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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
Introduction   

The Screening of Initial Concepts Report analyzes transit concepts developed for the San 

Gabriel Valley (SGV) Transit Feasibility Study (Study) and identifies the most promising near- 

and long-term concepts for further evaluation. This summary first presents the screening 

methodology and scoring results for east-west transit concepts. Subsequently, the north-south 

service concepts are evaluated in the context of the most promising east-west options. 

Implementation of a north-south concept could either be accomplished concurrently with 

implementation of the preferred east-west concept, or subsequently as an element in this 

studyôs long term vision plan. The document also summarizes comments received from 

stakeholders, and further analyzes the potential benefits and potential challenges for each 

concept. The report concludes with identification of concepts which could be considered for the 

long-term ñvisionò plan. 

Summary of Screening Process  

The SGVCOG established a set of goals to address the mobility needs and constraints within 

the study area. The primary goals of the study are: 

¶ Goal 1: Develop near-term and long-term mobility options for SGV 

¶ Goal 2: Provide transit service for peak and off-peak trips 

¶ Goal 3: Address unmet mobility needs 

¶ Goal 4: Create accessible transit service for SGV 

¶ Goal 5: Balance needs of goods movement and transit 

¶ Goal 6: Develop transit service that is compatible with land uses 

The six goals outlined above established specific objectives, for which specific evaluation 

measures have been defined. These provide a basis for the screening process and decisions 

for which east-west concepts should be progressed forward. The evaluation measures 

constitute various qualitative and quantitative metrics which were used to determine benefits 

and challenges for the concepts under consideration in this initial phase. Table 1 provides 

summary descriptions for the objectives and evaluation measures. 

After the specific evaluation measures were assessed for all 15 of the initial concepts, it became 

apparent that the east-west concepts should be screened separately from the north-south 

concepts for the following reasons: 

1. The greater route lengths of the east-west concepts resulted in generally higher scores 

compared to the north-south concepts as they extended the entirety of the SGV study area; 
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2. A fundamental purpose of the Study was to define a more robust service proposal within the 

SGV compared to earlier studies of an east-west Light Rail Transit (LRT) project within the 

SR-60 corridor, and only the east-west concepts address this purpose; and, 

3. The most promising north-south concepts have merit as a complement to the east-west 

concepts and should therefore be considered for near-term implementation in conjunction 

with the most promising east-west concept(s) and inclusion in the long-term vision plan.  

Therefore, this report first presents the screening of the east-west concepts and then provides a 

secondary screening of the north-south options. It should be noted that the east-west concepts 

include not only Concepts 1 through 6, but also Concepts 14 and 15, which also have an east-

west configuration. Each concept was evaluated for implementation in the near term with mode 

characteristics of rapid bus and BRT for the purposes of this screening report. Feasibly of 

conversion of these concepts to LRT over the longer term will be addressed in the Final 

Feasibility Analysis. Because Concepts 14 and 15 were defined as a hybrid of commuter rail 

with a bus service option, scoring for these two was combined, with an emphasis on the 

features of Concept 14, the commuter rail element. 

Table 0-1 ï Evaluation Criteria  

Objectives Evaluation Measures 

Objective 1 Fulfills near-term and long-term 

needs  

V= could be implemented in near-term;  

V = may be implemented in the near-term, but 

requires more complex design; and  

X = could not be implemented in near-term 

Objective 2 Improves transit service  V = new higher frequency service;  

V = enhances existing low-frequency service; and  

X = duplicates existing or planned enhanced 

services 

Objective 3A Addresses existing travel trends 

within SGV 

V =  more than 1 million person trips;  

V = between 300,000 and 1 million person trips; and 

X = less than 300,000 person trips 

Objective 3B Provides mobility to Equity 

Focus Communities (EFCs) and 

other local communities 

V = serves over 30,000 EFC households;  

V = serves 20,000-30,000 EFC households; and  

X = serves below 20,000 households 

Objective 4A Increases access to mobility 

hubs 

V = access to more than 3 centers  

V = access to 3 centers; and  

X = access to less than 3 centers 

Objective 4B Increases access to major SGV 

activity centers 

V = access to more than 10 activity centers  

V = access to 5 to 10 activity centers  

X = Access to less than 5 activity centers 

Objective 4C Facilitates access to bike/ped 

networks 

V = access to more than130 bikeways  

V = access to 115-130 bikeways; and  

X = access to less than 115 bikeways  
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Objectives Evaluation Measures 

Objective 5 Minimizes conflicts with existing 

and future infrastructure 

V = minimal conflicts  

V = moderate conflicts; and  

X = substantial conflicts 

Objective 6 Supports land use and 

development 

V = directly serves nearby land uses  

V = moderately serves nearby land uses; and  

X = would not directly serve nearby land uses 

Scoring Methodology  

Each of the concepts were scored using quantitative and qualitative data using a three-point 

scale (positive, neutral, negative). ñPositiveò indicates that the concept meets the objective 

and/or had a high quantitative score, relative to the other concepts; ñNegativeò indicates that the 

concept does not meet the objective or had a low relative quantitative score. ñNeutralò indicates 

the concept partly addresses the objective and/or had a mid-range quantitative score.  

The following section describes the criteria used to establish the rankings. 

Objective 1: Fulfills near -term and long -term needs  

Under this objective, each east/west concept was considered for near-term and long-term 

implementation. As the focus for this study is the near-term, the initial evaluation addressed the 

suitability for implementation to address near-term needs. A secondary consideration regarding 

whether the concept would address mobility needs but which would be more suitable for the 

long-term vision plan, given the potential benefits as well as the implementation timeframe. 

Concepts which donôt provide significant short-term benefit, and which wouldnôt add significant 

value to the long-term vision were be dropped from further consideration. 

The scoring criteria for each concept is relative to the other east-west concepts. As a result, a 

concept with a positive score is one with the most positive points. A concept with a negative 

score is one with very few positives and/or many negatives. A concept with a neutral score is 

one that is neither positive nor negative.  

The synopsis of the scores for Objective 1 is as follows: 

¶ Concept 1 scored ñNeutralò for the following reason(s): 

o Connects to Metro L Line (Gold), but not within Study Area 

o Dependent upon LADOT deciding to pursue BRT along Valley within LA City 

Limits 

o Serves SR-60 but only east of I-605 freeway 

 

¶ Concept 2 scored ñPositiveò for the following reason(s): 

o Connects to Metro L Line (Gold) thus connecting to the regional network  
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o Provides new high-frequency service within the Focus Study Area1 

  

¶ Concept 3 scored ñNegativeò for the following reason(s): 

o Connects with the Metro L Line (Gold), but overlaps service with Foothill Silver 

Streak, along I-10 freeway, and east of I-605 freeway 

 

¶ Concept 4 scored ñNegativeò for the following reason(s): 

o Connects with Metro L Line (Gold) but does not provide service east of I-605 

 

¶ Concept 5 scored ñPositiveò for the following reason(s): 

o Connects with Metro L Line (Gold) 

o Establishes new high-frequency service within the Focus Study Area  

 

¶ Concept 6 scored ñNegativeò for the following reason(s):  

o Connects with the Metro L Line (Gold) 

o Limited access to major SGV transit hubs. (Connects to hubs at either end, but 

does not service hubs along its route)  

o Overlaps with Foothill Service (Route 486) along Amar Road 

 

¶ Concept 14/ 15 scored Negative for the following reason(s): 

o Long-term implementation timeline 

o Requires extensive coordination with UPRR and to be defined track 

improvements, which would require long-term implementation. 

o Conflicts with freight service 

o Connects with the Metro L Line (Gold) 

Objective 2: Improves transit service  

This objective focuses on each east/west concepts ability to provide new high-frequency service 

within the Focus Study Area. In order to improve upon existing services, a new rapid bus or 

BRT service would typically be planned to operate with a minimum 10-minute headway. This 

would most reflect current frequencies of the Metro G (Orange) Line, which operates headways 

of as little as 7 minutes during peak periods2.  Although there are numerous local bus services 

operating within the study area, only lines with frequencies of 15 minutes or less were 

considered ñhigh-qualityò services.  

The scoring of the various concepts is shown below: 

 
 

1 ñFocus Study Areaò as used in this report is the Focus Area for development of New Services, which 
includes the SR-60 corridor to as far north as the I-10 corridor (refer to the ñStudy Area Definitionò report 
for details.)  
2 Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro), 2022. G Line (Orange) 901 
Timetable Effective 02-20-2022. 
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¶ Concept 1 scored ñPositiveò 

o Provides new high-frequency service within Focus Area  

 

¶ Concept 2 scored ñPositiveò 

o Provides new high-frequency service within Focus Area  

 

¶ Concept 3 scored ñNegativeò 

o Overlays with existing high-frequency service along Metro Line 70 along Garvey 

Avenue 

 

¶ Concept 4 ï Neutral 

o Does not overlay with existing service, but only serves areas west of I-605 

 

¶ Concept 5 scored ñPositiveò 

o Provides new high-frequency service within Focus Area  

 

¶ Concept 6 scored ñNegativeò 

o Overlays with existing high-frequency service along Foothill Line 486 along Amar 

Road 

 

¶ Concept 14 / 15 scored ñNeutralò 

o  Leverages existing assets, but has limited stations and station access 

Objective 3A: Addresses existing travel trends within the SGV  

Objective 3A is assessed using ñTerralyticsò data, a ñbig dataò source which captures person-

trips across all modes of travel including auto, transit, bicycle and pedestrian movements using 

anonymous cell phone data as ñprobes.ò Data was gathered from October 2019 to establish pre-

COVID trends in travel. It is important to note that these person trips demonstrate market 

potential for the concepts and does not directly represent ridership, which will be studied at a 

later phase of the project.   

Objective 3B: Provides mobility to EFCs and other local communities  

Objective 3B uses Metroôs Equity Focus Communities (EFC) data to determine if the concept 

can support mobility for EFCs3. A half-mile buffer was utilized around proposed concepts, then 

the number of EFCs was counted to calculate scores. Thresholds were set to determine which 

concepts fell into positive, neutral, and negative scoring buckets. 

Objective 4A: Increases access to existing and/o r potential SGV Mobility Hubs  

 
 

3 Refer to the Mobility Problem Definition report for more information on EFCôs and related metrics. 
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Objective 4A was based upon connectivity to an existing or potential new hubs made possible 

by implementation of concepts. SGV Mobility Hubs where transfers between services and 

modes would be facilitated. Mobility hubs are defined as a transfer point between different 

transit services and operators, while gateways foster connectivity within or out of the SGV. The 

following locations were considered as either existing or potential SGV mobility hubs:   

¶ Pomona (North) Metrolink Station 

¶ Industry Metrolink Station  

¶ El Monte Metrolink  

¶ Metro L Line (Gold) Atlantic Station  

¶ Pomona Transit Center  

¶ El Monte Transit Center  

¶ Shops at Montebello  

¶ Puente Hills Mall  

 

Thresholds were set for this selection criteria. These thresholds were determined from the 

average of the data sample. Concepts that provided access to two or less mobility hubs 

received a negative score, concepts that provided access to three mobility hubs received a 

neutral score, and concepts that provided access to four or more mobility hubs received a 

positive score.   

Objective 4B: Increases access to major SGV activity centers  

Objective 4B considers activity centers which were identified in the Mobility Problem Definition 

Report. Activity centers include, but are not limited to, cultural centers / museums, parks, 

hospitals, colleges and universities, commercial centers, entertainment venues, and 

employment headquarters. A threshold determined whether a concept was negative, neutral or 

positive. This threshold is based on the average of the data sample. 

Objective 4C: Facilitates access to bike/ped facilities  

Objective 4C uses GIS bicycle data from LA County to determine bicycle facilities within the 

Study Area. A half-mile buffer was set around each concept to determine which concepts 

connected with existing or planned bicycle facilities. A threshold number is set for negative, 

neutral, and positive scores, which helped determine the potential for each concept to connect 

to the active transportation network.  

Objective 5: Minimizes conflicts with goods movement  

The criteria under Objective 5 determines the magnitude of potential conflicts with either freight 

rail or freeways where heavy truck movements are present. Scores were qualitatively discussed 

based on conflicts with goods movement. Conflicts could occur with increases of passenger 

traffic near freight rail facilities, improvements within freeway rights-of-way which may be 

needed to address goods movement needs, or conflicts with freight traffic on existing freeway 

facilities.  
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Objective 6: Supports land use and development  

The criteria under Objective 6 uses a qualitative assessment of surrounding land uses to 

determine if the type of uses would potentially support the transit concept, and if there is 

opportunity for future development. Land use types and densities, such as medium to high-

density residential and commercial tend to support transit ridership more than lower density 

uses. 

Stakeholder Input  

In addition to the evaluation criteria, input was solicited from the SGVCOG stakeholders through 

a series of technical advisory committee (TAC) meetings, transit service operator meetings 

(e.g., Metrolink, Metro, and Foothill Transit), and input received through the SGVCOG public 

surveys, two community meetings, email and other public outreach efforts conducted in 

February 2022. This input was reviewed and consolidated into major themes. Overall major 

themes are listed below, and stakeholder input made in direct reference to a specific Concept 

was incorporated in the finding summaries under the appropriate concept. 

