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S1.0

PURPOSE AND NEED

This Alternatives Analysis (AA) presents the development and evaluation of alternatives under
consideration for the Restoration of Historic Streetcar Service Project (project). The
alternatives were screened based on defined criteria to identify a Locally Preferred Alternative
(LPA). This AA provides decision-makers the information needed to approve further
investigation, including environmental documentation that would be in compliance with the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA).
The project was originated by the Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los
Angeles (CRA/LA) and is being planned in partnership with the Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro), Los Angeles Streetcar, Inc. (LASI), and the
Federal Transit Administration (FTA). The project would reintroduce streetcar service to
Downtown Los Angeles and would connect downtown neighborhoods and activity centers
while tying together the regional transit network and aiding revitalization efforts.
The project aims to address the challenges of navigating a disconnected downtown by
providing a transportation link between various districts (Bunker Hill, Financial Core, Historic
Core, Broadway, Jewelry District, South Park, Los Angeles Sports and Entertainment District,
Civic Center, Chinatown, El Pueblo, and Union Station). By connecting residential and
employment hubs, shopping districts, civic resources, cultural institutions, historic landmarks,
and entertainment venues in Downtown Los Angeles, the project would increase mobility and
accessibility for the people who live, work, and visit downtown. The project would provide
better linkages to the regional transit network and connect with the Metro Red, Purple, Blue,
Gold, and future Expo rail lines, Metro Rapid and Local bus service, as well as Amtrak,
Metrolink, and other regional and intercity transit services. The project would promote transit
use and walking within downtown while reducing the need to travel by automobile, decreasing
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and oil consumption.
The project study area (PSA) is located within Downtown Los Angeles (Figure S1) and is
bounded by the Harbor Freeway (SR-110) on the west, Washington Boulevard on the south,
Alameda and Los Angeles Streets on the east, Cesar E. Chavez Boulevard on the north with a
narrow extension into Chinatown stretching along New High and Alameda Streets just north
of College Avenue. The PSA encompasses the following neighborhoods/districts: Bunker Hill,
Financial Core, Historic Core, Broadway, Jewelry District, South Park, Los Angeles Sports and
Entertainment District (LASED), Civic Center, Chinatown, El Pueblo, and Union Station.
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Figure S1: Project Study Area

Source: Metro, 2011.
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The PSA is a dense urban core covering 2.05 square miles that is home to the region’s fastest
growing residential area of over 45,000 residents1, the region’s largest employment center of
over 500,000 employees2, and one of the region’s largest tourist destinations with over 10
million annual visitors3. The PSA is also home to many of the region’s historic and cultural
attractions, such as Bunker Hill (Disney Concert Hall, Museum of Contemporary Art, and
future Broad Museum), Broadway (historic theaters and architecture), and Los Angeles Sports
and Entertainment District (Staples Center, Nokia Theater, Convention Center, LA Live,
Grammy Museum, and potential football stadium). The PSA is a regional hub for transit
service, with the highest volumes of boardings/alightings in the Metro rail and bus system as
well as connections to Metrolink, Amtrak, and other regional and intercity transportation.
According to the 2010 Census data, the total population of the PSA is 25,269, an increase of
3,890 (18 percent) since the 2000 Census. According to the Southern California of
Governments (SCAG) 2010 forecast, the total population of the PSA is 20,981, a total that is
significantly lower than both 2000 and 2010 Census data. However, the SCAG 2010 forecast is
the basis for population and employment projections in the region and so it is used as a
conservative estimate to be consistent with regional estimates and forecast data. The SCAG
2010 estimate for total employment in the PSA is 183,488, which is approximately 4 percent of
Los Angeles County’s employment. It is worth noting that these employment estimates are
likely low as well, given that the PSA encompasses most of Downtown Los Angeles, which has
500,000 workers according to the Downtown Center Business Improvement District (BID).
However, it should be noted that the Downtown Center BID employment estimate includes the
area between Los Angeles Street and the Los Angeles River, which is outside of the PSA.
Table S1 summarizes the PSA and Los Angeles County population and employment
information for 2010 according to SCAG.
Table S1: Population and Employment in PSA and Los Angeles County
Demographics
Population
Employment
Source: SCAG 2010 Projections.

