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1.0  Introduction  
 
The California High-Speed Rail Authority (the Authority) is studying alternative alignments for a high -

speed train (HST) section between Los Angeles and Anaheim.  This study incorporates conceptual 

engineering information and identifies feasible and practicable alternatives to carry forward for 
environmental review and evaluation in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact 

Statement (EIS) under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) for the Los Angeles to Anaheim (LA-A) section of the California HST Project.   The LA-A 

HST Section is shown in Figure 1.3-1. 

 
This document is a supplement to the Draft Alternative Analysis (AA) Report issued for the LA-A HST 

Project in April 2009.  Since April 2009, modifications to the alternatives and design options have been 
made as coordination with local cities and agencies has progressed and additional engineering detail has 

become available.  This report presents the changes from the earlier Draft AA Report and references the 
material and text that has not changed.  

 

1.1  CALIFORNIA HST PROJECT BACKGROUND 
 

Same as Section 1.1 in 2009 Draft AA Report 
 

1.2  LOS ANGELES TO ANAHEIM PROJECT EIR/EIS  BACKGROUND 
 
Same as Section 1.2 in 2009 Draft AA Report 
 

1.3  ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS REPORT ï PURPOSE AND STRUCTURE 
 

Same as Section 1.3 in 2009 Draft AA Report with addition of following text:  
 

This document builds upon the Draft AA Report issued for the corridor in April 2009.  Modifications have 

been made to the report as coordination with local cities and agencies has progressed and additional 
engineering detail has become available.  Changes from the Draft AA Report are noted throughout the 

document. 
 

Section 2.0 describes the evaluation measures used for the AA process.  Each of the project alternatives 

is described at a corridor-wide level of detail  in Section 3.0.  Section 4.0 defines and evaluates options for 
key subsections of the Dedicated HST Alternative, and Section 5.0 defines and evaluates key subsections 

of the Consolidated Shared-Track Alternative.  Section 6.0 defines and evaluates Vehicle Maintenance 
Facility Options, and Section 7.0 summarizes the results of the AA analysis. 
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Figure 1.3 -1 LA-A HST Section Overview 
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2.0  Alternatives Evaluation Process  
 
Section 2.0 in 2009 Draft AA Report with introductory text replaced as follows and subsections modified 
as noted: 
 
The process for this study involves the creation and refinement of alternatives, through a series of 

processes that are intended to compare alternatives.  This study follows a defined alternative analysis 
process as described in the Technical Memorandum Alternatives Analysis for Project EIR/EIS, Version 2 
(included in Appendix A), and uses both qualitative and quantitative measures that reflect a mixture of 

applicable policy and technical considerations. 
 

The techniques that are used to gather information, develop and compare alternatives include:  

¶ Field Inspections of Corridors  ï The potential alignment, right -of-way, and station location are 

the subject of field inspection by experienced planning personnel, engineers, and analysts with 

experience in railroad operations, to identify conditions and factors not visible in aerial photos or on 
maps.  Over the course of the study, field inspections become progressively more detailed as the 

alternatives are refined by the planning and engine ering work.  

¶ Project Team Input and Review  ï The project team conducts team meetings to discuss 

alternatives and local issues that potentially impact alignments.  

¶ Qualitative Assessment  ï A number of the qualitative measures used to describe the alternative 

alignments are developed by professionals with experience in the construction and operation of high -

speed rail and other transportation systems.  These measures include constructability, accessibility, 
operability, maintainability, right of way, public inf rastructure impacts, railway infrastructure impacts, 

and environmental impacts. 

¶ Engineering Assessment  ï Engineering assessments are provided for a number of measures that 

can be readily quantified at this stage of project development.  The engineering ass essments can 
provide information on project length, travel time, and configuration of key features of the alignment 

such as the presence of existing infrastructure. 

¶ GIS Analysis  ï The bulk of the assessment is performed using geographic information system (GIS) 

data, which enables depictions of the projectôs interactions with a variety of measurable geographic 

features, both natural and built.  GIS data is used to assess impacts on farmland, water resources, 
floodplains, wetlands, threatened and endangered species, cultural resources, current urban 

development, infrastructure, and oil and gas exploration and production.  

