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METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY BOARD RULES

(ALSO APPLIES TO BOARD COMMITTEES)

PUBLIC INPUT

A member of the public may address the Board on agenda items, before or during the Board or 

Committee’s consideration of the item for one (1) minute per item, or at the discretion of the Chair.  A 

request to address the Board should be submitted in person at the meeting to the Board Secretary . 

Individuals requesting to speak on more than three (3) agenda items will be allowed to speak up to a 

maximum of three (3) minutes per meeting. For individuals requiring translation service, time allowed 

will be doubled.

Notwithstanding the foregoing, and in accordance with the Brown Act, this agenda does not provide an 

opportunity for members of the public to address the Board on any Consent Calendar agenda item 

that has already been considered by a Committee, composed exclusively of members of the Board, at 

a public meeting wherein all interested members of the public were afforded the opportunity to 

address the Committee on the item, before or during the Committee ’s consideration of the item, and 

which has not been substantially changed since the Committee heard the item.

The public may also address the Board on non-agenda items within the subject matter jurisdiction of 

the Board during the public comment period, which will be held at the beginning and /or end of each 

meeting.  Each person will be allowed to speak for up to three (3) minutes per meeting and may speak 

no more than once during the Public Comment period.  Speakers will be called according to the order 

in which the speaker request forms are received. Elected officials, not their staff or deputies, may be 

called out of order and prior to the Board’s consideration of the relevant item.

In accordance with State Law (Brown Act), all matters to be acted on by the MTA Board must be 

posted at least 72 hours prior to the Board meeting.  In case of emergency, or when a subject matter 

arises subsequent to the posting of the agenda, upon making certain findings, the Board may act on 

an item that is not on the posted agenda.

CONDUCT IN THE BOARD ROOM - The following rules pertain to conduct at Metropolitan 

Transportation Authority meetings:

REMOVAL FROM THE BOARD ROOM   The Chair shall order removed from the Board Room any 

person who commits the following acts with respect to any meeting of the MTA Board:

a. Disorderly behavior toward the Board or any member of the staff thereof, tending to interrupt the 

due and orderly course of said meeting.

b. A breach of the peace, boisterous conduct or violent disturbance, tending to interrupt the due and 

orderly course of said meeting.

c. Disobedience of any lawful order of the Chair, which shall include an order to be seated or to 

refrain from addressing the Board; and

d. Any other unlawful interference with the due and orderly course of said meeting.

INFORMATION RELATING TO AGENDAS AND ACTIONS OF THE BOARD

Agendas for the Regular MTA Board meetings are prepared by the Board Secretary and are available 

prior to the meeting in the MTA Records Management Department and on the Internet. Every meeting 

of the MTA Board of Directors is recorded on CD’s and as MP3’s and can be made available for a 

nominal charge.   



HELPFUL PHONE NUMBERS

Copies of Agendas/Record of Board Action/Recordings of Meetings - (213) 922-4880 (Records 

Management Department)

General Information/Rules of the Board - (213) 922-4600

Internet Access to Agendas - www.metro.net

TDD line (800) 252-9040

NOTE: ACTION MAY BE TAKEN ON ANY ITEM IDENTIFIED ON THE AGENDA

DISCLOSURE OF CONTRIBUTIONS

The State Political Reform Act (Government Code Section 84308) requires that a party to a 

proceeding before an agency involving a license, permit, or other entitlement for use, including all 

contracts (other than competitively bid, labor, or personal employment contracts ), shall disclose on the 

record of the proceeding any contributions in an amount of more than $ 250 made within the preceding 

12 months by the party, or his or her agent, to any officer of the agency, additionally PUC Code Sec . 

130051.20 requires that no member accept a contribution of over ten dollars ($10) in value or amount 

from a construction company, engineering firm, consultant, legal firm, or any company, vendor, or 

business entity that has contracted with the authority in the preceding four years.  Persons required to 

make this disclosure shall do so by filling out a "Disclosure of Contribution" form which is available at 

the LACMTA Board and Committee Meetings.  Failure to comply with this requirement may result in 

the assessment of civil or criminal penalties.

ADA REQUIREMENTS

Upon request, sign language interpretation, materials in alternative formats and other 

accommodations are available to the public for MTA-sponsored meetings and events.  All requests for 

reasonable accommodations must be made at least three working days (72 hours) in advance of the 

scheduled meeting date.  Please telephone (213) 922-4600 between 8 a.m. and 5 p.m., Monday 

through Friday.  Our TDD line is (800) 252-9040.

LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY

A Spanish language interpreter is available at all Board Meetings.  Interpreters for Committee 

meetings and all other languages must be requested 72 hours in advance of the meeting by calling 

(213) 922-4600 or (323) 466-3876.
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CALL TO ORDER

ROLL CALL

APPROVE Consent Calendar Item: 30.