¶ Focus on improvements along or south of the SR-60 Corridor. Focus on east-west 

alignment that is near and parallel to SR-60 freeway. A secondary emphasis should be 

placed on a north-south corridor that provides an alternative to the I-605. 

¶ Ensure other studies are considered, coordinate with I-710 projects, and do not duplicate 

with other projects/plans/studies. 

¶ Focus on bus improvements and BRT solutions in the near term. Convenient, 

streamlined, enhanced bus service with direct connections to other major transit would 

be ideal with increased frequency and speed of buses making the most difference. 

Frequencies of 15-20 minutes or more create long waits, transfers, and overall travel 

time.  

¶ North-south lines are lacking in quantity and quality, east-west lines are arguably slow. 

There arenôt many north-south bus connections in the SGV. BRT or LRT down Valley, 

Rosemead, Garvey, Las Tunas/Main, Atlantic, and Huntington would reshape the 

western portion of SGV and help overcome increasing traffic.  

¶ First Last Mile (FLM) enhancements including pedestrian accessibility should be planned 

for a high-capacity bus corridor. We cannot walk very far to get to public transportation 

or once you get there, walking to our final destination can be difficult. 

¶ Concept 10: Sierra Madre Villa Station to CSLB via Rosemead Blvd & Lakewood Blvd is 

well supported by municipalities, who support enhanced transit service along Rosemead 

Blvd.  

¶ Improve connections between housing and jobs. Look for more rail/bus transit options 

and opportunities to develop affordable for-sale housing near transit. 



 
2 

 

¶ Enhance connectivity to Pomona Transit Center, Orange County, and areas further east. 

Add routes to Mt. San Antonio College and Cal Poly Pomona. Need better bus service 

for communities such as Rosemead, Monterrey Park, Montebello. Intra-city transit would 

allow us to visit our local cities. 

¶ Add seating, shade and amenities at bus stops. Safe, well-lit accessible stops and 

stations must be created and maintained. 

¶ New services will require coordination from transit operators. Recommend Metro/ 

Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) join forces to operate safe and efficient 

bus, BRT and LRT between Los Angeles and Orange counties via the SGV. 

¶ Concept 1: (Downtown Los Angeles to Downtown Pomona via Valley Blvd) received 

public support during February community meetings; provides important east-west 

connection between mobility hubs.  

¶ A challenge for many transit users is current frequency of services, especially during 

summer months when shade and seating at local stops is limited.  

¶ Connection to future Cal Poly Pomona Mobility Hub would greatly aid transit 

improvements in the eastern portion of the valley.  

¶ Need for better services in the Huntington Dr/Valley Blvd area.  

¶ Transit service is currently lacking in Alhambra.  

¶ Frequency of service should be around 10 minutes and should not exceed 15 minutes. 

¶ High quality north-south transit connections are very important and much needed.  

¶ The San Gabriel Mountains need better transit access. Generally, there is a lack of 

transit to recreation and open space areas.  

¶ Another transportation hub besides Union Station, El Monte Station, and Pomona 

Transit Center would highly benefit lower income residents who rely on these services.  

¶ The study would benefit from incorporate new services on Rosemead Blvd. It is a highly-

travelled corridor with about 1.9 million trips per day.  

Summary of Recommendations for East -West Conce pts  

Utilizing the scoring methodology and stakeholder input, the initial concepts were analyzed. 

Therefore, it is recommended that this concept be revised and reconsidered for inclusion in 

the long-term vision plan for the San Gabriel Valley.
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. As shown in the table, Concepts 1, 2, and 5 have the most ñpositiveò scores and the fewest 

ñnegativeò scores compared to the other concepts: Concept 5 (ñAtlantic Station to Downtown 

Pomona via Valley Blvd & Colima / Golden Springsò) has six ñpositiveò scores, the most of any 

of the concepts. Concept 1 (ñDowntown Los Angeles to Downtown Pomona via Valley 

Boulevardò) has five ñpositiveò scores and no ñnegativeò scores. Finally, Concept 2 (ñAtlantic 

Station to Downtown Pomona via SR-60ò) also has five ñpositiveò scores and only two ñnegativeò 

scores, fewer than the remaining four concepts.  Concepts 3, 4, 6 and 14/15 all had several 

negative scores and fewer positive scores compared to the other concepts. 

Based upon this assessment, it is recommended that Concepts 1, 2 and 5 be carried forward for 

further evaluation for near-term implementation. It is also recommended that Concepts 3, 4 and 

6 be dropped from further consideration. 

Concept 14/15 scored lowest and could only be implemented in the long-term. It should be 

noted that many of the negatives associated with this concept were due to the location of the 

route, which would be along the Metrolink Riverside Line, which operates along the UPRR Los 

Angeles Subdivision. Relocation of this service to an alternative corridor, such as the Alhambra 

Subdivision which closely parallels Mission Road and Valley Boulevard through the Study Area, 

would potentially mitigate many of the negative scores. Therefore, it is recommended that this 

concept be revised and reconsidered for inclusion in the long-term vision plan for the San 

Gabriel Valley.
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Table 0-2 ï Analysis Summary - East-West Concepts  
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Most Promising East -West Concepts for Near -Term Implementation  

Based on the initial screening evaluation, three primary east-west concepts are shown to have 

the highest performance based on the goals, objectives, and criteria of this feasibility study:  

¶ Concept 1: Downtown LA to Downtown Pomona via Valley Boulevard   

¶ Concept 2: Atlantic L Line Station to Downtown Pomona via SR-60 

¶ Concept 5: Atlantic L Line Station to Downtown Pomona via Valley Boulevard/Colima 

Road/Golden Springs Drive 

These east-west concepts show the greatest promise for SGV in terms of benefits, operational 

feasibility, and trade-offs/challenges. Below is a brief summary on the potential benefits and 

challenges of these concepts. 

Concept 1 (Downtown Los Angeles to Dow ntown Pomona via Valley Boulevard )   

Concept 1 (Figure 0-1) has high overall scores in the initial screening based on the localized 

benefits of providing service along Valley Boulevard. At 34.5 miles long, Concept 1 has 31 stops 

and an estimated travel time of around 107 minutes end to end. This concept would serve 

several higher transit ridership communities such as Alhambra, San Gabriel, Rosemead, and El 

Monte, as well as connect to areas currently underserved by transit in communities east of I-605 

including La Puente, City of Industry, West Covina, Walnut, and Pomona. This concept could 

also fulfill near-term service needs by providing higher frequency service to several key activity 

centers and destinations along Valley Boulevard. In general, this concept would create faster 

local and regional transit service along a major arterial that serves EFC communities, as well as 

provide higher frequency service to the SR-60 corridor east of I-605.  
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Figure 0-1 ï Concept 1  
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Concept 2 (Atlantic Station to Downtown Pomona via SR -60)  

Concept 2 (Figure 0-2) has high overall scoring balancing localized benefits and with faster 

travel times along freeway segments. At 27.9 miles long, Concept 2 has 18 stops and an 

estimated travel time of around 89 minutes end to end. This concept would provide service 

along the SR-60 corridor connecting communities such as Montebello, Rosemead, Monterey 

Park, and South El Monte, as well as connecting with communities south of the SR-60 corridor 

including Hacienda Heights, City of Industry, Diamond Bar, and Pomona. This concept could 

also fulfill near-term service needs by providing higher frequency service to major commercial 

and employment centers such as The Shops at Montebello and Kaiser Permanente 

Hospital/Corporate Offices (City of Montebello), The Marketplace (City of Monterey Park), 

Puente Hills Mall (City of Industry), and Pomona Civic Center (City of Pomona). In general, this 

concept would create faster regional transit service along the SR-60 corridor and provide local 

access for higher density areas in SGV. This concept has been supported by the cities of South 

El Monte, Alhambra, Diamond Bar, and L.A. County Department of Regional Planning.  
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Figure  0-2 ï Concept 2 
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Concept 5 (Atlantic Station to Downtown Pomona via Valley Blvd & Colima/Golden 

Springs)  

Concept 5 (Figure 0-3) has high overall scores in the initial screening given the benefits of 

providing service on major arterials which directly run through multiple communities in SGV. At 

31.9 miles long, Concept 5 has 24 stops and an estimated travel time of around 95 minutes end 

to end. This concept would serve several higher transit ridership communities such as Monterey 

Park, Rosemead, Montebello, El Monte, and South El Monte, as well as connect to communities 

east of I-605 including unincorporated Avocado Heights and Hacienda Heights, City of Industry, 

Diamond Bar, and Pomona. This concept could also fulfill near-term service needs by providing 

higher frequency service to several major commercial centers and regional/cultural destinations. 

In general, this concept would create faster local and regional transit service along the major 

arterials that directly serve several EFC communities. This concept has been supported by the 

cities of South El Monte, Alhambra, Diamond Bar, and L.A. County Department of Regional 

Planning.  
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Figure  0-3 ï Concept 5  
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Summary of Recommendations for North -South Concepts  

Implementation of one or more of the north-south concepts could either be accomplished 

concurrently with implementation of the preferred east-west concept(s), or subsequently as an 

element in this studyôs long term vision plan. As an example, Concept 12 (Azusa Avenue) 

overlaps with the current Foothill Transit Line 280 service. However, increasing frequencies, or 

upgrading the existing service with a rapid bus4 or BRT5 could provide significant benefits not 

only to a new east-west service in the SR-60 corridor, but other existing east-west services as 

well. Another consideration is that any portions of a north-south route extending out of the Study 

Area will require coordination with and funding from respective local agencies. 

Considering the prior evaluations of the various north-south concepts, the following 

recommendations are made: 

¶ Concepts 7 and 8 (connecting between Metro Eastside L (Gold) Line and Metro Foothill 

L (Gold) Line in Pasadena) are at the extreme west of most of the San Gabriel Valley 

and solutions for this vicinity are being evaluated as part of the ongoing I-710 Mobility 

Hubs Plan. It is recommended that these two be blended into a single concept which 

could be considered for the long-range plan.  

 

¶ Consider Concept 9 (Sierra Madre Villa Station to Downtown Long Beach via Atlantic) 

for the long-term vision plan. Metro Line 260 currently provides high-frequency service in 

this corridor and this route has been identified for consideration as a BRT service in 

Metroôs Visioning BRT: Bus Rapid Transit Vision & Principles Study6. 

 

¶ Carry forward Concept 10 (Sierra Madre Villa station to CSLB via Rosemead Blvd & 

Lakewood Blvd) for consideration to support the most promising east-west service. 

Improving service on this corridor, which is currently served by Metro Line 266, would be 

instrumental in providing high-capacity connectivity between the northern and southern 

portions of the San Gabriel Valley west of I-605 connecting the proposed Washington 

extension to the Eastside L (Gold) Line in Pico Rivera with the Foothill L (Gold) Line at 

Sierra Madre Villa in Pasadena. 

 

¶ Carry forward Concept 11 (Monrovia Station to Whittier via Peck & Beverly)) for 

consideration with the most promising east-west service and/or inclusion in the long-term 

plan. This route fills a ñgapò in current service as multiple transfers are required to 

connect between the various destinations served by current transit services operating 

along this corridor. 

 
 

4 Rapidbus typically includes widely spaced stops, frequent service, and transit service priority (TSP) 
5 BRT includes rapidbus features plus enhanced stations with dedicated bus lanes 
6 Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro), 2020. Visioning BRT: Bus Rapid 
Transit Vision & Principles Study. 
https://www.dropbox.com/sh/wax1hmpl3sdx31z/AADhCEGBhvBjFYSCsi0zgZCAa?dl=0&preview=Nov_2
020_BRTV%26P+Final+Report.pdf  
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¶ Carry forward Concept 12 (Azusa Downtown Station to Orange County via Azusa Ave & 

Fullerton Rd) for consideration to support the most promising east-west service. The 

existing high-frequency Foothill Transit Line 280 service could be upgraded with 

increased frequencies or a rapid bus/BRT overlay service with limited stops could be 

implemented to provide better north-south integration of the transit network in the 

eastern portion of the San Gabriel Valley. 

 

¶ Carry forward Concept 13 (APU/Citrus College Station to Brea Mall via Citrus & Grand) 

for consideration with the most promising east-west service. While Foothill Transit 

operates Line 291 along Citrus Avenue, there is no direct linkage between the Foothill L 

(Gold) Line and the Covina Transit Center / Covina Metrolink and points to the south 

along Grand Avenue in the SR-60 corridor connecting to Diamond Bar destinations. 
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Concept 10 (Sierra Madre Villa station to CSLB via Rosemead Blvd & Lakewood Blvd)  

This concept runs north to south between Sierra Madre Villa Metro L (Gold) Line Station in 

Pasadena potentially extending to California State University, Long Beach (CSULB), serving 

Long Beach Airport along the way, via Rosemead Blvd and Lakewood Dr for the majority of its 

route, as shown in Figure 0-4. The route is approximately 28.1 miles in length, and has an end-

to-end travel time of 84 minutes. The route provides a connection between the existing L Line 

(Gold) Sierra Madre Villa Station and future terminus of the Eastside L Line extension near 

Washington/Rosemead. Concept 10 will improve transit mobility for 5 cities: Pasadena, Temple 

City, San Gabriel, Rosemead, and South El Monte. This concept is supported by multiple cities 

in the San Gabriel Valley. 
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Figur e 0-4 ï Concept 10 
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Concept 11 (Monrovia Station to Whittier via Peck & Beverly)  

Concept 11 (Figure 0-5) also parallels the I-605 freeway corridor along Peck Road and Beverly 

Boulevard from the Metro L Line (Gold) Monrovia Station to the city of Whittier. At 15 miles long, 

Concept 11 has 12 stops with an estimated travel time of around 45 minutes end to end. 