 
Assessment and analysis measures have been developed for each step in the process outlined above. The 

evaluation measures, as applied, are progressively more technical and quantitative as alternatives evolve. 
 

2.1  HST PROJECT PURPOSE 
 
Section not included in 2009 Draft AA Report and added as follows: 
 
As a section of the statewide HST system, the purpose of the project is to provide reliable high -speed 

electric powered train service from Los Angeles to Anaheim and that delivers predictable and consistent 

travel times. The LA-A section of the HST System will provide greater access and choice of transportation 
modes, which will increase mobility thr oughout Los Angeles and Orange counties and contribute to 

increased mobility throughout California. 
 

Specific project objectives of the HST system within the LA-A section include: 

¶ Improve mobility by relieving the mounting capacity and congestion constrain ts on Interstate 5 and 

surrounding freeways through providing a choice of a high speed train transportation mode.  
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¶ Improve mobility by relieving the increasing capacity and congestion constraints at the Los Angeles 

International Airport, John Wayne Airport , and other Los Angeles area airports through providing a 

choice of a high speed train transportation mode.  

¶ Reduce the capacity constraints and congestion on freight and passenger rail infrastructure along the 

LOSSAN corridor by providing a choice of a high speed train transportation mode.  

¶ Maximize connectivity and accessibility for passenger rail and transit at Los Angeles Union Station, 

the Anaheim Regional Transportation Intermodal Center (ARTIC), and an intermediate station in 
Norwalk / Santa Fe Springs or Fullerton. 

¶ Minimize disruptions to existing Amtrak and Metrolink service. 

¶ Provide a sustainable reduction in travel time between Los Angeles and Anaheim. 

¶ Provide a HST alignment that is feasible in terms of engineering challenges and right-of-way 

constraints.  

¶ Minimize disruptions to neighborhoods and communities along the corridor by minimizing right -of-

way acquisitions, project design effects, and/or the potential for affecting community resources.  

¶ Preserve environmental quality and protect sensitive environmental resources by reducing emissions 

and vehicle miles traveled for intercity trips in Los Angeles and Orange counties, and by maximizing 

avoidance and minimizing impacts to sensitive environmental and natural resources adjacent to the 
LOSSAN corridor.   

¶ Maximize the ridership/revenue potential for Los Angeles and Orange counties by providing reliable 

HST operation. 

¶ Minimize capital and operating costs related to construction, operations and maintenance of the LA-A 

section of the statewide HST system. 

 

2.2  HST DESIGN OBJECTIVES 
 

Same as Section 2.1 in 2009 Draft AA Report 
 

2.3  COMPARISON OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES  
 
Same as Section 2.2 in 2009 Draft AA Report with exception of modifications to Table 2.2 as follows: 
 

Table 2.3 -1 HST AA Evaluation Measures ï Project Alternatives 

Measurement  Method  Source  

A. Land use supports transit use and is consistent with existing, adopted local, regional and state 
plans, and is supported by existing or future growth areas.  

Dev elopment potential for 
Transit Oriented Development 
(TOD) within walking distance 
of station  

Identify existing and proposed land 
uses within 1/2-mile of station 
locations. Identify if there are TOD 
districts, a TOD overlay zones, mixed 
use designations, or if local 
jurisdiction have identified station 

areas for redevelopment or economic 
development 

Regional and local planning 
documents and land use analysis and 
input from local planning agencies. 

Consistency with other planning 
efforts and adopted plans  

Qualitative - general analysis of 
applicable planning and policy 
documents 

Land Use Analysis. Baseline 
Conditions Study 

B. Construction of the alternative is feasible in terms of constructability and ROW constraints.  

Constructability, access for 
construc tion, within existing 
transportation ROW  

Extent of feasible access to 
alignment for construction  

Conceptual design plans and maps 
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Measurement  Method  Source  

Disruption to existing railroads  Right-of-way constraints and impacts 
on existing railroads 

Conceptual design plans and maps 

Disruption to and relocation of 
utilities  

Number of utilities diversions  Conceptual design plans and maps 

C. Minimizes disruption to neighborhoods and communities ï extent to which an alternative 
minimizes right of way acquisitions, minimizes dividing a n established community and minimizes 
conflicts with community resources.  