Consent Calendar items are approved by one motion unless held by a Director for 

discussion and/or separate action.

CONSENT CALENDAR

RECEIVE AND FILE status report on efforts underway to use technology 

and innovation to transform the customer experience of Metro’s Bus 

and Rail system, and mobility in the region in general.

2017-022530.

NON-CONSENT

Operations Employee of the Month 2016-098431.

RECEIVE oral report on System Safety, Security and Operations. 2016-098632.

RECEIVE AND FILE this report on Metro’s long-term needs at Division 

20 in the Downtown Los Angeles Arts District and the 

accommodations necessary for a potential future Arts District passenger 

rail station.

2017-013019.

Attachment A - January 2017 Board Motion, Item 41

Attachment B - Division 20 Current Transportation & Contiguous Projects

Attachment C - Current Division 20 Metro Projects

Attachment D - Station Development Scenarios

Attachment E - PowerPoint Presentation

Attachments:

(ALSO ON PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING COMMITTEE)

CONSIDER: 

A. ADOPTING a Life of Project (LOP) Budget for $1,407,900 for the Rail 

Vehicle Mist System Demonstration Project; and

B. APPROVING the award and authorize the Chief Executive Officer to 

execute Contract No. OP3614100 to Knorr Brake Company, LLC for 

2016-049912.

Page 4 Metro Printed on 4/19/2017

http://metro.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=4034
http://metro.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=3780
http://metro.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=3782
http://metro.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=3940
http://metro.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=ae74e7be-e7f0-471c-832e-afc112a48bea.pdf
http://metro.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=6aaadb7d-4c9a-429b-a499-2107bc9d031e.pdf
http://metro.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=2146cf74-8a70-4d48-8a73-94f21a40106d.pdf
http://metro.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=c1fae640-108f-411d-9790-204eb7b9efbb.pdf
http://metro.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=d6f4df75-44e1-4aa3-9074-56504b050954.pdf
http://metro.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=3293


April 20, 2017System Safety, Security and 

Operations Committee

Agenda - Final

one (1) prototype Red Line Heavy Rail Vehicle on-board mist fire 

suppression system for a two-year period of performance for design, 

installation and evaluation of the systems for a fixed price amount of 

$908,481 subject to resolution of protest, if any.

Attachment A - Procurement Summary

Attachment B - DEOD Summary

Attachments:

(ALSO ON FINANCE, BUDGET AND AUDIT COMMITTEE)

WITHDRAWN:  AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer to:

A. AWARD Bench Contract No.PS37755 to consultant firms CH2M Hill, 

Inc., LTK Engineering Services, Mott McDonald, LLC, WSP/Parsons 

Brinkerhoff, and STV Inc., to establish a general account for consultant 

support services that will be utilized for Rail Vehicle and Rail 

Systems Engineering Consultant Services, for an amount 

not-to-exceed $8,027,100, subject to resolution of protest, if any; and

B. EXECUTE Task Work Orders within the approved total not-to-exceed 

amount of the Contract. 

2016-100433.

AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer to:

A. AWARD five (5) year, Indefinite Delivery/Indefinite Quantity 

Contract No. OP7396000 for a Biomethane Gas Provider to 

Clean Energy Renewables, the lowest responsive and 

responsible bidder for a not-to-exceed amount of $1,240,520 for 

the base year (for one bus division as a pilot) and a not-to-exceed 

amount of $54,808,110 for a four (4) year option, for a total 

contract amount of $56,048,630 (for all bus divisions if the pilot is 

successful), subject to resolution of protest(s), if any; and

B. EXECUTE individual Task Orders (Transaction Confirmations) and 

changes within the Board approved contract amount.

2017-015040.

Attachment A - Procurement Summary.pdf

Attachment B - DEOD Summary.pdf

Attachment  C -  Ramboll Environ Report September  29, 2016.pdf

Attachment D - Biomethane Implementation Plan.pdf

Attachments:

Adjournment
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Consideration of items not on the posted agenda, including: items to be presented and (if 

requested) referred to staff; items to be placed on the agenda for action at a future meeting of 

the Committee or Board; and/or items requiring immediate action because of an emergency 

situation or where the need to take immediate action came to the attention of the Committee 

subsequent to the posting of the agenda.
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File #: 2016-0984, File Type: Oral Report / Presentation Agenda Number: 31.

SYSTEM SAFETY, SECURITY AND OPERATIONS COMMITTEE
APRIL 20, 2017

Operations Employee of the Month
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April 
Employees of the Month  

ITEM 31 



Employees of the Month  

Transportation Maintenance 

Division 24 – Monrovia 

Train Operator 

Larry Jarman 

Central Maint. Facility – LA  

Logistics 

Equipment Maintenance 

Supervisor  Fred Vincelet 

Stock Clerk  

Kenneth Munroe 

Division 15 – Sun Valley  
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File #: 2016-0986, File Type: Oral Report / Presentation Agenda Number: 32.