Concept 11 will improve transit mobility for six cities: Monrovia, Arcadia, Irwindale, El Monte, 

South El Monte, and Industry offering a transit alternative near the I-605 freeway the route 

would fill service gaps by connecting Garvey Avenue (Metro Line 70) and Durfee Avenue 

(Foothill line 269) and connect to Montebello Bus Lines, Foothill Transit, Norwalk Transit 

System, and LADOT buses the city of Whittier. This concept is supported by the cities of South 

El Monte, Alhambra, Diamond Bar, and LA County Department of Regional Planning. 

 

 



 
xiv 

 

Figure  0-5 ï Concept 11 
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Concept 12 (Azusa Downtown Station to Orange County  via Azusa Ave & Fullerton Rd)  

Concept 12 (Figure 0-6) would extend and improve existing Foothill service (Line 280), between 

the I-605 and SR-57 freeway corridors along Azusa Avenue and Fullerton Road. The route 

would generally run from the Metro L Line (Gold) Azusa Station south to Orange County  (e.g., 

Newport Beach). At 36.9 miles long, Concept 12 has 18 stops and an estimated travel time of 

around 111 minutes end to end. Any portions of the route extending into Orange County will 

require coordination with and funding from OCTA and affected municipalities. Concept 12 will 

improve transit mobility for five cities in SGV: Azusa, Covina, West Covina, La Puente, and City 

of Industry by offering a transit alternative to the I-605 and SR-57 corridor. Based on existing 

travel patterns, Concept 12 would serve areas with the highest person trips occurring in SGV 

(around 3.3 million average weekday person trips). Paired with express, higher frequency 

service (limited number of stops), this concept has the highest ridership potentials compared to 

the other concepts according to preliminary travel patterns.  
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Figure  0-6 ï Concept 12 
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Concept 13 (APU / Citrus College Station to Brea Mall  via Citrus & Grand)   

Concept 13 (Figure 0-7) would extend, connect, and improve existing gaps in Foothill service 

(Lines 281, 190 and 194), by running adjacent to and along the SR-57 freeway corridor. The 

route would generally run from the Metro L Line (Gold) APU/ Citrus Station south to Orange 

County (e.g., Cal State University Fullerton). Any portion of the route extending into Orange 

County will require coordination with and funding from OCTA and affected municipalities. At 

12.8 miles long, Concept 13 has 11 stops and an estimated travel time of around 38.4 minutes 

end to end. This concept is supported by the cities of South El Monte, Alhambra, Diamond Bar, 

and LA County Department of Regional Planning and Metro Service Planning if there is a travel 

market into Orange County. Concept 13 will improve transit mobility for seven cities in SGV: 

Azusa, Covina, West Covina, Diamond Bar, City of Industry, Walnut and Glendora by offering a 

transit alternative to the SR-57 corridor. Paired with express, higher frequency service (limited 

number of stops), this concept would address service gaps along Grand Avenue and Brea 

Canyon Road.  
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Figure  0-7 ï Concept 13  
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Next Steps / Long -Term Vision Plan  

The following next steps will be accomplished as part of the Transit Feasibility Study: 

¶ Detailed Evaluation of Most Promising East-West Concepts ï The three east-west 

concepts which have been screened will be evaluated to identify the ridership potential 

and planning-level order-of-magnitude capital cost 

 

¶ Ridership Estimates ïThree ñmodel alternativesò will be developed incorporating each of 

the three east-west services, along with the north-south services which were 

recommended for further consideration: 

 

¶ Capital Cost Estimates ï Preliminary capital cost estimates for each of the three 

screened north-south concepts, along with the companion north-south concepts will be 

identified.  

 

¶ Recommend Short-Term Project(s) for Implementation ï The short-term project(s) will 

be recommended based upon the technical analysis as well as stakeholder comments. 

 

¶ Formulate Long-Term Vision Plan ï A long-term vision plan with suggested project 

phasing will be assembled.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 

The Screening of Initial Concepts Report analyzes transit concepts developed for the San 

Gabriel Valley (SGV) Transit Feasibility Study (Study) and identifies the most promising near- 

and long-term transit concepts for further evaluation. This summary first presents the screening 

methodology and scoring results for the east-west transit concepts which would address the 

core focus area of the California State Route 60 (SR-60) corridor. Subsequently, the north-south 

service concepts are evaluated in the context of supporting the most promising east-west 

options to address the greatest mobility needs of the SGV study area. The document also 

summarizes comments received from stakeholders, and further analyzes the potential benefits 

and potential challenges for each concept. The report concludes with identification of concepts 

which could be considered for the long-term ñvisionò plan. 

The 15 Initial Concepts cover the entire San Gabriel Valley study area with especial 

consideration given to the southern portion of the SGV within the ñFocus Area for New Servicesò 

(or ñFocus Areaò) as described in the Study Area Definition report (refer to the Study Area map 

shown in Figure 1-1). The 15 initial Concepts were defined to address mobility needs including 

ñservice gapsò in the existing transit system within the SGV. (Refer to the Mobility Problem 

Definition report for more information.) 

The Initial Concepts include six east-west options, seven north-south options, and an east-west 

rail/bus hybrid concept. Table 1-1 provides a list of the Initial Concepts along with key statistics. 

It should be noted that some of the north-south concepts have suggested southern termini in the 

Gateway Cities area of Los Angele County and Orange County; however, for the purpose of this 

Study the evaluation is based upon the service which would be provided within the SGV. 

Table 1-1 ï Initial Concepts  

Concept Mode 

East-west 

1 

Downtown Los Angeles to Downtown 

Pomona via  

Valley Blvd. 

Rapid Bus/ Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 

2 
Atlantic Station to Downtown Pomona 

via SR-60 
Express Bus/ Rapid Bus/ BRT 

3 
Atlantic Station to Pomona North 

Metrolink via I-10 
LRT/ Rapid Bus/ BRT 

4 
Atlantic Station to Monrovia Station via 

Garvey & Peck 
LRT/ Rapid Bus/ BRT 

5 

Atlantic Station to Downtown Pomona 

via Valley Blvd. & Colima/ Golden 

Springs 

Rapid Bus/ BRT 
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Concept Mode 

6 
Atlantic Station to Downtown Pomona 

via Garvey & Amar 

Light Rail Transit (LRT) / Express 

Bus/ Rapid Bus 

North-south 

7 
Maravilla Station to Del Mar Station via 

CSLA 
Express Bus/ Rapid Bus 

8 

East LA Civic Center Station to 

Memorial Park Station via Monterey 

Pass 

Rapid Bus 

9 Sierra Madre Villa Station to 

Downtown Long Beach via Atlantic 
Rapid Bus 

10 Sierra Madre Villa Station to CSLB via 

Rosemead Blvd. & Lakewood Blvd 
Express Bus/ Rapid Bus/ BRT 

11 
Monrovia Station to Whittier via Peck & 

Beverly 
Rapid Bus 

12 
Azusa Downtown Station to Orange 

County via Azusa Ave. & Fullerton Rd. 
Rapid Bus/ BRT 

13 

Azusa Pacific University (APU)/ Citrus 

College Station to Brea Mall via Citrus 

& Grand 

Rapid Bus/ BRT 

Hybrid (East-west) 

14 
Riverside Line Local Service to 

Downtown Pomona Metrolink 
Commuter Rail 

15 
Riverside Line/ SR-60 Express Bus 

Service 
Express Bus/ Rapid Bus/ BRT 

14/15 Combined 14 and 15 Concepts 
Commuter Rail 

Express Bus/ Rapid Bus/ BRT 

 

The screening of the east-west concepts was accomplished considering the Transit Study Goals 

and Objectives. Scores were then based upon quantitative and/or qualitative assessments 

derived from these various goals and objectives, as described in the body of the report. In 

accordance with the overall study methodology, three ñmost promisingò east-west concepts are 

recommended for further evaluation to define the recommended east-west concept(s) to be 

carried forward for Near-Term implementation. 

The screening of the north-south concepts was developed considering the additional value each 

north-south concept could add to Valley-wide mobility, if implemented in conjunction with the 

most promising east-west options. 

The next step in the Study process will be developing ridership estimates for the recommended 

the east-west and north-south concepts along with preliminary order-of-magnitude capital and 



3 
 

estimated annual operations & maintenance costs. These results will be presented in a 

subsequent Feasibility Analysis. 
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Figure 1-1 ï Map of Focus Areas  
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2. SUMMARY OF SCREENING PROCESS 
The San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments (SGVCOG) established a set of goals to 

address the mobility needs and constraints within the study area. The primary goals of the 

Study are: 

¶ Goal 1: Develop near-term and long-term mobility options for SGV 

¶ Goal 2: Provide transit service for peak and off-peak trips 

¶ Goal 3: Address unmet mobility needs 

¶ Goal 4: Create accessible transit service for SGV 

¶ Goal 5: Balance needs of goods movement and transit 

¶ Goal 6: Develop transit service that is compatible with land uses 

 

The six goals outlined above established objectives, for which specific evaluation measures 

have been defined. These provide a basis for the screening process and decisions for which 

east-west concepts should be progressed forward. The evaluation measures constitute various 

qualitative and quantitative metrics which were used to determine benefits and challenges for 

the concepts under consideration in this initial phase. Table 2-1 provides summary descriptions 

for the objectives and evaluation measures. 

Table 2-1 ï Evaluation Criteria  

Objectives Evaluation Measures 

Objective 1 Fulfills near-term and long-term 

needs  

V= could be implemented in near-term;  

V = may be implemented in the near-term, but 

requires more complex design; and  

X = could not be implemented in near-term 

Objective 2 Improves transit service  V = new higher frequency service;  

V = enhances existing low-frequency service; and  

X = duplicates existing or planned enhanced 

services 

Objective 3A Addresses existing travel trends 

within SGV 

V =  more than 1 million person trips;  

V = between 300,000 and 1 million person trips; and 

X = less than 300,000 person trips 

Objective 3B Provides mobility to Equity 

Focus Communities (EFCs) and 

other local communities 

V = serves over 30,000 EFC households;  

V = serves 20,000-30,000 EFC households; and  

X = serves below 20,000 households 

Objective 4A Increases access to mobility 

hubs 

V = access to more than 3 centers  

V = access to 3 centers; and  

X = access to less than 3 centers 

Objective 4B Increases access to major SGV 

activity centers 

V = access to more than 10 activity centers  

V = access to 5 to 10 activity centers  

X = Access to less than 5 activity centers 
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Objectives Evaluation Measures 

Objective 4C Facilitates access to bike/ped 

networks 

V = access to more than130 bikeways  

V = access to 115-130 bikeways; and  

X = access to less than 115 bikeways  

Objective 5 Minimizes conflicts with existing 

and future infrastructure 

V = minimal conflicts  

V = moderate conflicts; and  

X = substantial conflicts 

Objective 6 Supports land use and 

development 

V = directly serves nearby land uses  

V = moderately serves nearby land uses; and  

X = would not directly serve nearby land uses 

 

After the specific evaluation measures were assessed for all 15 of the initial concepts, it became 

apparent that the east-west concepts should be screened separately from the north-south 

concepts for the following reasons: 

1. The greater route lengths of the east-west concepts resulted in generally higher scores 

compared to the north-south concepts as they extended the entirety of the SGV study area; 

 

2. A fundamental purpose of the Study was to define a more robust service proposal within the 

SGV compared to earlier studies of an east-west Light Rail Transit (LRT) project within the 

SR-60 corridor, and only the east-west concepts address this purpose; and, 

3. The most promising north-south concepts have merit as a complement to the east-west 

concepts and should therefore be considered for near-term implementation in conjunction 

with the most promising east-west concept(s) and inclusion in the long-term vision plan.  

Therefore, this report first presents the screening of the east-west concepts and then provides a 

secondary evaluation of the most promising north-south options. It should be noted that the 

east-west concepts include not only Concepts 1 through 6, but also Concepts 14 and 15, which 

also have an east-west configuration. Because Concepts 14 and 15 are defined as a hybrid of 

commuter rail with a bus service option, scoring for these two concepts were combined, with an 

emphasis on the features of Concept 14, the commuter rail element. 
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3. SCORING METHODOLOGY 
Each of the concepts are scored using quantitative and qualitative data using a three-point scale 

(positive, neutral, negative). ñPositiveò indicates that the concept meets the objective and/or had 

a high quantitative score, relative to the other concepts; ñNeutralò indicates the concept partly 

addresses the objective and/or had a mid-range quantitative score; ñNegativeò indicates that the 

concept does not meet the objective or had a low relative quantitative score.  

The following sections describe the criteria used to determine the positive, neutral, or negative 

results.  