Displacements  If possible, number of properties by 
land use type that would be 
displaced. Or acres of land within the 
right-of-way/station footprint, by 
type of land use: single fam ily, 
multifamily, retail/commercial, 
industrial, etc.  

Identified comparing the alignment 
conceptual design drawings with 
aerial photographs, zoning maps, 
and General Plan maps. 

Property with Access Affected  Identify potential locations along the 
alignments or at station locations 
where access would be affected. 

Estimated off conceptual design 
plans and aerial photographs 

Local Traffic Effects around 
Stations  

Identify potential locations where 
increases in traffic congestion or 
level-of-service (LOS) are expected 
to occur. 

Existing traffic LOS from local 
jurisdictions  

Local Traffic Effects at -grade 
separations  

Identify potential locations at -grade 
separations where increase in traffic 
congestion or LOS are expected to 
occur. 
 
 

Existing traffic LOS from local 
jurisdictions  

D. Minimize impacts to environmental resources - extent to which an alternative minimizes impacts 
on natural resources.  

Waterways and wetlands and 
natural preserves or biologically 
sensitive habitat areas affected  

Identify new bridge crossings 
required; rough estimate of acres of 
wetlands, linear feet of waterways; 
acres and species of threatened and 
endangered habitat affected; acres 
of natural areas/critical habitat 
affected 

Measured off conceptual design 
plans and GIS layers.  

Cult ural Resources  Identify locations of National 
Register of Historic Places or 
California Historical Resources 
Information System listed properties. 
For archaeological resources identify 
areas of high or moderate sensitivity 
based on previous studies conducted 
in the study area.  

Based on conceptual design plans 
and GIS layers; Section 4(f) studies 
and cultural resource records search 
and surveys. 

Parklands  Number and acres of parks that 
could be directly and indirectly 
affected. This would also include  
major trails that would be crossed;  

Based on conceptual design plans 
and GIS layers; Section 4(f) studies 

Agricultural Lands  Acres of prime farmland, farmland of 
statewide importance, unique 
farmland, and farmland of local 
importance within preliminary limit s 
of disturbance.  

Based on conceptual design plans 
and GIS layers. 
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Measurement  Method  Source  

E. Enhances environmental quality ð extent to which an alternative minimizes impacts on the natural 
environment.  

Noise and Vibration effects on 
sensitive receivers  

Identify types of lan d use activities 
that would be affected by HST pass-
by noise and ground vibration.   

Results of FRA screening level 
assessment. Inventory of potential 
receivers from site survey and aerial 
maps. 

Change in visual/scenic 
resources  

Identify number of local a nd scenic 
corridors crossed and scenic/visual 
resources that would be affected by 
HST elevated structures in scenic 
areas and shadows on sensitive 
resources (parks). Identify locations 
where residential development is in 
close proximity to elevated HST 
structures.  

Result of general assessment. Survey 
of alignment corridors and planning 
documents. 

Maximize avoidance of areas 
with geological and soils 
constraints  

Identify number of crossings of 
known seismic faults, acres of 
encroachment into areas with highly 
erodible soils, acres of encroachment 
into areas with high landslide 
susceptibility.   

United States Geological Survey 
maps and available GIS data 

Maximize avoidance of areas 
with potential hazardous 
materials  

Hazardous materials/waste 
constraints 

Data from previous records search 
conducted for other projects within 
study area. 

Source: Alternatives Analysis Methods for Project EIR/EIS 

 

2.4  ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS METHODS ï MAINTENANCE FACILITIES  
 

Section not included in 2009 Draft AA Report and added as follows: 
 
As part of the implementation of the LA -A HST section, a maintenance facility will be sited along the 

LOSSAN corridor to support HST operations (see Section 6.0 for the analysis).  A different methodolog y is 
used to evaluate alternative sites for a maintenance facility, as described in the Technical Memorandum 

Alternatives Analysis for Siting Maintenance Facilities (included in Appendix G).  The evaluation criteria 

used to evaluate maintenance facility sites are described in Table 2.4-1. 
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Table 2.4-1 Maintenance Facility Siting Evaluation Criteria 

Measurement  Method  Source  

A. Land use supports transit use and is con sistent with existing, adopted local, regional and state 
plans, and is supported by existing or future growth areas as measured by:  

Economic benefits to cities and 
local communities  

Quantitative to the extent possible 
using available data, addressing both 
direct and indirect benefits, (e.g., 
jobs creation with corresponding 
revenues due to purchases of local 
goods and services, etc.)  

