatively overall.

The highest-scoring question by far related to the quality of parking and the
pick-up/drop-off facilities. If this question were excluded from the average of the
Accessibility category, its average score would fall from 2.56 to 1.93. This
aligns with overall observations that the project study area is highly auto-
centric, and although the station works well to serve park-and-ride and drop-off
riders, first/last mile improvements to support active transportation are needed.

The team that surveyed Quadrant 1 during the evening session gave the
highest cumulative score. This teamis route included the least amount of travel
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on major streets and was largely confined to the Metro G Line (Orange) bike
path and residential streets. The team that surveyed the same quadrant during
the day walked a much greater distance along Victory Boulevard and gave a
significantly lower score.

1 The lowest scores were provided by evaluators of Quadrant 2. The routes taken
by these groups included significant portions of Sepulveda Boulevard and
Victory Boulevard. Their evaluations support City of Los Angeles traffic data,
which lists both on the High Injury Network as streets with a high concentration
of severe injuries and deaths, with an emphasis on those involving people
walking and biking.

1 Quadrant 3 was the only section that scored higher during the evening session
than during the daytime session. The daytime group consistently provided a
lower ranking on pedestrian amenities, perhaps due to route choice or the
amount of traffic experienced during daytime. The table below summarizes the
scoring for each category by quadrant and is followed both by general
observations and key takeaways from the survey.

13
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Quadrant 1 Quadrant 2 Quadrant 3 Average
Question / Category 11/18 | 1118 | 11/19 | 11/18 | 11/18 | 11/19 | 11/18 | 11/19 A\ngfge score by
AM) | (AM) | PM) | (AM) | (AM) | (PM) | (AM) | (PM) section
1.1 - Adequate lighting 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3.0
1.2 - Eyes-on-the-street 3 2 2 2 2 3 2 3 2.4
1.3 - Presence of security/police 2 2 4 1.6
1.4 - Well maintained public realm 3 2 4 4 4 2 3 2 3.0
E 1.5 - Safety buffer for bikes 2 2 1.3 599
3 | 1.6- Safety buffer for pedestrians 3 3 2 2 2 3 2 2.3
1.7 - People-friendly traffic speeds and 3 5 14
manners
1.8 - Clear safety signage 2 2 2 2 2 1.6
1.9 - Station area feels safe 3 4 3 4 4 4 3 3 35
2.1 - Sense of place 2 2 2 14
% 2.2 - Pleasant landscaping 4 3 2 3 3 2 3 2.6
‘= | 2.3 - Strategically placed pedestrian
% amenities P P 2 $ 5 . 21 2.21
2 (24 -'Pe'destrian unfriendly elements 95 3 5 5 5 3 ) 22
are limited
2.5 - Pleasant experience 3 2 2 2 3 3 8 2.8
3.1 - High quality sidewalks 4 2 2 2 2 2.4
- 3.2 - Clear, safe crossings 4 4 2 2 2 2.9
£ | 3.3 - Operating and sufficient bicycle
2 | facilities . Z =
% 3.4 - High quality signage
< | 3.5 - Streamlined parking and drop-off
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Question / Category

3.6 - Curbs and curb ramps are
provided

3.7 - Navigating the public realm

4.1 - Clear transit transfer signage
4.2 - Real-time information
4.3 - Shaded seating and waiting areas

Transfers

4.4 - Reduced distances for travelers
4.5 - Seamless transfers

Total Score

Table 1: Walk Audit Survey Quantitative Results

Quadrant 1 Quadrant 2 Quadrant 3 Average
11718 | 11/18 | 1119 | 11/18 | 11718 | 11/19 11719 | “4er?%€ | score by
(AM) | (AM) (PM) (AM) | (AM) | (PM) (PM) section

3 3 3 2.9
3 3 3 2.5
2 13
4 3.3
3 3.4 2.30
2 1.9
3 1.8
58.5
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3.3

The walk audit survey, photos, and compilation of barriers, strengths, and observed
behaviors covered the majority of walk and wheeled routes in the project study area.
Taken together, the data informed key takeaways in a number of areas.

Auto-centricity

The sections of Sepulveda Boulevard and Victory Boulevard in the study area are both
listed on Los Angeles Department of Transportationis High-Injury Network as streets
with a high concentration of severe injuries and deaths, with an emphasis on those
involved people walking and bicycling. Audit participants noticed high vehicular speeds
and turning movements, aggressive driver behavior, and areas of potential conflict due
to land use and street designs that prioritize drivers. Crosswalks at major intersections
had faded or missing paint and do not adequately call attention to the potential for
pedestrians crossing. Sidewalks at major intersections had limited buffer zones that
forced pedestrians to wait in close proximity to turning cars, and green right-turn
arrows at signals prioritized auto throughput.

Sidewalks and Accessibility

Several neighborhood streets were missing sidewalks. Sidewalks along major streets
had cracked or uneven sidewalks that, in numerous locations, did not appear to meet
ADA standards, creating walking and rolling hazards. Curb cuts were missing at some
locations, while others were broken or poorly maintained.

Bus Stops

Passenger amenities varied. Some bus stops included benches and trash receptacles,
while others included bus shelters. Very few provided shade. Several bus stops on
Victory Boulevard west of Sepulveda offered no amenities beyond a bus stop sign.

Driving Behavior

Survey respondents reported feeling unsafe crossing the street even at major
intersections due to high vehicular speeds, drivers blocking sidewalks as they turned
out of properties, and aggressive turning movements.

Lighting and Safety

Stretches of the G Line Busway Bike Path had lighting that was either nonoperational
or failed to fully illuminate the path. Some neighborhood streets and portions of major
arterials lacked adequate lighting for pedestrians to see and be seen by drivers at
night. Some streets featured long stretches where buildings did not have street-facing
windows thereby lacking a sense of fieyes on the streetd and perception of safety.

Cycling and Micromobility Infrastructure

Except for the G Line (Orange) Busway Bike Path and station area, there were no
facilities such as bike lanes for bicycles, e-scooters, or other micromobility devices.
Cyclists were forced to eithe