3.1 Objective 1: Fulfills near -term and lo ng -term needs  
Under this objective, each east/west concept was considered for near-term and long-term 

implementation. As the focus for this study is the near-term, the initial evaluation addressed the 

suitability for implementation to address near-term needs. A secondary consideration regarding 

whether the concept would address mobility needs but which would be more suitable for the 

long-term vision plan, given the potential benefits as well as the implementation timeframe. 

Concepts which donôt provide significant short-term benefit, and which wouldnôt add significant 

value to the long-term vision were be dropped from further consideration. 

The scoring criteria for each concept is relative to the other east-west concepts. As a result, a 

concept with a positive score is one with the most positive points. A concept with a negative 

score is one with very few positives and/or many negatives. A concept with a neutral score is 

one that is neither positive nor negative.  

The synopsis of the scores for Objective 1 is as follows: 

¶ Concept 1 scored ñNeutralò for the following reason(s): 

o Connects to Metro L Line (Gold), but not within Study Area 

o Dependent upon LADOT deciding to pursue BRT along Valley within LA City 

Limits 

o Serves SR-60 but only east of I-605 freeway 

 

¶ Concept 2 scored ñPositiveò for the following reason(s): 

o Connects to Metro L Line (Gold) thus connecting to the regional network  

o Provides new high-frequency service within the Focus Study Area7 

  

¶ Concept 3 scored ñNegativeò for the following reason(s): 

o Connects with the Metro L Line (Gold), but overlaps service with Foothill Silver 

Streak, along I-10 freeway, and east of I-605 freeway 

 
 

7 ñFocus Study Areaò as used in this report is the Focus Area for development of New Services, which 
includes the SR-60 corridor to as far north as the I-10 corridor (refer to the ñStudy Area Definitionò report 
for details.)  



8 
 

 

¶ Concept 4 scored ñNegativeò for the following reason(s): 

o Connects with Metro L Line (Gold) but does not provide service east of I-605 

 

¶ Concept 5 scored ñPositiveò for the following reason(s): 

o Connects with Metro L Line (Gold) 

o Establishes new high-frequency service within the Focus Study Area  

 

¶ Concept 6 scored ñNegativeò for the following reason(s):  

o Connects with the Metro L Line (Gold) 

o Limited access to major SGV transit hubs relative to other concepts 

o Overlaps with Foothill Service (Route 486) along Amar Road 

 

¶ Concept 14/ 15 scored Negative for the following reason(s): 

o Long-term implementation timeline 

o Requires extensive coordination with UPRR and to be defined track 

improvements, which would require long-term implementation. 

o Conflicts with freight service 

o Connects with the Metro L Line (Gold) 

3.2 Objective 2: Improves transit service  
This objective focuses on each east/west concepts ability to provide new high-frequency service 

within the Focus Study Area. In order to improve upon existing services, a new rapid bus or 

BRT service would typically be planned to operate with a minimum 10-minute headway. This 

would most reflect current frequencies of the Metro G (Orange) Line, which operates headways 

of as little as 7 minutes during peak periods8.  Although there are numerous local bus services 

operating within the study area, only lines with frequencies of 15 minutes or less were 

considered ñhigh-qualityò services.  

The scoring of the various concepts is shown below: 

¶ Concept 1 scored ñPositiveò 

o Provides new high-frequency service within Focus Area  

 

¶ Concept 2 scored ñPositiveò 

o Provides new high-frequency service within Focus Area  

 

¶ Concept 3 scored ñNegativeò 

o Overlays with existing high-frequency service along Metro Line 70 along Garvey 

Avenue 

 
 

8 Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro), 2022. G Line (Orange) 901 
Timetable Effective 02-20-2022. 
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¶ Concept 4 ï Neutral 

o Does not overlay with existing service, but only serves areas west of I-605 

 

¶ Concept 5 scored ñPositiveò 

o Provides new high-frequency service within Focus Area  

 

¶ Concept 6 scored ñNegativeò 

o Overlays with existing high-frequency service along Foothill Line 486 along Amar 

Road 

 

¶ Concept 14 / 15 scored ñNeutralò 

o  Leverages existing assets, but has limited stations and station access 

3.3 Objective 3A: Addresses existing travel trends within the SGV  
Objective 3A is assessed using ñTerralyticsò data, a ñbig dataò source which captures person-

trips across all modes of travel including auto, transit, bicycle and pedestrian movements using 

anonymous cell phone data as ñprobesò. Data was gathered from October 2019 to establish pre-

pandemic trends in travel. It is important to note that these person trips demonstrate market 

potential for the concepts and does not directly represent ridership, which will be studied at a 

later phase of the project.   

The concepts serve an average of approximately 900,000 weekday trips. Concepts with the 

potential to service a travel market with over 1,000,000 person trips received a positive score. 

Concepts capturing between 300,000 and 1,000,000 person trips received a neutral score, and 

concepts below 300,000 person trips received a negative score. 

The scoring of the various concepts under objective 3A is shown below: 

¶ Concept 1 scored ñNeutralò 

o Provides potential to capture 320,000 person trips  

 

¶ Concept 2 scored ñPositiveò 

o Provides potential to capture 1,200,000 person trips   

 

¶ Concept 3 scored ñNeutralò 

o Provides potential to capture 910,000 person trips  

 

¶ Concept 4 scored ñNegativeò 

o Provides potential to capture 130,000 person trips 

 

¶ Concept 5 scored ñPositiveò 

o Provides potential to capture 1,400,000 person trips  

 

¶ Concept 6 scored ñNegativeò 
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o Provides potential to capture 170,000 person trips 

 

¶ Concept 14 / 15 scored ñPositiveò 

o Concept 14 has the potential to capture 2,000,000 person trips and concept 15 

has the potential to capture 1,400,000 person trips, both over the threshold for a 

positive score 

 

3.4 Objective 3B: Provides mobility to EFCs and other local 

communities  
Objective 3B uses Equity Focus Communities (EFC) data provided by Metro to determine 

whether the concept directly addresses mobility for EFCs.9 A half-mile buffer was defined 

around the proposed concept routes, then the number of EFC households was itemized to 

determine scores. Thresholds were set to determine which concepts resulted in positive, 

neutral, and negative scores. 

The concepts serve an average of approximately 25,000 EFC households. Concepts with the 

potential to serve over 30,000 EFC households received a positive score. Concepts serving 

between 20,000 and 30,000 EFC households received a neutral score, and concepts below 

20,000 EFC households received a negative score. 

The scoring of the various concepts under objective 3B is shown below: 

¶ Concept 1 scored ñNeutralò 

o Provides service to 27,000 EFC households  

 

¶ Concept 2 scored ñNegativeò 

o Provides service to 11,000 EFC households  

 

¶ Concept 3 scored ñPositiveò 

o Provides service to 32,000 EFC households  

 

¶ Concept 4 scored ñNeutralò 

o Provides service to 26,000 EFC households  

 

¶ Concept 5 scored ñPositiveò 

o Provides service to 31,000 EFC households  

 

¶ Concept 6 scored ñPositiveò 

o Provides service to 35,000 EFC households  

 

 
 

9 Refer to the Mobility Problem Definition report for more information on EFCôs and related metrics. 
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¶ Concept 14 / 15 scored ñNegativeò 

o  Provides service to 16,000 EFC households  

 

3.5 Objective 4A: Increases access to major existing and / or 

potential SGV Mobility Hubs  
Objective 4A is based upon connectivity to an existing or potential SGV Mobility Hub where 

transfers between services and modes would be facilitated. The following locations were 

considered as either existing or potential SGV mobility hubs.   

¶ Industry Metrolink Station  

¶ El Monte Metrolink  

¶ Pomona (North) Metrolink Station 

¶ Metro L Line (Gold) Atlantic Station  

¶ Pomona Transit Center  

¶ El Monte Transit Center  

¶ Shops at Montebello  

¶ Puente Hills Mall  

¶ Whittier Narrows Recreation Area (Rosemead/San Gabriel ï Durfee) 

 

Thresholds are set for this selection criteria. These thresholds are determined from the average 

of the data sample. Concepts that provided access to four or more mobility hubs received a 

positive score, concepts that provided access to three mobility hubs received a neutral score, 

and concepts that provided access to two or less mobility hubs received a negative score.   

The scoring of the various concepts based on objective 4A is shown below: 

¶ Concept 1 scored ñPositiveò 

o Serves 4 mobility hubs 

Á Industry Metrolink Station  

Á Pomona Transit Center  

Á El Monte Transit Center  

Á El Monte Metrolink  

 

¶ Concept 2 scored ñPositiveò 

o Serves 4 mobility hubs 

Á Pomona Transit Center 

Á Metro L Line (Gold) Atlantic Station 

Á Shops at Montebello  

Á Puente Hills Mall  

 

¶ Concept 3 scored ñNeutralò 

o Serves 3 mobility hubs  

Á Pomona Transit Center 
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Á Metro L Line (Gold) Atlantic Station 

Á Pomona (North) Metrolink Station 

 

¶ Concept 4 scored ñPositiveò 

o Serves 4 mobility hubs 

Á El Monte Transit Center  

Á El Monte Metrolink  

Á Metro L Line (Gold) Atlantic Station 

Á Pomona (North) Metrolink Station 

 

¶ Concept 5 scored ñNegativeò 

o Serves 2 mobility hubs 

Á Pomona Transit Center 

Á Metro L Line (Gold) Atlantic Station  

 

¶ Concept 6 scored ñNegativeò 

o Serves 2 mobility hubs 

Á Pomona Transit Center 

Á Metro L Line (Gold) Atlantic Station 

 

¶ Concept 14 / 15 scored ñNegativeò 

o  Serve 2 mobility hubs 

Á Industry Metrolink Station  

Á Pomona Transit Center  

 

3.6 Objective 4B: Increases access to major SGV activity centers  
Objective 4B considers activity centers which were identified in the Mobility Problem Definition 

Report. Activity centers include, but are not limited to, cultural centers / museums, parks, 

hospitals, colleges and universities, commercial centers, entertainment venues, and 

employment headquarters. 

The concepts provide access to an average of eight activity centers. Concepts with the potential 

to provide access to over 10 activity centers received a positive score. Concepts serving 

between 5 and 10 activity centers received a neutral score, and concepts below 5 activity 

centers received a negative score. 

The scoring of the various concepts under objective 4b is shown below: 

¶ Concept 1 scored ñNeutralò 

o Provides access to seven activity centers  

 

¶ Concept 2 scored ñPositiveò 

o Provides access to 13 activity centers  
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¶ Concept 3 scored ñPositiveò 

o Provides access to 11 activity centers  

 

¶ Concept 4 scored ñNegativeò 

o Provides access to two activity centers  

¶ Concept 5 scored ñNeutralò 

o Provides access to seven activity centers  

 

¶ Concept 6 scored ñNeutralò 

o Provides access to eight activity centers  

 

¶ Concept 14 / 15 scored ñPositiveò 

o  Provides access to 11 activity centers  

 

3.7 Objective 4C: Facilitates access to bike/ped facilities  
Objective 4C uses GIS bicycle data from Los Angeles County to determine bicycle facilities 

within the Study Area. A half-mile buffer was set around each concept to determine which 

concepts connected with existing or planned bicycle facilities. A threshold number is set for 

negative, neutral, and positive scores, which helped determine the potential for each concept to 

connect to the active transportation network.  

Concepts with the potential to provide access to over 130 active transportation facilities received 

a positive score, concepts serving between 115 and 130 active transportation facilities received 

a neutral score, and concepts below 115 activity centers received a negative score. 

The scoring of the various concepts under objective 4c is shown below: 

¶ Concept 1 scored ñPositiveò 

o Provides access to 153 active transportation facilities  

 

¶ Concept 2 scored ñNegativeò 

o Provides access to 87 active transportation facilities  

 

¶ Concept 3 scored ñNeutralò 

o Provides access to 127 active transportation facilities  

 

¶ Concept 4 scored ñNeutralò 

o Provides access to 126 active transportation facilities  

 

¶ Concept 5 scored ñNeutralò 

o Provides access to 118 active transportation facilities  

 

¶ Concept 6 scored ñPositiveò 

o Provides access to 132 active transportation facilities  
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¶ Concept 14 / 15 scored ñNegativeò 

o  Provides access to 100 active transportation facilities  

3.8 Objective 5: Minimizes conflicts with goods movement  
The criteria under objective 5 determines the magnitude of potential conflicts with either freight 

rail or freeways where heavy truck movements are present. Scores were qualitatively 

determined based on conflicts with goods movement. The analysis considered potential 

conflicts with the SR-60, I-10, rail lines within the SGV Study Area. Conflicts could occur with 

increases of passenger traffic on freight rail facilities, improvements within freeway rights-of-way 

which may be needed to address goods movement needs, or conflicts with freight traffic on 

existing freeway facilities.  

Concepts that travel along arterial streets with very minimal freight corridor interruption received 

a positive score. Concepts that primarily travel along freeways with some freight corridor 

interruption received a neutral score, and concepts that travel along rail corridors with significant 

freight corridor interruption received a negative score.  