Input from local economic and 
redevelopment agencies and 
chambers of commerce.  

Consistency with other planning 
efforts and adopted plans  

Qualitative ï General analysis of 
applicable planning and policy 
documents 

Land use analysis and input from 
planning agencies ï utilize approved 
land use plans and maps obtained 
from the jurisdictions along the HST 
corridor, and conduct interviews with 
City and County planning staffs to 
evaluate the HST consistency with 
adjacent land uses 

Availability of local labor force 
to support employment needs  

Quantitative to the extent possible 
using available data  

Current unemployment data; 
regional employment growth 
projections; and input from local 
agencies, chambers of commerce, 
and local labor unions 

B. Construction of the alternative is feasible in terms of engineering challenges and right -of -way 
constraints as measured by:  

Capital and oper ating costs  Availability of potential locations 
offered to the Authority that could 
meet the Authorityôs maintenance 
facility siting requirements  

Requests for Expressions of Interest 
for Maintenance Facilities issued as a 
public notice requesting the 
community and/or interested parties 
to identify potential locations that 
could meet the Authorityôs 
maintenance facility siting 
requirements.   

Constructability, access for 
construction; within existing 
transportation ROW  

Extent of feasible access to 
alignment for construction 

Conceptual design plans and maps 

Disruption to and relocation of 
utilities  

Number of utilities affected  Conceptual design plans and maps 

C. Minimize disruptions to neighborhoods and communities ï extent to which an alternative 
minimizes  right -of -way acquisitions, minimizes dividing an established community and minimizes 
conflicts with community resources as measured by:  

Displacements  If possible, number of properties by 
land use type that would be 
displaced. Or acres of land within the 
right-of-way/station footprint, by 
type of land use: single family, 
multifamily, retail/commercial, 
industrial, etc.  

Identified comparing the alignment 
conceptual design drawings with 
aerial photographs, zoning maps, 
and General Plan maps. 

Local Traffic E ffects  Identify potential locations where 
increase in traffic congestion or LOS 
are expected to occur. 
 
 
 

Existing traffic LOS from local 
jurisdictions  
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Measurement  Method  Source  

D. Minimize impacts to environmental resources ï extent to which an alternative minimizes impacts 
on natural resources as measured by:  

Waterways and wetlands  and 
nature preserves or biologically 
sensitive habitat areas affected  

Identify new bridge crossings 
required; rough estimate of acres of 
wetlands, linear feet of waterways; 
acres and species of threatened and 
endangered habitat affected; acres 
of natural areas/critical habitat 
affected 

Measured off conceptual design 
plans and GIS layers; Section 
404(b)1 analysis 

Cultural resources  Identify locations of National 
Register of Historic Places or 
California Historical Resources 
Information System listed properties. 
For archaeological resources identify 
areas of high or moderate sensitivity 

based on previous studies conducted 
in the study area.  

Based on conceptual design  plans 
and GIS layers; Section 4(f) studies 
and cultural resource records search 
and surveys 

Agricultural lands  Acres of prime farmland, farmland of 
statewide importance, unique 
farmland, and farmland of local 
importance to be displaced 

Based on conceptual design plans 
and GIS layers 

E. Minimize impacts to environmental resources ï extent to which an alternative minimizes impacts 
on resources as measured by:  

Noise/Vibration effects on 
sensitive receivers  

Identify types of land use activities 
that would be affected by 
maintenance activities  

Results of screening level 
assessment: inventory of potential 
receivers from site survey and aerial 
maps 

Maximize avoidance of areas 
with potential hazardous 
materials  

Hazardous materials/waste 
constraints 

Data from previous records search 
conducted for other projects within 
study area. 