PSA
20,981
183,488

Los Angeles County
10,610,647
4,549,528

PSA Percent of County
0.20%
4.03%

1

2011 Downtown Los Angeles Demographic Study, Downtown Center BID
2011 Downtown Los Angeles Demographic Study, Downtown Center BID
3
2011 Downtown Los Angeles Demographic Study, Downtown Center BID
2
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S1.1

Statement of Need

In evaluating the activity centers, districts, characteristics, demographics, and travel conditions
within the PSA, several themes emerge which reinforce the need for the project. The following
themes describe the need for the project in Downtown Los Angeles:





S1.2

Geographically disconnected pedestrian network
Lack of local short-trip transit service
Increased transit demand from development, population, household, and employment
growth
Traffic congestion and parking demand
Underutilized land and historic buildings
Statement of Purpose

The purpose of the project is to connect residents, employees, and visitors to various services,
employment centers, points of interest, and the regional transit network while serving as a
catalyst for the revitalization of Downtown Los Angeles. The project has two overarching
goals which were generated during public workshops, meetings, and open houses and reflect
input from public agencies, community groups, and stakeholders:


Enhance Mobility and Transit Circulation in Downtown Los Angeles
 Connect major districts, destinations, and activity centers
 Improve transit coverage and circulation
 Provide simple, localized, high frequency service
 Alleviate traffic and reduce parking demand
 Serve transit-dependent populations
 Improve transit accessibility



Support the Growth and Revitalization of Downtown Los Angeles, including its
Historic Districts
 Restore historic streetcar service
 Revitalize geographically isolated, economically depressed areas
 Support smart, sustainable growth
 Foster a more livable downtown
 Encourage historic restoration and transit-oriented development
 Strengthen downtown’s economic competitiveness
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S2.0

EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

The Alternatives Analysis (AA) presents an evaluation of alternatives under consideration for
the project. The alternatives were screened based on criteria developed by Metro to identify a
Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA). The AA provides decision-makers the information
needed to advance the project into the next phases, including environmental documentation in
compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), design, and construction. The evaluation process (Figure S2) included
two phases: Initial Screening and Final Screening.
Figure S2: Evaluation Process

Definition of Alternatives

Evaluation Criteria

Initial Screening of Alternatives

Final Screening of Alternatives

Locally Preferred Alternative
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Initial screening included a conceptual level evaluation that analyzed the advantages and
disadvantages of the alternatives considered. The initial screening included an analysis of
reasonable alternatives, which were developed cooperatively by Metro, the Community
Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles (CRA/LA), and Los Angeles Streetcar, Inc.
(LASI). The purpose of the initial screening was to determine which of the alternatives would
be the most feasible, and thereby narrow the range of alternatives considered for more detailed
analysis in the final screening phase. The initial screening evaluation criteria were qualitative
in nature and sought to eliminate alternatives that have fatal flaws, do not meet project goals,
or do not have public support.
The final screening analyzed the list of alternatives that advanced from the initial screening.
The final screening evaluation criteria were more quantitative than the criteria used for initial
screening and address ridership potential, operational characteristics, cost, system
configuration, design issues, environmental issues, land use and economic development
opportunities, and community support. The results of the final screening culminate in the
identification of a LPA.
The evaluation process does not include the analysis of maintenance and storage facility (MSF)
site locations, as these will be identified separately from the preliminary identification of the
LPA. This approach was taken so that the development and evaluation of alternatives was not
constrained by a speculative MSF location. In order to advance the development and
evaluation of streetcar alignment alternatives, potential MSF sites will be considered following
preliminary identification of the LPA in this AA. LPA adoption by the Metro Board of
Directors will occur prior to the start of environmental documentation. The MSF sites will be
refined during the subsequent advanced conceptual engineering and environmental
documentation phases.
S2.1

Initial Screening Evaluation Criteria

The initial screening evaluation analyzed the list of reasonable alternatives considered (which
were developed cooperatively by Metro, CRA/LA, and LASI) using a set of qualitative
evaluation criteria. Its purpose was to eliminate alternatives that have fatal flaws, do not meet
project goals, or do not have public support.
Table S2 describes the criteria used in the initial screening analysis to evaluate potential
alternatives. The alternatives were rated High, Medium, or Low for each criteria, with High
meaning optimal performance and Low indicating sub-standard performance. All of the criteria
were weighted equally for the initial screening.
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Table S2: Initial Screening Evaluation Criteria
Criteria
Length