The scoring of the various concepts under objective 5 is shown below: 

¶ Concept 1 scored ñPositiveò 

o The alignment travels on local roads and has minimal overlap with existing freight 

rail service 

 

¶ Concept 2 scored ñNeutralò 

o Approximately one third of the alignment travels on the SR-60, and the alignment 

includes some freight corridor interruption with the Metrolink Riverside Line which 

operates along the UPRR Los Angeles Subdivision 

 

¶ Concept 3 scored ñNeutralò 

o Over one third of the alignment travels on the I-10, with minimal overlap with 

existing freight rail service 

 

¶ Concept 4 scored ñPositiveò 

o The alignment travels on local roads and has minimal overlap with existing freight 

rail service  

 

¶ Concept 5 scored ñPositiveò 

o The alignment travels on local roads and has minimal overlap with existing freight 

rail service  

 

¶ Concept 6 scored ñPositiveò 

o The alignment travels on local roads and has minimal overlap with existing freight 

rail service  
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¶ Concept 14 / 15 scored ñNegativeò 

o  The alignment travels along the SR-60 and has significant potential interference 

with freight traffic along the UPRR Los Angeles Subdivision  

3.9 Objective 6: Supports land use and development  
The criteria under objective 6 uses a qualitative assessment of surrounding land uses to 

determine if the type of land uses would potentially support the transit concept, and if there is 

opportunity for future development. Land use types and densities, such as medium to high-

density residential and commercial tend to support transit ridership more than lower density 

uses.  

Concepts that travel along arterials and serve mixed land uses along the alignment received a 

positive score. Concepts that travel on a mixture of arterials and freeways have lower access to 

mixed land uses and received a score of neutral. Concepts that travel primarily on freeways or 

do not serve mixed land uses received a negative score. 

 The scoring of the various concepts under objective 6 is shown below: 

¶ Concept 1 scored ñPositiveò 

o Travels on local arterials and serves higher density uses and activities along 

Valley Boulevard 

 

¶ Concept 2 scored ñNeutralò 

o The alignment travels through a mixture of arterials and freeways, with higher 

density uses along Colima Boulevard but lower development potential along the 

freeway 

 

¶ Concept 3 scored ñNegativeò 

o The alignment travels through a mixture of arterials and freeways with limited 

potential to serve a mix of land uses, and travels through lower density uses 

along Garvey Avenue 

 

¶ Concept 4 scored ñPositiveò 

o The alignment travels on local arterials and supports local land uses and 

development 

 

¶ Concept 5 scored ñPositiveò 

o Travels on local arterials and serves a mix of high density uses and activities 

along Valley Boulevard and Colima Boulevard 

 

¶ Concept 6 scored ñPositiveò 

o The alignment travels on local arterials and supports local land uses and 

development 

 

¶ Concept 14 / 15 scored ñNegativeò 
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o  The alignment travels through a mixture of arterials and freeways and serves a 

limited mix of land uses 

4. STAKEHOLDER INPUT 
In addition to the evaluation criteria, input was solicited from the SGVCOG stakeholders through 

a series of technical advisory committee (TAC) meetings, transit service operator meetings 

(e.g., Metrolink, Metro, and Foothill Transit), and input received through the SGVCOG public 

surveys, two community meetings, email and other public outreach efforts conducted in 

February 2022. This input was reviewed and consolidated into major themes. Overall major 

themes are listed below, and stakeholder input made in direct reference to a specific Concept 

was incorporated in the finding summaries under the appropriate concept. 

¶ Focus on improvements along or south of the SR-60 Corridor. Focus on east-west 

alignment that is near and parallel to SR-60 freeway. A secondary emphasis should be 

placed on a north-south corridor that provides an alternative to the I-605. 

¶ Ensure other studies are considered, coordinate with I-710 projects, and do not duplicate 

with other projects/plans/studies. 

¶ Focus on bus improvements and BRT solutions in the near term. Convenient, 

streamlined, enhanced bus service with direct connections to other major transit would 

be ideal with increased frequency and speed of buses making the most difference. 

Frequencies of 15-20 minutes or more create long waits, transfers, and overall travel 

time.  

¶ North-south lines are lacking in quantity and quality, east-west lines are arguably slow. 

There arenôt many north-south bus connections in the SGV. BRT or LRT down Valley, 

Rosemead, Garvey, Las Tunas/Main, Atlantic, and Huntington would reshape the 

western portion of SGV and help overcome increasing traffic.  

¶ First Last Mile (FLM) enhancements including pedestrian accessibility should be planned 

for a high-capacity bus corridor. We cannot walk very far to get to public transportation 

or once you get there, walking to our final destination can be difficult. 

¶ Concept 10: Sierra Madre Villa Station to CSLB via Rosemead Blvd & Lakewood Blvd is 

well supported by municipalities, who support enhanced transit service along Rosemead 

Blvd.  

¶ Improve connections between housing and jobs. Look for more rail/bus transit options 

and opportunities to develop affordable for-sale housing near transit. 

¶ Enhance connectivity to Pomona Transit Center, Orange County, and areas further east. 

Add routes to Mt. San Antonio College and Cal Poly Pomona. Need better bus service 

for communities such as Rosemead, Monterrey Park, Montebello. Intra-city transit would 

allow us to visit our local cities. 
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¶ Add seating, shade and amenities at bus stops. Safe, well-lit accessible stops and 

stations must be created and maintained. 

¶ New services will require coordination from transit operators. Recommend Metro/ 

Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) join forces to operate safe and efficient 

bus, BRT and LRT between Los Angeles and Orange counties via the SGV. 

¶ Concept 1: (Downtown Los Angeles to Downtown Pomona via Valley Blvd) received 

public support during February community meetings; provides important east-west 

connection between mobility hubs.  

¶ A challenge for many transit users is current frequency of services, especially during 

summer months when shade and seating at local stops is limited.  

¶ Connection to future Cal Poly Pomona Mobility Hub would greatly aid transit 

improvements in the eastern portion of the valley.  

¶ Need for better services in the Huntington Dr/Valley Blvd area.  

¶ Transit service is currently lacking in Alhambra.  

¶ Frequency of service should be around 10 minutes and should not exceed 15 minutes. 

¶ High quality north-south transit connections are very important and much needed.  

¶ The San Gabriel Mountains need better transit access. Generally, there is a lack of 

transit to recreation and open space areas.  

¶ Another transportation hub besides Union Station, El Monte Station, and Pomona 

Transit Center would highly benefit lower income residents who rely on these services.  

¶ The study would benefit from incorporate new services on Rosemead Blvd. It is a highly-

travelled corridor with about 1.9 million trips per day.  
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5. ASSESSMENT OF EAST-WEST CONCEPTS 
Concepts 1 through 6 and 14/15 were given a complete screening process that utilized both 

quantitative data and qualitative feedback. East-west concepts were given a complete screening 

process because they mostly traversed the width of the entire SGV and covered the Focus 

Study Area, or southern portion of the SGV near the SR-60 Corridor. 

5.1 Concept 1 ( Downtown Los Angeles to Downtown Pomona via 

Valley Boulevard)  
Concept 1 (Figure 5-1) has high overall scores in the initial screening based on the localized 

benefits of providing service along Valley Boulevard. At 34.5 miles long, Concept 1 has 31 stops 

and an estimated travel time of around 107 minutes end to end. This concept would serve 

several higher transit ridership communities such as Alhambra, San Gabriel, Rosemead, and El 

Monte. As well, connect to communities with ridership potentials located east of I-605 including 

La Puente, City of Industry, West Covina, Walnut, and Pomona. This concept could also fulfill 

near-term service needs by providing higher frequency service to several key activity centers 

and destinations along Valley Boulevard. In general, this concept would create faster local and 

regional transit service along a major arterial that serves EFC communities, as well as provide 

higher frequency service to the SR-60 corridor east of I-605. The following highlights the 

benefits and challenges of Concept 1: 

Potential Benefits 

¶ Could be implemented in the near-term as a higher frequency express bus service along 

major arterials that run through the entire SGV 

¶ Has the potential to be enhanced in the long-term with transit-only bus lanes, LRT, 

Heavy Rail Transit (HRT) or other dedicated transit service. This includes potential future 

connections with Diesel Modular Units (DMU) or additional Metrolink service along the 

Alhambra Subdivision Right of Way (R/W) 

¶ Improves east-west mobility in the SR-60 corridor by building on current transit 

investments along Valley Boulevard (with direct connection to Downtown LA) and 

creating higher frequency service east of the I-605 by connecting the cities of La Puente, 

City of Industry, West Covina, Walnut, and Pomona (increasing the current 10-20 minute 

peak headways on local Metro Line 76 and Foothill Line 194) 

¶ Supports the transit needs of EFCs located in the cities of Rosemead, El Monte, 

Industry, and Pomona 

¶ Provides connections to multiple SGV mobility hubs including Industry Metrolink Station, 

El Monte Metrolink Station, and Pomona Transit Center. In addition, Concept 1 may also 

support new mobility hubs in the long-term adjacent to existing rail corridors 

¶ Provides new mobility connections between key activity centers and destinations 

including L.A. Co./ University of Southern California (USC) Health Sciences Campus, 

USC Keck Hospital, California State University Los Angeles (CSULA), Ms. San Antonio 

College, Cal Poly Pomona, and major cultural and commercial areas along Valley 
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Boulevard within the communities of Alhambra, Rosemead, El Monte, Avocado Heights, 

City of Industry, Walnut, and Pomona 

¶ As a major arterial, Valley Boulevard would provide access to/from a large network of 

local and regional bicycle facilities. Valley Boulevard would also help facilitate FLM 

connections as it intersects with major arterials with high pedestrian activity and 

amenities   

¶ Concept 1 would likely have less conflicts with existing infrastructure (e.g., freeways, on-

/off-ramps, ROW constraints) or impact freight operations, since Valley Boulevard is a 

multi-lane arterial and north-south access near adjacent freight tracks have recently 

been grade-separated within the City of Industry  

¶ Supports local land use and development potentials. Valley Boulevard is a major arterial 

that runs through higher density uses and activities. This is particularly apparent in areas 

with concentrations of commercial uses such as Rosemead Place Shopping Center, 

multiple museums/cultural activities (e.g., Workman and Temple Family Homestead 

Museum, Latino Art Museum, American Museum of Ceramic Art), and 

educational/institutional uses as noted above 

 

Potential Challenges 

¶ Valley Boulevard overlaps with other transit improvement projects including the I-710 

Corridor Mobility Project. This would require coordination with LADOT, Metro, and other 

local jurisdictions to ensure consistency in service with these future improvement 

projects 

¶ East of I-605, land uses along Valley Boulevard are primarily industrial. Concept 1 may 

need to be adjusted to connect within higher density/mixed use land uses (e.g., along 

Gale Avenue or Colima Road) 

¶ Although Valley Boulevard is a major arterial connecting to several regional bikeways, 

there are no direct bikeway connections between the I-605 and Grand Avenue in the 

City of Walnut. As such, FLM improvements are needed to enhance connectivity to the 

regional bikeway network in this area.  

¶ May require a joint service agreement or transfer point between service districts. 

Currently, separate lower frequency service is provided by Metro (Line 76) and Foothill 

Transit (Line 194). These existing bus services connect at the El Monte Transit Center. 

Concept 1 has a stop at the El Monte Metrolink Station but would need to be refined to 

also connect to the El Monte Transit Center 
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Figure 5-1 ï Concept 1 
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5.2 Concept 2 ( Atlantic Station to Downtown Pomona via SR-60)  
Concept 2 (Figure 5-2) has high overall scoring balancing localized benefits and with faster 

travel times along freeway segments. At 27.9 miles long, Concept 2 has 18 stops and an 

estimated travel time of around 89 minutes end to end. This concept would provide service 

along the SR-60 corridor connecting communities such as Montebello, Rosemead, Monterey 

Park, and South El Monte, as well as connecting with communities south of the SR-60 corridor 

including Hacienda Heights, City of Industry, Diamond Bar, and Pomona. This concept could 

also fulfill near-term service needs by providing higher frequency service to major commercial 

and employment centers such as The Shops at Montebello and Kaiser Permanente 

Hospital/Corporate Offices (City of Montebello), The Marketplace (City of Monterey Park), 

Puente Hills Mall (City of Industry), and Pomona Civic Center (City of Pomona). In general, this 

concept would create faster regional transit service along the SR-60 corridor and provide local 

access for higher density areas in SGV. This concept has been supported by the cities of South 

El Monte, Alhambra, Diamond Bar, and the LA. County Department of Regional Planning. The 

following highlights the benefits and challenges of Concept 2: 

Potential Benefits 

¶ Could be implemented in the near-term as a higher frequency express bus service  

¶ Potential to be enhanced in the long-term with transit-only bus lanes along Colima Road, 

as LRT, HRT, or other dedicated transit service 

¶ Improves mobility in the SR-60 corridor by providing an east-west regional service that 

would not require transfers. This concept is a rubber-tire extension to Metro L Line 

(Atlantic Station) and a higher frequency service east of the I-605. This concept would 

also extend existing service from Puente Hills Mall (Foothill Line 482 with current 20ï30-

minute peak headways) further west, and fill gaps in service between Diamond Bar and 

Pomona with faster travel times along the SR-57 Freeway 

¶ Based on the existing travel patterns, would serve areas with some of the highest person 

trips occurring in SGV (around 1.2 million average weekday person trips)  