Source: Alternatives Analysis for Siting Maintenance Facilities 

 

2.5  I DENTIFICATION OF ALTERNATIVES TO BE CARRIED FORWARD  
 

Same as Section 2.3 in 2009 Draft AA Report 
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3.0  Project Alternatives  
 
Section 3.0 in 2009 Draft AA Report with addition of fifth project alternative ï Consolidated Shared-Track 
Alternative and modifications to subsections as noted. 
 

3.1  DEVELOPMENT OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES  
 
Same as Section 3.1 in 2009 Draft AA Report 
 

3.2  COMPLIANCE I SSUES FOR HST OPERATIONS  
 

Same as Section 3.2 in 2009 Draft AA Report 
 

3.3  NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE  
 
Same as Section 3.3 in 2009 Draft AA Report with addition of future projects as noted below and shown 
in Figure 3.3-1: 
 
Future Projects included in No Project Alternative: 

¶ Metrolink Keller Street Yard 

¶ Widening of First Street Bridge (Addition) 

¶ Seismic Retrofit of Sixth Street Viaduct (Addition) 

¶ BNSF Hobart Yard Expansion and Access Grade Separation 

¶ I -710 Corridor Project (Addition)  

¶ BNSF Third Main Track and Grade Separation Project 

¶ OCTA Metrolink Service Expansion Program 

¶ Anaheim Regional Transportation Intermodal Center (ARTIC) 
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Figure 3.3 -1 No Project Alternative ï Overview 
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3.3.1  Metrolink Keller Street Yard  

 
Same as Section 3.3.5 in 2009 Draft AA Report 
 
3.3.2  Widening of First Street Bridge  

 

Section not included in 2009 Draft AA Report and added as follows: 
 

The City of Los Angeles is widening the First Street Bridge to ease impacts from the Metro Gold Line 
Eastside Extension, spanning from Alameda Street in downtown Los Angeles to Atlantic Boulevard in East 

Los Angeles, operating along First from Alameda Street to Gless Street.  The bridge deck is being 
widened by approximately 26 feet (7.9 meters) to the north to accommodate the operation of the Gold 

Line along the bridgeôs median.  The bridge is being widened between Vignes Street and Clarence Street.  

First Street is also being widened to the north between east of Mission Road and Clarence Street and 
from a northerly extension of South Garey Street to Vignes Street to match the realigned westbound 

lanes of the widened bridge. 
 

The expansion of the First Street Bridge was originally scheduled to take place from 2005 to 2007.  The 

Metro Gold Line Eastside Extension opened in November 2009, but the bridge expansion is still under 
construction as of June 2010.  The proposed cross-section for the reconstructed bridge is shown in Figure 

3.3-2. 
 

Figure 3.3 -2 First Street Bridge Widening ï Proposed Cross-Section 

 
Source: City of Los Angeles, Bureau of Engineering
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3.3.3  Seismic Retrofit of Sixth Street Viaduc t  

 
Section not included in 2009 Draft AA Report and added as follows: 
 
The Sixth Street Viaduct over the LOSSAN corridor and Los Angeles River is being retrofitted to meet 

current seismic standards.  The viaduct is a reinforced concrete structure with stee l arches, and serves as 

a main east-west artery carrying two lanes of traffic in each direction over the Los Angeles River, Santa 
Ana Freeway, several railroad tracks and surface streets.  Phase I of the bridgeôs retrofit was completed 

in 1995.  Phase II o f the retrofit is currently under study, with the Draft EIR/EIS released for comment in 
May 2009.  Several alternatives are being studied, including retrofit of the existing structure and 

replacement with a new bridge.  All alternatives span the LOSSAN corridor in a manner similar to the 
existing bridge.  One of the replacement concepts is shown in Figure 3.3-3, with the span over the 

LOSSAN corridor shown in the right of the figure. 