Project Goal
Goal #1

Measurement
What is the relative length of the alternative (the shorter
alternatives receive higher scores because they have a lower
capital cost)?
Connectivity
Goal #1 and #2
Does the alternative connect to the following: Union Station,
Bunker Hill, Civic Center, Financial Core, Historic Core,
South Park, and LASED?
Missed destinations
Goal #1 and #2
Does the alternative miss any major destinations, namely
Union Station and Bunker Hill?
Required connections
Goal #1
Does the alternative require transfers, walking, or vertical
circulation (stairs, escalators, etc.) to reach major destinations?
Street grade
Goal #1
Does the alternative use streets with a grade over 9 percent?
Out-of-direction travel Goal #1
Does the alternative travel out-of-direction, which may
increase passenger travel time?
Ridership potential
Goal #1
What is the relative potential of the alternative to attract
riders?
Capital costs
Goal #1
What is the relative capital cost of the alternative?
Operation and
Goal #1
What is the relative operating and maintenance cost of the
maintenance cost
alternative?
Transit system
Goal #1
Does the alternative improve linkages to the regional transit
integration
network?
Expandability
Goal #1
Does the alternative include flexibility for future service
expansion?
Historic integrity
Goal #2
Does the alternative use streets that had streetcar service?
Traffic delay
Goal #1
Does the alternative use intersections/streets that experience
traffic delay?
Traffic and parking
Goal #1
Does the alternative require the elimination of a travel lane
and/or parking?
Risks
Goal #1
Are there major risks (schedule, design, and construction)
Goal #2
associated with the alternative that jeopardize the ability to
implement the alternative?
Economic
Goal #2
Does the alternative serve areas with substantial potential for
development
future economic development (both new and revitalization of
historic buildings)?
Local funding
Goal #1 and #2
What is the potential of the alternative to generate local
funding since it is anticipated that a property assessment will
be use for local funding?
Consistency with
Goal #2
Is the alternative consistent with adopted local/regional plans
plans and guidelines
and Federal guidelines (FTA project development guidelines)?
Community support
Goal #1 and #2
Is there community support for the alternative?
Fatal flaw
Goal #1
Does the alternative have a fatal flaw, such as a planning,
design, environmental, or community issue that prevents
implementation of the alternative?
Goal #1: Enhance mobility and surface transit circulation in Downtown Los Angeles.
Goal #2: Support the growth and revitalization of Downtown Los Angeles, including its historic districts.
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S2.2

Final Screening Evaluation Criteria

The alternatives that advanced from initial screening were evaluated in more detail in final
screening. The final screening evaluation criteria were more quantitative than the initial
screening evaluation criteria and were intended to identify a Locally Preferred Alternative
(LPA). The final screening evaluation criteria were based on the following categories:










Ridership
Capital Costs
Operation and Maintenance (O&M) Costs
Cost/Benefit
Destinations
Circulation
Design
Environmental
Economic Development

The final screening criteria evolved from the initial screening criteria. For example, while the
initial screening criteria evaluated the general ridership potential of each alternative, the final
screening criteria evaluated the actual ridership of each alternative based on the daily boardings
and boardings per mile.
While the final screening criteria were quantitative, there was not a fixed threshold for each
category. Instead, the alternatives were evaluated relative to each other using the quantitative
data available. For example, there is not a fixed threshold for ridership, but rather the
alternatives were evaluated relative to each other based on the daily boardings and boardings
per mile.
Detailed environmental analysis would take place during the environmental documentation
phase to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California
Environmental Policy Act (CEQA). The environmental documentation phase would begin
after adoption of the LPA. Service planning, stop configurations, and effects to existing transit
services (including transit service equity) due to streetcar implementation would also be
examined during the environmental documentation phase.
Table S3 further describes the criteria used in the final screening analysis to evaluate potential
alternatives.
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Table S3: Final Screening Evaluation Criteria
Criteria
Ridership
Capital costs
O&M costs
Cost/benefit
Destinations
Circulation
Transit operations and
facilities
Traffic operations
Bicycle/pedestrian
integration
Design
Physical constraints
Transit system constraints
Traffic constraints
Environmental
Property impacts
Land Use
Communities and
neighborhoods
Visual and aesthetics
Historic and cultural
resources
Parklands
Noise and vibration
Energy
Hazardous materials
Public safety and security
Soils, geology and seismic
Ecosystem and natural
environment
Water quality and
hydrology
Air quality
Construction