¶ Supports the transit needs of EFCs located in the communities of Rowland 

Heights/Nogales and Pomona 

¶ Provides connections to mobility hubs at Metro L Line at Atlantic Station and Pomona 

Transit Center. In addition, Concept 2 may also support new mobility hubs in the long-

term in Montebello and the Hacienda Heights/Rowland Heights/Nogales communities 

¶ Provides new mobility connections to major commercial areas (e.g., The Shops at 

Montebello, The Market Place, Puente Hills Mall), employment centers (e.g., Kaiser 

Permanente, Pomona Civic Center, Majestic Realty Company), cultural and educational 

centers (e.g., Vincent Price Art Museum, Latino Art Museum, American Museum of 

Ceramic Art, and Rio Hondo College), and recreational areas (Whittier Narrows) 

¶ Support local land use and development potentials in areas with concentrations of 

commercial and employment centers, particularly along Colima Boulevard. However, 

there would be lower development potential along the freeway segments of the concept 
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Potential Challenges 

¶ For those segments of Concept 2 that would operate along freeways, there is limited 

access to regional bikeways 

¶ Concept 2 may need to be adjusted between Montebello and Hacienda Heights due to 

out of direction travel and potential conflicts with on- and off-ramps of the SR-60 

Freeway 

¶ Further modeling on this concept is suggested to determine if connections with colleges 

(e.g., deviation from SR-60 to Rio Hondo, or routing to Mt. San Antonio College/ Cal 

Poly Pomona) may be warranted 

¶ Concept 2 requires operation through the SR-60/SR-57 Confluence project. As such, 

faster transit service through this transition would be contingent on this project 

¶ To limit transfers, this concept would need a single operator or require a joint service 

agreement between agencies
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Figure 5-2 ï Concept 2  
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5.3 Concept 3 ( Atlantic Station to Pomona North Metrolink via I-10) 
Concept 3 (Figure 5-3) runs east to west from the Metro L Line Atlantic Station on the western 

end, to the Pomona Transit Center on the eastern end. It travels along I-10 for a substantial 

portion of the route and travels a notable distance on Garvey Avenue. The route is 

approximately 32.3 miles in length, with 14 initially identified potential station/stop locations, and 

has an end-to-end travel time of approximately 97 minutes, assuming an average travel speed 

of 20 mph. 

Potential Benefits: 

¶ Concept 3 shows high market potential based on the Terralytics data with approximately 

910,000 daily person trips along / around this proposed concept  

¶ Concept 3 serves many activity centers including Vincent Price Art Museum, The 

Marketplace, Southern California Edison, Pomona Civic Center, Latino Art Museum, Cal 

Poly Pomona, Kaiser Permanente Baldwin Park, American Museum of Ceramic Art, 

Plaza West Covina, Pomona Valley Hospital Medical Center, and Pomona Fairplex 

Potential Challenges:  

¶ Concept 3 partially serves the Focus Study Area, but for some portions falls too far 

north. Concept 3 overlaps with existing high-frequency service, including the Silver 

Streak east of I-605, and the Metro Line 70 west of I-10 

¶ Concept 3 shows a neutral number of EFCs with a half mile buffer, whereas other 

concepts show high potential to serve EFCs and are within the Focus Study Area.  

¶ Concept 3 shows connectivity to an average number of mobility hubs compared to other 

concepts, and an average number of bicycle facilities. This might make it difficult to 

justify over other proposed concepts, which may present greater benefits  
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Figure 5-3 ï Concept 3 
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5.4 Concept 4 ( Atlantic Station to Monrovia Station via Garvey & 

Peck)  
Concept 4 (Figure 5-4) runs mainly northeast to southwest from the Metro L Line Atlantic 

Station, to the Metro L Line Monrovia Station. It primarily travels along Atlantic Boulevard., 

Garvey Avenue., and Peck Road. Concept 4 has 15 initially identified potential station/stop 

locations along its route. The route is approximately 14.3 miles in length and has an end-to-end 

travel time of approximately 43 minutes, assuming an average operating speed of 20 mph. 

Potential Benefits: 

¶ Concept 4 facilitates east-west connectivity and does not overlay with existing service, 

but only serves areas west of I-605 

 

Potential Challenges:  

¶ Concept 4 partially serves the Focus Study Area. Based on Terralytics data, Concept 4 

shows little market potential at approximately 130,000 daily person trips. This is low 

relative to other proposed conceptsô market potential 

¶ Concept 4 shows a neutral number of EFCs, and bicycle facilities within half mile buffer 

zone of the proposed concept. This may be challenging to justify compared to other 

proposed concepts which show great numbers for both EFCs and bicycle facilities 

¶ Concept 4 only has two mobility hubs within a half mile buffer zone: Metro L Line Atlantic 

Station and Pomona Transit Center. There are only two activity centers within a half mile 

distance of this proposed concept: Vincent Price Art Museum and East Los Angeles 

College 
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Figure 5-4 ï Concept 4 
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5.5 Concept 5 ( Atlantic Station to Downtown Pomona via Valley  Blvd 

& Colima/Golden Springs)  
Concept 5 (Figure 5-5) has high overall scores in the initial screening given the benefits of 

providing service on major arterials which directly run through multiple communities in SGV. At 

31.9 miles long, Concept 5 has 24 stops, and an estimated travel time of around 95 minutes end 

to end. This concept would serve several higher transit ridership communities such as Monterey 

Park, Rosemead, Montebello, El Monte, and South El Monte. As well, connect to communities 

east of I-605 including unincorporated Avocado Heights and Hacienda Heights, City of Industry, 

Diamond Bar, and Pomona. This concept could also fulfill near-term service needs by providing 

higher frequency service to several major commercial centers and regional/cultural destinations. 

In general, this concept would create faster local and regional transit service along the major 

arterials that directly serve several EFC communities. This concept has been supported by the 

cities of South El Monte, Alhambra, Diamond Bar, and the L.A. County Department of Regional 

Planning. The following highlights the benefits and challenges of Concept 5: 

Potential Benefits 

¶ Could be implemented in the near-term as a higher frequency express bus service along 

major arterials that run through the entire SGV 

¶ Has the potential to be enhanced in the long-term with transit-only bus lanes along 

Colima Road, LRT, HRT, or other dedicated transit service. This includes potential future 

connections with DMU or additional Metrolink service along the Alhambra Subdivision 

ROW   

¶ Improves east-west mobility in the SR-60 corridor by consolidating several services 

(Metro Line 70 and Foothill Lines 194, 282, and 482). This would remove the need for 

transfers, provide higher frequency of service, and reduce overall travel time 

¶ Based on the existing travel patterns, Concept 5 would serve areas with the highest 

person trips occurring in SGV (around 1.4 million average weekday person trips)  

¶ Supports the transit needs of EFCs located within Monterey Park, Rosemead, El Monte, 

South El Monte, Rowland Heights/Nogales, and Pomona 

¶ Concept 5 provides connections to mobility hubs at Metro L Line at Atlantic Station and 

Pomona Transit Center. In addition, can support new mobility hubs in the long-term in 

Montebello and the Hacienda Heights/Rowland Heights/Nogales communities 

¶ Provides new mobility connections between key activity centers and cultural 

destinations, such as The Marketplace, Puente Hills Mall, Pomona Civic Center, 

Workman and Temple Family Homestead Museum, Vincent Price Art Museum, the 

Latino Art Museum, and American Museum of Ceramic Art 

¶ Operating along major arterials, Concept 5 would provide access to/from a large network 

of local and regional bicycle facilities. Valley Boulevard, Colima Road and Golden 

Springs Drive would help facilitate FLM connections, since these arterials are generally 

surrounded by high pedestrian activity and amenities 

¶ Concept 5 would support local land use and development potentials, by operating on 

major arterials that run through higher density uses including areas in El Monte, South El 
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Monte and Pomona, which have some of the highest concentrations of employment 

within SGV 

 

Potential Challenges 

¶ Concept 5 would operate along multiple arterials across SGV including Garvey Avenue, 

Valley Boulevard, Azusa Road, Colima Road, Golden Hills Drive, Temple Avenue, and 

Mission Boulevard, which have various operational capacity restrains, and are 

maintained by several different jurisdictions. To ensure faster and reliable transit service, 

new infrastructure, and systems (e.g., traffic signal controllers and communications, 

signal timing coordination, queue jumps, utilities), may be needed to ensure consistent 

travel times along this route 

¶ This concept would require a joint service agreement, or transfer points between service 

districts. Currently, separate services are provided by Metro (Line 70) and Foothill 

Transit (Lines 194, 282, and 482), which overlap on different portions of the route. These 

existing bus services connect at the El Monte Transit Center. Concept 5 would need to 

be refined to also connect to the El Monte Transit Center 

¶ This concept may be further refined to connect with Mt. San Antonio College/ Cal Poly 

Pomona, if overall travel times are not affected
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Figure 5-5 ï Concept 5 
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5.6 Concept 6 ( Atlantic Station to Downtown Pomona via Garvey & 

Amar)  
Concept 6 (Figure 5-6) runs mainly northeast to southwest, from the Metro L Line Atlantic 

Station to the Metro L Line Monrovia Station. It primarily travels along Atlantic Boulevard, 

Garvey Avenue, and Amar Road. The route is approximately 26.8 miles in length, with 24 

initially identified potential station/stop locations, and has an end-to-end travel time of 

approximately 80 minutes, assuming an average operating speed of 20 mph.  

Potential Benefits: 

¶ Concept 6 provides west / east connectivity in the SGV. This concept serves the Focus 

Study Area, and has the potential to serve many EFCs 

¶ Concept 6 provides access to some activity centers in the SGV including: Vincent Price 

Art Museum, East Los Angeles College, Mt. San Antonio College, Southern California 

Edison Headquarters, Pomona Civic Center, Latino Art Museum, Cal Poly Pomona, and 

American Museum of Ceramic Art 

Potential Challenges:  

¶ Concept 6 overlaps with existing service along Amar Road (Foothill Line 486) 

¶ Concept 6 would operate on several major arterials, and may require some new 

infrastructure/systems, and coordination to ensure consistent travel times. Stakeholders 

have expressed concern with Concept 6 as a viable route, due to low travel speeds 

¶ Based on Terralytics data, person trips along this route are low compared to other 

concepts, indicating low ridership potential relative to other options  

¶ Concept 6 facilitates connection with only two mobility hubs: Metro L Line (Gold) Atlantic 

Station and Pomona Transit Center. This number is low compared to other proposed 

east / west concepts
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Figure 5-6 ï Concept 6 
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5.7 Concept 14 and 15 (Bus and Rail Combination)  
Concept 14 (Figure 5-7) (Riverside Line Local Service) would utilize the Los Angeles 

Subdivision rail line between Los Angeles Union Station in Downtown L.A., to the Pomona 

Downtown Metrolink station. This concept was paired with a bus option (Concept 15) (also 

shown in Figure 5-7) to provide a rail-bus hybrid service, to deliver more frequencies and 

potentially a longer service span compared to a purely commuter rail service. 

Potential Benefits: 

¶ Concept 14 (Riverside Line Local Service) would utilize the Los Angeles Subdivision rail 

line to provide high-frequency rail service. This proposed concept demonstrates high 

travel trends within the SGV 

¶  Concept 14 is paired with a bus option (Concept 15) to provide a rail-bus hybrid to 

deliver more frequencies, and potentially a longer service span, compared to a purely 

commuter rail service  

¶ Concepts 14/ 15 shows high connectivity to mobility hubs, starting at Union Station in 

Downtown L.A., and the Pomona Metrolink to the east. In between, concept 14/ 15 stops 

at Montebello and Industry Metrolink stations. Additionally, the proposed concepts show 

connectivity with many activity centers 

Potential Challenges:  

¶ Concept 14/ 15 show capacity limitations and potential interference with freight traffic 

along the UPRR Los Angeles Subdivision. Additionally, there are station access 

concerns for cyclists and pedestrians. This option shows low access to EFCs, bicycle 

and pedestrian facilities



34 
 

Figure 5-7 ï Concepts  14 & 15 
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5.8 Summary of Recommendations for East ðWest Concepts  
This section provides a synopsis of the recommendations for each east-west Concept.  

5.8.1 Concept 1 ( Downtown Los Angeles to Downtown Pomona via Valley 

Boulevard) ð Recommended  

Concept 1 could fulfill near-term service needs by providing higher frequency service to several 

key activity centers and destinations along Valley Boulevard. In general, this concept would 

create faster local and regional transit service along a major arterial that serves EFC 

communities, as well as provide higher frequency service to the SR-60 corridor east of I-605.  

5.8.2 Concept 2 ( Atlantic Station to Downtown Pomona via SR-60) ð 

Recommended  

Concept 2 could fulfill near-term service needs by providing higher frequency service to major 

commercial and employment centers, such as The Shops at Montebello and Kaiser Permanente 

Hospital/Corporate Offices (City of Montebello), The Marketplace (City of Monterey Park), 

Puente Hills Mall (City of Industry), and Pomona Civic Center (City of Pomona). In general, this 

concept would create faster regional transit service along the SR-60 corridor and provide local 

access for higher density areas in SGV. This concept has been supported by the cities of South 

El Monte, Alhambra, Diamond Bar, and the L.A. County Department of Regional Planning. 