 
Figure 3.3 -3 Proposed Sixth Street Bridge Replacement Concept 2 

 
Source: City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering 
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3.3.4  BNSF Hobart Yard Expansion and Access Grade Separation  

 
Same as Section 3.3.4 in 2009 Draft AA Report 
 
3.3.5  I -710 Corridor Proj ect  

 

Section not included in 2009 Draft AA Report and added as follows: 
 

The I-710 Corridor Project is an 18-mile freeway project that would improve passenger and goods 
movement vehicles throughout the region between the Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles in the 

south, to Los Angeles and the Pomona Freeway (SR-60) to the north.  In 2005 Metro released the I -710 
Major Corridor Study that established a Locally Preferred Strategy.  The Locally Preferred Strategy calls 

for the addition of general purpose lanes for a total of 10 lanes, the creation of a 4 -lane truckway, which 

would be dedicated to goods movement throughout the length of the corridor, and improvement of 
several interchanges in the corridor.  Additionally, a dedicated ingress/egress freeway truck ramps are 

proposed at Sheila Street, near the HST crossing of the I-710, to allow trucks to access Washington 
Boulevard and the UP and BNSF rail yards.   

 

The project is currently undergoing environmental reviews, with a Draft EIR/EIS expected to be 
completed in Fall 2010 and an approved Final EIR/EIS in Fall 2011.  The Study Area and route of the I -

710 Corridor Project is shown in Figure 3.3-4.  
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Figure 3.3 -4 I -710 Corridor Project ï Study Area and Route 

 
Source: Metro 
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3.3.6  BNSF Third Main Track and Grade Separation Project  

 
Same as Section 3.3.3 in 2009 Draft AA Report 
 
3.3.7  OCTA Metrolink Service Expansion Program  

 

Same as Section 3.3.2 in 2009 Draft AA Report 
  

3.3.8  Anaheim Regio nal Transportation Intermodal Center (ARTIC)  
 

Same as Section 3.3.1 in 2009 Draft AA Report 
 

3.3.9  Projects to be Constructed / Operated by Others  

 
Same as Section 3.3.6 in 2009 Draft AA Report with addition of following subsection: 
 
A. Fullerton Transportation Cen ter (FTC) Improvements  

 

The Fullerton Transportation Center (FTC) is the busiest train station in Orange County, providing access 
to both Amtrak and Metrolink rail service, the OCTA bus system, private taxi service and bicycle storage.  

On April 27, 2009, the OCTA approved Fullertonôs Project T grant funding application, allowing the city to 
perform preliminary engineering for the proposed expansion of the FTC.  The proposed expansion will 

include an additional station platform and other improvements.  A Dr aft EIR/EIS for FTC improvements is 
currently underway and is expected to be released for public review in 2010.  

 

3.3.10  No Project Alternative Configuration by Subsection  
 

Section 3.3.7 in 2009 Draft AA Report replaced as follows: 
 

The configuration of the No Project Alternative through the various jurisdictions along the LA -A HST 

section is described in the following sections. 
 

A. LAUS to Hobart Yard  
 

In the City of Los Angeles from LAUS south to Redondo Junction near Hobart Yard, the LOSSAN corridor 

follows the west bank of the Los Angeles River. 
 

Planned improvements along this section of the corridor through the City of Los Angeles that are included 
in the No Project Alternative include:  

¶ Metrolink Keller Street Yard (See Section 3.3.1) 

¶ Widening of First Street Bridge (See Section 3.3.2) 

¶ Seismic Retrofit of Sixth Street Viaduct (See Section 3.3.3) 

 
In addition, the Los Angeles Union Station Run-Through Tracks Project is noted on engineering plans in 

the vicinity of LAUS, but is not included in the No Project Alternative (See Section 3.3.10). 