Economic development

Description/Measurement
What is the ridership for each alternative?
What is the capital cost of each alternative?
What is the operating and maintenance (O&M) cost of each alternative?
What is the cost/benefit of each alternative using cost per user (Annualized Capital
Cost + Annualized O&M Cost / Daily Boardings)?
What districts and destinations are served by the alternative?
What are the transit issues (transit operations, transit stops, transit integration,
and expansion) associated with each alternative?
What are the traffic operation issues associated with each alternative?
What are the bicycle/pedestrian integration issues associated with each
alternative?
What are the physical constraints (street grade, crossings, right-of-way, and bridge
structures) of each alternative?
What are the transit system issues (track and guideway, system configuration, and
expansion) associated with each alternative?
What are the traffic constraints (travel lanes and left turns) associated with each
alternative?
Does the alternative require additional right-of-way?
What are the existing and future land use implications of each alternative?
Does the alternative have community and neighborhood issues?
Does the alternative have visual and aesthetic issues?
Does the alternative affect historic resources?
Does the alternative affect parklands?
Does the alternative affect sensitive noise receptors?
Does the alternative positively or negatively affect overall energy consumption?
Does the alternative have hazardous material issues?
Does the alternative have public safety and security issues?
Does the alternative have soil, geology, and seismic issues?
Does the alternative affect the ecosystem and natural environment?
Does the alternative affect water quality and hydrology?
Does the alternative have air quality issues?
Does the alternative have construction issues that differentiate it from the other
alternatives? Does the alternative include bridge decks or structures that have
construction issues (construction staging, noise, etc.)?
What are the opportunities for economic development for each alternative?
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S3.0

INITIAL SCREENING OF ALTERNATIVES

Multiple Build Alternatives were considered for initial screening. In order to better evaluate
the range of alternatives, the initial screening alternatives were divided into three segments,
ash shown in Figure S3:



S3.1

Segment A: North of 5th Street
Segment B: Between 5th Street and 9th Street
Segment C: South of 9th Street
Initial Screening Recommendations

Based on the results of the initial screening evaluation, the following recommendations were
made for alternatives advancing into final screening. Within Segment A (north of 5th St), it
was recommended that A4, A6, and A7 be advanced and A1, A2, A3, and A5 be eliminated from
further consideration. Within Segment B (between 5th St and 9th St), it was recommended that
both B1 and B2 be advanced. Within Segment C (south of 9th St), it was recommended that C1
and C3 be advanced and that C2 be preserved as an alternative variation for C1 because of the
at-grade crossing of the Metro Blue/Expo Line. Table S4 summarizes the results of the initial
screening. Figure S4 shows the alternatives that advanced from initial screening.
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Table S4: Initial Screening Recommendations
Recommendations
Segment A
Advance: A4, A6, and A7

Eliminate: A1, A2, A3, and A5

Segment B
Advance: B1 and B2
Eliminate: None
Segment C
Advance: C1 and C3
Variation: C2

Notes
 A4 requires additional research regarding the ability to operate on the
segment of Grand Ave with 14% grade. While this was considered a major
risk, it was not considered a fatal flaw since the use of alternate technologies
could allow the alternative to be feasible in the future.
 A1, A2, and A3 were eliminated because they have a fatal flaw (must follow
Regional Connector construction on Hope St which would delay the project).
This schedule delay is considered a fatal flaw since it would delay project
implementation until 2019. It could also jeopardize the ability to establish a
benefit assessment district, which would provide local funding for the project.
 A1 and A2 were also eliminated because they serve the “back door” of
buildings on Hope St.
 A3 was also eliminated because it requires tunnel operation on GTK Way,
which creates additional design constraints and has a poor pedestrian
environment.
 A5 was eliminated because it travels out of direction and has limited
opportunity to capture revenue through property assessments.
 Minimal differences between B1 and B2 so both were advanced.