5.8.3 Concept 3 ( Atlantic Station to Pomona North Metrolink via I-10) ð Not 

Recommended  

Concept 3 partially serves the Focus Study Area, but for some portions falls too far north. 

Concept 3 overlaps with existing high-frequency service, including the Silver Streak east of I-

605, and the Metro Line 70 west of I-10. 

5.8.4 Concept 4 ( Atlantic Station to Monrovia Station via Garvey/Peck) ð Not 

Recommended  

Concept 4 facilitates east-west connectivity and does not overlay with existing service, but only 

serves areas west of I-605. It also partially serves the Focus Study Area. Based on Terralytics 

data, Concept 4 shows little market potential at approximately 130,000 daily person trips. This is 

low relative to other proposed conceptsô market potential.   

5.8.5 Concept 5 ( Atlantic Station to Downtown Pomona via Valley  Blvd & 

Colima/Golden Springs ) ð Recommended  

Concept 5 could fulfill near-term service needs, by providing higher frequency service to several 

major commercial centers and regional/cultural destinations. In general, this concept would 

create faster local and regional transit service along the major arterials that directly serve 

several EFC communities. This concept has been supported by the cities of South El Monte, 

Alhambra, Diamond Bar, and the L.A. County Department of Regional Planning.  
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5.8.6 Concept 6 ( Atlantic Station to Downtown Pomo na via Garvey  & Amar) ð 

Not Recommended  

Concept 6 overlaps with existing service along Amar Road (Foothill Line 486). Based on 

Terralytics data, person trips along this route are low compared to other concepts, therefore low 

ridership potential. 

5.8.7 Concepts 1 4/15 (Bus and Rail Combination) ð Not Recommended  

Concepts 14/15 is not recommended for short-term implementation, due to capacity limitations 

and potential interference with freight traffic along the UPRR Los Angeles Subdivision. 

Additionally, there are station access concerns for cyclists and pedestrians. This option shows 

low access to EFCs, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 
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6. ASSESSMENT OF NORTH-SOUTH CONCEPTS 
The north-south Concepts were addressed qualitatively using stakeholder feedback. Because 

north-south Concepts did not cover the entirety of the Focus Study Area, or cross the SGV in its 

entirety, they are being considered by their ability to leverage east-west Concepts or add value 

to the long-term vision plan. 

6.1 Concept 7  (Maravilla Station to Del Mar Station via CS ULA) 
This route (Figure 6-1) runs north to south from the Metro L Line stations of Del Mar Station and 

Maravilla Station. It travels primarily on Fair Oaks Avenue, Fremont Avenue, Valley Boulevard, 

and Eastern Avenue. The route is approximately 9.1 miles in length, with 9 potential station/stop 

locations, and will have an end-to-end travel time of 27.3 minutes, assuming an average 

operating speed of 20 mph. 

Potential Benefits:  

¶ Concept 7 facilitates north-south connectivity with two mobility hubs at either end of the 

proposed concept: Metro L Line (Gold) ï Del Mar Station (to the north) and Maravilla 

Station to the south. The line connects to Cal State University Los Angeles  

Potential Challenges:  

¶ Concept 7 serves the western portion of the SGV, which already has good transit service 

coverage due to its connectivity with high-frequency services, such as the Metro L Line 

(Gold). It also overlaps with existing high-frequency service Metro Line 260  

¶ At 9.1 miles in length and 9 stops, this concept would serve a low number of existing 

person trips within SGV (31,000 person trips). This concept was not supported by 

several stakeholders 
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Figure 6-1 ï Concept 7 
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6.2 Concept 8: (East LA Civic Center to Memorial Park Station via 

Monterey Pass ) 
This concept (Figure 6-2) runs from Memorial Park Station to East LA Civic Center Station, both 

located on the Metro L Line. It travels primarily on Monterey Boulevard, Fremont Avenue, and 

Monterey Pass Road. The route is approximately 8.8 miles in length and has 9 potential 

station/stop locations. The route has an average end-to-end travel time of approximately 26 

minutes, assuming an average travel speed of 20mph. Concept 8 has 9 potential station/stop 

locations along its route. 

Potential Benefits: 

¶ Concept 8 provides connectivity in the north-south direction, focused between the City of 

Pasadena and Unincorporated East Los Angeles. The route connects to the Metro L 

Line (Gold) Memorial Park Station to the north, and the East L.A. Civic Center Station to 

the south. This concept provides service to Cal State University Los Angeles 

Potential Challenges:  

¶ Concept 8 overlaps with existing Metro Lines 260, and Metro recently discontinued rapid 

service is this corridor (Rapid Line 762). Land uses along this corridor have not 

traditionally supported transit ridership, and there is limited access to active 

transportation facilities given topographical constraints 
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Figure 6-2 ï Concept 8 
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6.3 Concept 9 ( Sierra Madre Villa Station to Downtown Long Beach 

via Atlantic ): 
This concept (Figure 6-3) runs from Sierra Madre Villa Metro L Line Station in the City of 

Pasadena, down to the Citadel Future Metro L Line (Gold) Station, with potential to continue to 

the Downtown Long Beachôs Metro A Line Station, in the City of Long Beach. It travels on 

Atlantic Blvd for most of the route. The route is approximately 10.9 miles in length, with 13 

potential station/stop locations along its route. It has an end-to-end travel time of 32.7 minutes, 

assuming an average travel speed of 20 mph. In addition, an Atlantic BRT service has been 

identified for further study by Metro as part of the Bus Rapid Transit Vision & Principles Study.10 

Potential Benefits: 

¶ Concept 9 runs from the north at Sierra Madre Villa Station, down to the south 

terminating at the Citadel Future Metro L Line (Gold) Station. There is potential for this 

concept to extended to Downtown Long Beach via Atlantic Boulevard, but this would 

need to be coordinated with other transit agencies. Improvements under this study will 

be focused and funded within the SGV 

¶ This concept facilitates connectivity with three mobility hubs: Sierra Madre Station, 

Atlantic Station, and the Future Citadel Station (All currently Metro L Line (Gold) 

Stations).11 This is a high number compared to other north / south concepts 

Potential Challenges:  

¶ Concept 9 (Atlantic) overlaps with existing service Metro Lines 70 and 260, and Long 

Beach Transit Line 61 

¶ Stakeholder concerns include demand for service to Long Beach, and slow travel times 

along Atlantic 

 
 

10 Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro), 2020. Visioning BRT: Bus Rapid 
Transit Vision & Principles Study Final Report. 
https://www.dropbox.com/sh/wax1hmpl3sdx31z/AADhCEGBhvBjFYSCsi0zgZCAa?dl=0&preview=Nov_2
020_BRTV%26P+Final+Report.pdf 
11 The Atlantic Station and the Future Citadel Station will be reassigned to Metroôs E Line in the future 
once the Regional Connection project in Downtown Los Angeles is completed. 
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Figure 6-3 ï Concept 9 
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6.4 Concept 1 0 (Sierra Madre Villa Station to CSLB via Rosemead 

Blvd & Lakewood Blvd )  
Concept 10 (Figure 6-4) parallels the I-605 freeway corridor, along Rosemead Boulevard and 

Lakewood Drive, from Metro L Lineôs Sierra Madre Villa Station, south to the City of Long Beach 

(e.g., potentially terminates at California State University, Long Beach). At 28.1 miles long, 

Concept 10 has 9 stops, and an estimated travel time of around 84 minutes end to end. This 

concept is supported by the cities of South El Monte, Alhambra, and Diamond Bar. The 

following highlights the benefits and challenges of Concept 10: 

Potential Benefits 

¶ Concept 10 will improve transit mobility for five cities: Temple City, El Monte, South El 

Monte, Rosemead, and Pasadena, by offering a transit alternative that parallels the I-

605 corridor 

¶ This concept will connect the Sierra Madre Villa Station, and the Washington/Rosemead 

area where a future Metroôs L line Station is to be located. This concept would also 

provide new transit access to Whittier College and Rio Honda College, with potential 

future extensions into Orange County, via Whittier Boulevard. 

¶ Concept 10 would support several nearby regional and local bicycle and pedestrian 

facilities. In particular to the Rio Hondo Bike Path and the San Gabriel River Trail, with 

access to/from other nearby bicycle networks 

¶ South of I-10, Rosemead Boulevard is wide enough to accommodate bus lanes 

¶ As an express service (limited number of stops), this concept would provide faster 

service in the corridor compared to the existing Metro Line 266. Alternatively, this 

concept serve as an improvement of the existing Metro line 266.  

Potential Challenges 

¶ Lower densities along the corridor, and a fewer number of key activity centers relative to 

other north-south concepts. 

¶ Concept 10 is outside of the East San Gabriel Valley Mobility Action Plan Area. As such, 

the southern portion of this concept would be reliant on funding sources/coordination 

with other transit agencies
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Figure  6-4 ï Concept 10 



45 
 

6.5 Concept 11 ( Monrovia Station to Whittier via Peck & Beverly )  
Concept 11 (Figure 6-5) parallels the I-605 freeway corridor along Peck Road and Beverly 

Boulevard, from the Metro L Lineôs Monrovia Station, to the City of Whittier. At 15 miles long, 

Concept 11 has 12 stops and an estimated travel time of around 45 minutes end to end. This 

concept is supported by the cities of South El Monte, Alhambra, Diamond Bar, and the L.A. 

County Department of Regional Planning. The following highlights the benefits and challenges 

of Concept 11: 

Potential Benefits 

¶ Concept 11 will improve transit mobility for six cities: Monrovia, Arcadia, Irwindale, El 

Monte, South El Monte, and Industry, offering a transit alternative near the I-605 

corridor. Although outside of the of the East San Gabriel Valley Mobility Action Plan 

Area, there is a potential connection via a Workman Mill Road stop/station  

¶ The route would fill service gaps by connecting Garvey Avenue (Metro Line 70), Durfee 

Avenue (Foothill line 269), and connect to multiple transit operators in the City of Whittier  

¶ This concept will connect the Metro L Lineôs Monrovia Station and the 

Washington/Lambert area, where a future Metroôs L line Station is to be located. This 

concept would also provide new transit access to Whittier College and Rio Honda 

College, with potential future extensions into Orange County via Whittier Boulevard 

¶ Concept 11 would support several nearby regional and local bicycle and pedestrian 

facilities. This concept runs adjacent to the Rio Hondo Bike Path, and the San Gabriel 

River Trail, with access to/from other nearby bicycle networks    

¶ Based on existing travel patterns, Concept 11 would serve areas with some of the 

highest person trips occurring in SGV (around 2.5 million average weekday person 

trips). Paired with express, higher frequency service (limited number of stops), this 

concept has high ridership potentials 

Potential Challenges 

¶ Lower densities along the corridor and limited number of key activity centers.  

¶ Does not connect to El Monte Transit Center or El Monte Metrolink. This concept may 

need to be refined and rerouted on Santa Anita to serve these destinations.  

¶ The southern portion of this Concept 11 goes beyond SGV, and therefore 

implementation would have to rely on funding sources/coordination with other transit 

agencies
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Figure 6-5 ï Concept 11 
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6.6 Concept 12 (Azusa  Downtown Station to Newport Beach via 

Azusa Ave & Harbor Blvd )  
Concept 12 (Figure 6-6) would extend and improve existing Foothill service (Line 280), between 

the I-605 and SR-57 freeway corridors along Azusa Avenue and Fullerton Road. The route 

would generally run from the Metro L Line Azusa Station, south to Orange County (e.g., 

Newport Beach). At 36.9 miles long, Concept 12 has 18 stops and an estimated travel time of 

around 111 minutes end to end. This concept is supported by the L.A. County Department of 

Regional Planning, and Metro Service Planning if there is a travel market into Orange County. 