 
A typical cross-section for the No Project Alternative along the Los Angeles River is shown in Figure 3.3-5. 
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Figure 3.3 -5 No Project Alternative ï Typical Cross-Section ï LAUS to Hobart Yard 

 
Source: STV Incorporated, 2010  

 

B. Hobart Yard to Fullerton  
 

The passenger-oriented Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) River 
Subdivision meets the freight-oriented BNSF San Bernardino Subdivision at Redondo Junction, just west 

of Hobart Yard.  From Redondo Junction to Fullerton Junction (to the east of the FTC), large volumes of 
both freight and passenger trains share the LOSSAN corridor.  The subsection of the LOSSAN corridor 

between Redondo Junction and Fullerton runs through a number of cities, including: 

¶ Los Angeles 

¶ Vernon 

¶ Bell 

¶ Commerce 

¶ Montebello 

¶ Pico Rivera 

¶ South Whittier / Los Nietos (Unincorporated Los Angeles County) 

¶ Santa Fe Springs 

¶ Norwalk 

¶ La Mirada 

¶ Buena Park 

¶ Fullerton 

 
Planned improvements along this section of the corridor that are inc luded in the No Project Alternative 

include: 

¶ BNSF Hobart Yard Expansion and Access Grade Separation  (See Section 3.3.4) (Vernon)  

¶ I -710 Corridor Project  (See Section 3.3.5) (Vernon / Commerce) 

¶ BNSF Third Main Track Project  (See Section 3.3.6) (Montebello-Buena Park), including Crossing 

Closure at Serapis Ave (Pico Rivera) and grade separations (underpasses) at: 

ƺ Passons Boulevard (Pico Rivera) 
ƺ Pioneer Boulevard (Santa Fe Springs / LA County) 

ƺ Norwalk Boulevard (Santa Fe Springs) 

ƺ Los Nietos Road (Santa Fe Springs) 
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ƺ Lakeland Road (Santa Fe Springs) 

ƺ Rosecrans Avenue / Marquardt Avenue (Santa Fe Springs) 
ƺ Valley View Avenue (La Mirada / Santa Fe Springs) 

¶ OCTA Metrolink Service Expansion Program  (See Section 3.3.7) (Fullerton), including:  

ƺ Fullerton Turnback Facility 
 

In addition, the LOSSAN Corridor Fourth Main Track and FTC Improvement Projects are noted on 

engineering plans in the corridor, but not included in the No Project Alternative (See Section 3.3.9). 
 

Through these areas, the LOSSAN corridor will be upgraded to three mainline tracks with space for a 
future fourth track.  A typical cross -section for the Hobart Yard to Fullerton subsection of the No Project 

Alternative is shown in Figure 3.3-6. 
 

Figure 3.3 -6 No Project Alternative ï Typical Cross-Section ï Hobart Yard to Fullerton 

 
Source: STV Incorporated, 2010 

 

C. Fullerton to Anaheim  

 
Due to lower volumes of freight traffic, there are only two mainline LOSSAN corridor tracks along the 

OCTA Orange Subdivision through Anaheim.  The existing LOSSAN corridor ROW is 100ô (30.5 meters) 
wide in its northern and southern sections of the city, only 50ô (15.2 meters) wide between Vermont 

Avenue and North Street. 

 
Planned improvements along this section of the corridor that are included in the No Project Alternative 

include: 

¶ OCTA Metrolink Service Expansion Program  (See Section 3.3.7), including:  

ƺ Anaheim Layover Facility 

ƺ CP Stadium Improvements 

¶ Anaheim Regional Transportati on Intermodal Center (See Section 3.3.8) 

 
A typical cross-section for the 100ô (30.5 meters) ROW is shown in Figure 3.3-7, and a typical cross-

section for the 50ô (15.2 meters) ROW is shown in Figure 3.3-8. 
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Figure 3.3 -7 No Project Alternative ï Typical Cross-Section ï Fullerton to Anaheim ï 100ô ROW 

 
 Source: STV Incorporated, 2010 

 
Figure 3.3 -8 No Project Alternative ï Typical Cross-Section ï Fullerton to Anaheim ï 50ô ROW 

 
 Source: STV Incorporated, 2010 
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3.4  PROGRAM-LEVEL SHARED-TRACK ALTERNATIVE  
 
Same as Section 3.4 in 2009 Draft AA Report with replacement of typical cross-sections (Figures 3.19 and 
3.21) as follows due to changes in HST Design Criteria 
 

Figure 3.4 -1 Program-Level Shared-Track Alternative ï Typical Cross-Section ï Hobart Yard to Fullerton 

 
Source: STV Incorporated, 2010 

 
Figure 3.4 -2 Program-Level Shared-Track Alternative ï Typical Cross-Section ï Fullerton to Anaheim 