 Minimal differences between C1 and C3 so both were advanced.
 C2 was recommended as an alternative variation for C1 because of the atgrade crossing of the Metro Blue/Expo Line.
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Figure S3: Initial Screening Alternatives
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Figure S4: Alternatives Advanced from Initial Screening
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S4.0

FINAL SCREENING OF ALTERNATIVES

Final screening considered the alternatives that advanced from initial screening, which were
recommended for segments A, B, and C.
The following changes were made to the alternatives prior to final screening:






A4 (revised) and B3 (new alternative): A modification was made to the A4 alternative to
address the 14 percent grade on Grand Avenue between 5th Street and 4th Street. The
revised A4 alternative uses an elevated bridge structure for the streetcar that starts
north of 6th Street, crosses above 5th Street, and ends on Grand Avenue south of 4th
Street. The revised A4 alternative requires a new B3 alternative on Grand Avenue
between 9th Street and 5th Street so the streetcar can operate northbound on Grand
Avenue between 9th Street and 1st Street.
C1 (eliminated) and C2 (advanced): The C1 alternative was eliminated from
consideration and replaced with the C2 alternative, which uses Hope Street and 11th
Street to bypass the at-grade crossing of the Metro Blue/Expo Line on Pico Boulevard.
It has not been determined whether Metro or another provider would operate the
streetcar. However, Metro will not allow another operator to cross the Metro
Blue/Expo Line because of safety concerns. Therefore, the C2 alternative was advanced
in place of the C1 alternative because it bypasses the at-grade crossing.
B4 (new alternative): A new B4 alternative was added that uses Figueroa Street
between 9th Street and 7th Street,7th Street between Figueroa Street and Hill Street, and
Hill Street between 7th Street and 5th Street. The B4 alternative was added in response
to public and stakeholder requests following the presentation of the initial screening
results to add an alternative that more directly serves the Financial Core and the 7th
Street/Metro Center Station.

These changes are illustrated in Figure S5, which shows the new alternatives in dashed lines.
The alternatives by segment that advanced from initial screening were combined into seven
alternatives for final screening. These alternatives are listed below and shown on one map in
Figure S6 and individual maps in Figures S7 through S13








Alternative 1:
Alternative 2:
Alternative 3:
Alternative 4:
Alternative 5:
Alternative 6:
Alternative 7:

A4/B3/C1 (Figure S7)
A4/B3/C3 (Figure S8)
A6/B1/C1 (Figure S9)
A6/B1/C3 (Figure S10)
A7/B1/C1 (Figure S11)
A7/B1/C3 (Figure S12)
A6/B4/C3 (Figure S13)
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Figure S5: Changes to Alternatives Prior to Final Screening
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Figure S6: Final Screening Alternatives
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Figure S7: Alternative 1
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Figure S8: Alternative 2
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Figure S9: Alternative 3
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Figure S10: Alternative 4
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Figure S11: Alternative 5
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Figure S12: Alternative 6

22
1/12/2012

Restoration of Historic Streetcar Service in Downtown Los Angeles
Executive Summary - Alternatives Analysis

Figure S13: Alternative 7
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S4.1

Results of Final Screening

The following summarizes the results of the final screening for each alternative. Table S5
shows the ridership, capital cost, operation and maintenance (O&M) cost, and cost per user
results for each alternative.
Table S5: Summary of Ridership and Cost Results
Ridership
Daily
Boardings
Annual
Alternative
Boardings
Per Mile
Capital Cost
O&M Cost
1
9,090
2,370
$115,499,000
$5,318,000
2
7,390
2,230
$107,807,000
$5,318,000
3
9,880
2,300
$119,053,000
$6,148,000
4
8,180
2,160
$106,367,000
$5,318,000
5
11,190
2,170
$137,895,000
$7,442,000
6
9,500
2,040
$130,438,000
$6,916,000
7
8,390
2,210
$106,761,000
$5,318,000
Note: Cost per User = (Annualized Capital Cost + Annualized O&M Cost) / Daily Boardings

Cost
per User
$1.28
$1.52
$1.28
$1.36
$1.34
$1.48
$1.33
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Table S6 shows the results of the final screening using the final screening criteria. The
alternatives were rated High (1), Medium (2), or Low (3) for each criteria, with High (1)
meaning optimal performance and Low (3) indicating sub-standard performance. All of the
criteria were weighted equally for the final screening.
Table S6: Final Screening Results
Criteria
Ridership