The following highlights the benefits and challenges of Concept 12: 

Potential Benefits 

¶ Concept 12 will improve transit mobility for five cities in SGV: Azusa, Covina, West 

Covina, La Puente, and City of Industry, by offering a transit alternative to the I-605 and 

SR-57 corridor. Although outside of the East San Gabriel Valley Mobility Action Plan 

Area, there is a potential future extension into Orange County via Fullerton Road/Harbor 

Boulevard 

¶ This concept will connect the Metro L Line Azusa Station with a potential mobility hub 

near the Puente Hills Mall area. Several key regional and local activity centers would be 

served by this concept including Downtown Azusa, Puente Hills Mall, commercial 

activities along Colima Road, as well as potential regional destinations in Orange County 

(e.g., St. Jude Hospital, Downtown Fullerton, and Disneyland) 

¶ Based on existing travel patterns, Concept 12 would serve areas with the highest person 

trips occurring in SGV (around 3.3 million average weekday person trips). Paired with 

express higher frequency service (limited number of stops), this concept has the highest 

ridership potentials compared to the other concepts 

¶ Concept 12 would connect to several EFCs in the cities of Azusa, Covina, and 

unincorporated Rowland Heights/Nogales communities 

Potential Challenges 

¶ Future consideration in the southern portion of this concept goes beyond SGV, and 

therefore implementation would rely on funding sources/coordination with other transit 

agencies 

¶ Concept 12 overlaps with the existing Foothill 280 service north of the Puente Hills Mall
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Figure 6-6 ï Concept 12 
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6.7 Concept 13 ( APU/Citrus College Station to Brea Mall  via Citrus & 

Grand ) 
Concept 13 (Figure 6-7) would extend, connect, and improve existing gaps in Foothill service 

(Lines 281, 190 and 194), by running adjacent to and along the SR-57 freeway corridor. The 

route would generally run from the Metro L Line Azusa Pacific University (APU)/ Citrus Station 

south to Orange County (e.g., Cal State University Fullerton). At 12.8 miles long, Concept 13 

has 11 stops and an estimated travel time of around 38.4 minutes end to end. This concept is 

supported by the cities of South El Monte, Alhambra, Diamond Bar, and the L.A. County 

Department of Regional Planning, and Metro Service Planning if there is a travel market into 

Orange County. The following highlights the benefits and challenges of Concept 13: 

Potential Benefits 

¶ Concept 13 will improve transit mobility for seven cities in SGV: Azusa, Covina, West 

Covina, Diamond Bar, City of Industry, Walnut and Glendora, by offering a transit 

alternative to the SR-57 corridor. Although outside of the of the East San Gabriel Valley 

Mobility Action Plan Area, there is a potential future extension into Orange County via 

the SR-57 freeway 

¶ This concept will connect to three mobility hubs that serve three rail lines: Metro L Line 

(APU/Citrus), Metrolink San Bernardino (Covina Station), and Metrolink Riverside Line 

(Industry Station), and serve several educational institutions including APU, Citrus 

College, Mt. San Antonio College, and Cal State Fullerton in Orange County. This 

concept would also connect to activity centers including Downtown Covina, Covina 

Historical Museum, Eastland Center, and potential connections to Brea Mall/OCTA 

mobility hub along the SR-57 freeway 

¶ Paired with express higher frequency service (limited number of stops), this concept 

would address service gaps along Grand Avenue and Brea Canyon Road 

Potential Challenges 

¶ The southern portion of Conceptôs 13 extends beyond the SGV, and therefore 

implementation would rely on funding sources/coordination with other transit agencies.  

¶ The route overlaps with the existing Foothill Line 281, 190, and 194 service north of 

Valley Boulevard
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Figure 6-7 ï Concept 13 
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6.8 Summary of Recommendations for North -South Concepts  
The following section summarizes the recommendations for the north-south concepts (Concepts 

7-13).  

6.8.1 Concept 7 ( Maravilla Station to Del Mar Station via CSULA) ð 

Recommended for Consideration in Long-Term Plan 

Concept 7 connects between Metro Eastside L (Gold) Line and Metro Foothill L (Gold) Line in 

Pasadena at the western edge of the SGV. Solutions for this vicinity are currently being 

evaluated as part of the ongoing I-710 Mobility Hubs Plan. At 9.1 miles in length and 9 stops, 

this concept would serve a low number of existing person trips within SGV (31,000 person trips). 

This concept was not supported by several stakeholders. 

6.8.2 Concept 8 ( East LA Civic Center Station to Memorial Park Station via 

Monterey Pass) ð Recommended for Consideration in Long-Term Plan  

Concept 8 also runs along the western end of the SGV, where solutions are being evaluated as 

part of the ongoing I-710 Mobility Hubs Plan. Land uses along this corridor have not traditionally 

supported ridership and there is limited access to active transportation facilities given 

topographical constraints. 

6.8.3 Concept 9 ( Sierra Madre Villa Station to Downtown Long Beach via 

Atlantic) ð Recommended for Consideration in Long-Term Plan 

Concept 9 is not recommended for near-term implementation, but it is recommended to be 

included in the long-term vision plan. Metro Line 260 currently provides high-frequency service 

in this corridor, and this route has been identified for consideration as a BRT service, in Metroôs 

long range BRT system plan. 

6.8.4 Concept 10 (Sierra Madre Villa Station to CSLB via Rosemead Blvd & 

Lakewood Blvd ) ð Recommended  for Further Study in Conjuction with East -

West Alternatives Plan  

Concept 10 will improve transit mobility for five cities: Temple City, El Monte, South El Monte, 

Rosemead and Pasadena by offering a transit alternative that parallels the I-605 corridor. As an 

express service (limited number of stops), this concept would provide faster service in the 

corridor compared to the existing Metro Line 266.  

6.8.5 Concept 11 ( Monrovia Station to Whittier via Peck  & Beverly) ð 

Recommended  for Further Study in Conjuction with East -West Alternatives  

Concept 11 will improve transit mobility for six cities: Monrovia, Arcadia, Irwindale, El Monte, 

South El Monte, and Industry offering a transit alternative near the I-605 corridor. The route 

would fill service gaps by connecting Garvey Avenue (Metro Line 70),Durfee Avenue (Foothill 

line 269), and connect to multiple transit operators in the city of Whittier. 
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6.8.6 Concept 12 (Azusa  Downtown Station to Orange County  via Azusa Ave & 

Fullerton Rd ) ð Recommended  for Further Study in Conjuction with East -

West Alternatives  

Concept 12 will improve transit mobility for five cities in SGV: Azusa, Covina, West Covina, La 

Puente, and City of Industry by offering a transit alternative to the I-605 and SR-57 corridor. 

Based on existing travel patterns, Concept 12 would serve areas with the highest person trips 

occurring in SGV (around 3.3 million average weekday person trips). Paired with express higher 

frequency service (limited number of stops), this concept has the highest ridership potential 

when compared to the other concepts.  

6.8.7 Concept 13 ( APU/Citrus College Station  to Brea Mall  via Citrus & Grand ) ð 

Recommended for Further Study in Conjuction with East -West Alternatives  

Concept 13 would extend, connect, and improve existing gaps in Foothill service (Lines 281, 

190 and 194), by running adjacent to and along the SR-57 freeway corridor. This concept will 

improve transit mobility for seven cities in SGV: Azusa, Covina, West Covina, Diamond Bar, City 

of Industry, Walnut and Glendora by offering a transit alternative to the SR-57 corridor. Paired 

with express, higher frequency service (limited number of stops), this concept would address 

service gaps along Grand Avenue and Brea Canyon Road.  
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7. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS  
Table 7-1 presents the scores and overall findings for the east-west concepts. As shown in the 

table, Concepts 1, 2, and 5 have the most ñpositiveò scores and the fewest ñnegativeò scores 

compared to the other concepts: Concept 5 (ñAtlantic Station to Downtown Pomona via Valley 

Blvd & Colima / Golden Springsò) has six ñpositiveò scores, the most of any of the concepts. 

Concept 1 (ñDowntown Los Angeles to Downtown Pomona via Valley Boulevardò) has five 

ñpositiveò scores and no ñnegativeò scores. Finally, Concept 2 (ñAtlantic Station to Downtown 

Pomona via SR-60ò) also has five ñpositiveò scores and only two ñnegativeò scores, fewer than 

the remaining four concepts.  Concepts 3, 4, 6 and 14/15 all had several negative scores and 

fewer positive scores compared to the other concepts. 

Based upon this assessment, it is recommended that east-west Concepts 1, 2 and 5 be carried 

forward for further evaluation for near-term implementation. It is also recommended that 

Concepts 3, 4 and 6 be screened out from further consideration. 

Although Concept 14/15 had negative scores under current near-term condition as it would 

require more robust planning and access improvement, there is potential to be implemented in 

the long-term. It should be noted that many of the negatives associated with Concepts 14/15 

were due to the location of the route, along the Metrolink Riverside Line, which operates along 

the UPRR Los Angeles Subdivision. Relocation of this service to an alternative corridor, such as 

the Alhambra Subdivision which closely parallels Mission Road and Valley Boulevard through 

the north portion of the study area, would potentially mitigate many of the negative scores. 

Therefore, it is recommended that Concept 14/15 be revised and reconsidered for inclusion in 

the long-term vision plan for the SGV. 
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Table 7-1 ï Analysis Summary - East-West Concepts  
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The screening of the north-south concepts was developed considering the additional value each 

north-south concept could add to the entirety of the SGV mobility, if implemented in conjunction 

with the most promising east-west options. Based on the initial evaluation concepts, four 

primary north-south concepts are shown to have the highest performance based on the goals, 

objectives, and criteria of the Study:  

¶ Concept 10: Sierra Madre Villa Station to CSLB via Rosemead Blvd & Lakewood 

Blvd 

¶ Concept 11: Monrovia Station to Whittier via Peck & Beverly 

¶ Concept 12: Azusa Downtown Station to Newport Beach via Azusa Avenue & 

Fullerton Rd 

¶ Concept 13: APU / Citrus College to Brea Mall via Citrus Avenue and Grand Avenue 

Table 7-2 ï North -South Alternatives Evaluation Summary  

Concept Considerations Recommendation 

7) Maravilla Station to Del 
Mar Station via CSULA 

-West of Eastside L (Gold) Line; does not serve 
heart of SGV 
-Market analysis indicated low person trips 

Long Term Plan 

8) East LA Civic Center 
Station to Memorial Park 
Station via Monterey Pass 

-West of Eastside L (Gold) Line; does not serve 
heart of SGV 
-Southern portion of route not in transit friendly 
territory 

Long Term Plan 

9) Sierra Madre Villa Station 
to Downtown Long Beach 
via Atlantic 

-Metro will be studying this as a BRT corridor Long Term Plan 

10) Sierra Madre Villa 
Station to CSLB via 
Rosemead Blvd and 
Lakewood Blvd 

-Connects Foothill L (Gold) Line to future Eastside 
L (Gold) Line 
-Potential to create mobility hub in vicinity of 
Whittier Narrows 

Consider with 
Short Term 
Project(s) 

11) Monrovia Station to 
Whittier via Peck and 
Beverly 

-Addresses service gaps at the eastern Metro 
service territory 
-Connects Foothill L (Gold) Line to future Eastside 
L (Gold) Line 

Consider with 
Short Term 
Project(s) 

12) Azusa Downtown 
Station to Orange County 
via Azusa Ave & Fullerton 
Rd 

-Upgrades service along key Foothill Transit line 
280 

-Potential to develop mobility hub in vicinity of 
Puente Hills Mall 

Consider with 
Short Term 
Project(s) 

13) APU/Citrus College 
Station to Brea Mall via 
Citrus & Grand 

-Addresses north-south service gaps; improves 
service to Diamond Bar  

-Connects to multiple mobility hubs 

Consider with 
Short Term 
Project(s) 
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These four north-south concepts show the greatest promise for SGV in terms of benefits, 

operational feasibility, and trade-offs/challenges. These concepts have merit as a complement 

to the east-west concepts and should continue to be considered for near-term implementation in 

conjunction with the most promising east-west concept(s) as well as for inclusion in the long-

term vision plan. 
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8. NEXT STEPS  
The following next steps will be accomplished as part of the Transit Feasibility Study: 

¶ Detailed Evaluation of Most Promising East-West Concepts ï The three east-west 

concepts which have been screened will be evaluated to identify the ridership potential 

and planning-level order-of-magnitude capital cost. The three which will be evaluated 

include: 

o Concept 1 - Downtown Los Angeles to Downtown Pomona via Valley Blvd 

o Concept 2 - Atlantic Station to Downtown Pomona via SR-60 

o Concept 5 - Atlantic Station to Pomona North Metrolink via I-10 

 

¶ Ridership Estimates ï Each of the four above concepts will be evaluated to determine 

the potential line ridership and station boardings. Three ñmodel alternativesò will be 

developed incorporating each of the three east-west services noted above, along with 

the north-south services which were recommended for further consideration: 

o Concept 10 - Sierra Madre Villa Station to CSLB via Rosemead Blvd & 

Lakewood Blvd 

o Concept 11 - Monrovia Station to Whittier via Peck & Beverly 

o Concept 12 - Azusa Downtown Station to Orange County via Azusa Ave & 

Fullerton Rd 

o Concept 13 ï APU/Citrus College Station to Brea Mall via Citrus & Grand 

It should be noted that the ñfuture baseò network will include all of the existing and 

proposed transit services within the San Gabriel Valley study area as well as within the 

regional network. Thus, the ñmodel alternativesò results will inform not only the selection 

of the recommended short-term project(s) but also other improvements which would 

provide benefit in the long-term ñVision Planò for the San Gabriel Valley. 

¶ Capital Cost Estimates ï Preliminary capital cost estimates for each of the three 

screened north-south concepts, along with the companion north-south concepts will be 

identified. The results of the capital cost estimating task will be provided as a ñrangeò of 

possible cost taking into consideration the cost factors (such as degree of roadway 

modification) and potential extents of dedicated bus lanes. 

 

¶ Recommend Short-Term Project(s) for Implementation ï The short-term project(s) will 

be recommended based upon the technical analysis as well as stakeholder comments. 

 

Formulate Long-Term Vision Plan ï A long-term vision plan with suggested project phasing will 

be assembled. The Vision Plan will include the recommended short-term transit improvement(s) 

along with other existing and/or planned improvements, as well as improvements which would 

add value but would require longer timeframes for implementation due to cost and institutional 

factors. 

 