(50ô ROW) 

 
Source: STV Incorporated, 2010 
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3.5  EXPANDED SHARED-TRACK ALTERNATIVE (3+2)  
 
Same as Section 3.5 in 2009 Draft AA Report with replacement of typical cross-section (Figure 3.25) as 
follows due to changes in HST Design Criteria 
 

Figure 3.5 -1 Expanded Shared-Track Alternative ï Typical Cross-Section ï Hobart Yard to Fullerton 

 
Source: STV Incorporated, 2010 

 

3.6  DEDICATED HIGH -SPEED TRAIN ALTERNATIVE (4+2)  
 

Same as Section 3.6 in 2009 Draft AA Report with replacement of Section 3.6.2 as follows: 
3.6.1   

3.6.2  Typical Configu ration ï Hobart Yard to Fullerton  
 

From Hobart Yard to Fullerton, space for six tracks would typically be needed for the Dedicated HST 

Alternative.  Similar to the Expanded Shared-Track Alternative, two new tracks would be added to the 
south of the existin g tracks (space is provided for a future fourth track to the north).  This allows the 

reuse of the three existing tracks and many of the existing grade crossing structures.  However, such a 
configuration would require additional ROW on the south side of th e corridor as shown in Figure 3.6-1 

and in Appendix E. It may be possible to acquire less ROW with minimum clearances and special 
accommodations for catenary poles and wayside signal equipment.  In constrained areas, shifted at-

grade or aerial alignment options are investigated to minimize property acquisition needs.  A typical aerial 

cross-section is shown in Figure 3.6-2.  Trench and tunnel options are generally not feasib le in this 
section due to the extensive number of existing undercrossings in the corridor and the required depth of 

tunnel, except for short tunnels or trenches required by special geographic or ROW constraints.  The 
typical cross-section differs from that  shown in the Draft AA Report based on revisions to the HST 

projectôs design criteria. 
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Figure 3.6 -1 Dedicated HST Alternative ï Typical Cross-Section ï Hobart Yard to Fullerton ï At-Grade 

 
Source: STV Incorporated, 2010 

 

Figure 3.6 -2 Dedicated HST Alternative ï Typical Cross-Section ï Hobart Yard to Fullerton ï Aerial 

 
Source: STV Incorporated, 2010 
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3.7  CONSOLIDATED SHARED-TRACK ALTERNATIVE (3+2)  
 
Section not included in 2009 Draft AA Report and added as follows: 
 
The Draft AA Report completed in April 2009 recommended that the Program-Level and Expanded Shared 

Track Alternatives not be carried forward for further analysis, and that the Dedicated HST Alternative be 

carried forward as the sole Build Alternative (See Section 3.9 for further details).  The Authority continued 
coordination with project stakeholders such as Metro, OCTA, Metrolink and Amtrak throughout 2009 and 

2010, seeking to further develop the Dedicated HST Alternative.  Through the course of this work , the 
Authority and project stakeholders proposed new operational and physical configurations that allow for 

consideration of a revised Shared-Track Alternative in the corridor.  Many of these issues were described 

in a joint letter from the CEOs of Metro and OCTA to the Authority on March 23, 2010, which is included 
in Appendix H.  The Authority Board approved the examination of the Consolidated Shared-Track 

Alternative in April 2010. 
 

The main design objective of the Consolidated Shared-Track Alternative is to accommodate all LOSSAN 
corridor operators on a footprint smaller than the Dedicated HST Alternative and in a way that maximizes 

the utility of the trac ks for all corridor operators.  The Consolidated Shared-Track Alternative builds off 

the designs of the three prior Build Alternatives that had been designed between 2007 and 2010.  An 
overview of the alternative is shown in Figure 3.7-1. 

 
Alignment Drawings for the new Consolidated Shared-Track Alternative can be found in Appendix I.  

Given the early stage of design for the alternative and the need for additional coordination with key 

stakeholders, the initial design presented in this report is expected to undergo further development and 
revision. 
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Figure 3.7 -1 Consolidated Shared-Track Alternative ï Overview 




































































































































































