1
1

2
3

Alternative
3
4
5
1
3
2

6
1

7
1

Summary
 Alternatives 1, 3, 6, and 7 have the highest combined
average of daily boardings and boardings per mile
Capital Costs
2
2
2
1
3
3
1  Alternative 4 ($106.4 million) and Alternative 7
($106.8 million) have the lowest capital cost
O&M Costs
1
1
2
1
3
3
1  Alternatives 1, 2, 4, and 7 ($5.3 million) have the
lowest O&M cost
Cost/Benefit
1
3
1
1
1
3
1  Alternatives 1 and 3 ($1.28) have the lowest cost per
user, followed by Alternative 7 ($1.33), Alternative 5
($1.34), and Alternative 4 ($1.36)
Destinations
1
1
1
1
1
1
1  Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, and 7 serve Bunker Hill, while
Alternatives 5 and 6 serve Union Station
Circulation
3
3
2
1
3
3
1  Alternatives 1 and 2 cannot serve stops on Grand
Ave between 3rd St and 6th St because of elevated
bridge structure
 Alternatives 5 and 6 cross US 101 freeway onramp/off-ramps
Design
3
3
2
1
3
3
1  Alternatives 1 and 2 require an elevated bridge
structure on Grand Ave
 Alternatives 1 and 2 require modification of the
Grand Ave bridge deck
 Alternatives 5 and 6 require modification of the Main
St and Los Angeles St bridge decks over US 101
Environmental
3
3
2
2
2
2
2  Alternatives 1 and 2 have the most potential
environmental issues because of elevated bridge
structure on Grand Ave
Economic
1
2
1
2
1
2
2  Alternatives 1, 3, and 5 (Pico Blvd) have more
Development
economic development potential than Alternatives 2,
4, 6, and 7 (11th St).
Total
16 21 14 13 19 21 11  The lower the score equals the higher the
performance of the alternative.
High (1) = Optimal Performance, Medium (2) = Moderate Performance, and Low (3) = Substandard Performance.

25
1/12/2012

Restoration of Historic Streetcar Service in Downtown Los Angeles
Executive Summary - Alternatives Analysis

Table S7 shows the final rankings of the alternatives evaluated in final screening. Overall, the
lower the score equals the higher the performance of the alternative.
Table S7: Ranking of Alternatives after Final Screening
Rank
Alternative
1
Alternative 7
2
Alternative 4
3
Alternative 3
4
Alternative 1
5
Alternative 5
6 (tie)
Alternative 2
6 (tie)
Alternative 6
Note: The lower the score equals the higher the performance of the alternative.

Total Points
11
13
14
16
19
21
21
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S4.2

Final Screening/Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) Recommendation

Based on the results of the final screening evaluation, which examines the ability of an
alternative to meet the purpose and need of the project, Alternative 7 was recommended as the
LPA. Alternative 7 was recommended as the LPA because:








It was tied for highest combined average of daily boardings and boardings per mile.
It had the lowest capital cost.
It was tied for the lowest operation and maintenance cost.
It had the third lowest cost per user.
It had the fewest number of potential circulation, design, and environmental issues.
It received a high level of community support.
It had the most potential for generating revenue through a property assessment.

The LPA includes an alternative alignment that would use 9th Street between Figueroa Street
and Hill Street instead of 7th Street. This is the same alignment as Alternative 7 (except it uses
9th Street instead of 7th Street as in Alternative 4). This alternative alignment is being included
because:




The Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) is proposing a potential lane
reduction on 7th Street that includes the addition of bicycle lanes. This project has not
been designed, so it is unclear if it would affect the LPA on 7th Street. Metro and
LADOT will continue to work together on both projects, including during the advanced
conceptual engineering and environmental documentation phases.
Identifying an alternative alignment provides a contingency plan for the LPA should
the LADOT project preclude streetcar operation on 7th Street.

The LPA also includes a variation to extend the terminus south on Grand Avenue from 2nd
Street to 3rd Street. This variation is being proposed to maximize flexibility for stop and
terminus locations on Grand Avenue. The LPA is shown in Figure S14.
While Alternative 7 was recommended as the LPA, there remains strong support for a
connection to Union Station (as shown in Alternatives 5 and 6 earlier). Therefore, it was
recommended that an extension to Union Station be evaluated in a future study. This
extension could function as a second streetcar line paired with Bunker Hill or South Park.
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Figure S14: Final Screening/LPA Recommendation
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