SYSTEM SAFETY, SECURITY AND OPERATIONS COMMITTEE
APRIL 20, 2017

RECEIVE oral report on System Safety, Security and Operations.
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James T. Gallagher 

April 20, 2016 



March 
2017 

Operator Appreciation Campaign 

• Goal: Recognizes work of Bus 
Operators and is aligned with 
National Transit Operator 
Appreciation Day March 17, 
2017 
 

• Tactics:  

• Website 
metro.net/appreciation 

• Printable thank you cards 

• Car cards   

Bus Operator 
Appreciation  

2 



March 
2017 

Operator Appreciation Campaign 

3 

Commendations Received:  

..makes it nice 
to ride the line 
daily. 

Had to travel due to an 
emergency. She was 
considerate and was my 
HERO for the day. 

..he was very nice and 
should be appreciated 
for the love he has for 
his passengers 
 

THANK YOU for being so 
thoughtful and caring and just 
making this the best ride ever. 
You touch our hearts every 
time!!!!!  Your loyal 
passengers, The Twins 

..absolute 
SWEETEST and 
best DRIVER in the 
world.  



April 
2017 

Operator Appreciation Campaign 

• Goal: Recognize the outstanding 
work of Operators  

• Tactics: 
• Car Cards 

• Tower Ad 

• Newspaper Ads 

• Division Poster and Postcards 

• Division Monitors 

• “Every Voice Counts” Blurb 

• Metro Briefs  

• Metro Care Package  

 

Bus Operator 
Appreciation  

4 



Operator Safety Campaign 

5 

May 
2017 

Operator Assaults  

• Goal - Deter assaults on Metro operators and harmonize 
customer/operator interactions 

• Message -  Safety is everyone’s responsibility. 

Tactics  

• Car Cards - system wide for three months at a time  

• King Ad  - 200 buses on Metro system  

• Bus Benches - near problem routes  

• Bus Shelters - near problem routes 

• Newspaper Ads - in selected publications in LA County 

• Tower Ad - at East Portal featuring the 3 selected Operators  

• Newspaper Ads - in selected publications in LA County 

• Division Poster-  all Divisions  

• Every Voice Counts - blurb to all Metro Employees 

• News Release -  The Source Story/El Pasajero  



 Look Ahead 

Moving Forward 

• Continue to advance safety & security of our 
customers, the public, and Metro employees  Safety 

• Focus on delivering bus, rail, elevator & 
escalator service that is reliable, on-time, 
courteous, helpful & friendly 

Service 

• Continue coordination with Marketing to 
educate our employees and customers that we 
are all in this ride together 

Reinforced Education 

6 
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File #: 2017-0130, File Type: Motion / Motion Response Agenda Number: 34

SYSTEM SAFETY, SECURITY AND OPERATIONS COMMITTEE
MAY 18, 2017

SUBJECT: DOWNTOWN LOS ANGELES ARTS DISTRICT CONNECTIVITY

ACTION: RECEIVE AND FILE

RECOMMENDATION

RECEIVE AND FILE this report on Metro’s long-term needs at Division 20 in the Downtown Los
Angeles Arts District and the accommodations necessary for a potential future Arts District
passenger rail station.

ISSUE
At the January 26, 2017 Board meeting, a Motion was passed (Attachment A) directing staff to initiate
a holistic assessment of Metro’s long-term needs at Division 20.  This facility is the maintenance and
storage yard for the rail cars serving the Metro Red and Purple Line subway system.  The yard is
located just south of Union Station in the Arts District adjacent to the Los Angeles River.  The Motion
stated:

· “MTA’s first priority for Division 20 must be to support the Purple Line Extension. However,
Metro should do everything possible to extend rail service to the Arts District” and;

· “Work with the City of Los Angeles to develop creative strategies to establish innovative
funding mechanisms dedicated to off-set the costs of new stations in the Arts District.”

This report provides an overview of projects under development in Division 20 that are required to
support the growing Red and Purple Line subway system.  In addition, other non-subway
transportation projects are identified that are also expanding services into this area.  The report
provides a framework for a possible Metro rail station in or adjacent to the yard and includes a
preliminary discussion of the accommodations necessary to provide for such a station.

DISCUSSION

Below is a summary and status update on the various interrelated Metro operations investments
planned or considered along the Division 20 Corridor, as further depicted in Attachments B and C.
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Metro Projects Being Developed Within Division 20

· Red/Purple Line Portal & Turnback Facility - In order to accommodate increased service
levels on the Red and Purple Lines, Metro is moving forward with two critical facility
improvements: a new turnback facility in the Division 20 yard and a widening of the heavy rail
tunnel portal south of the US-101 Freeway.  The turnback facility is required to support four-
minute service on the Purple Line Extension (PLE) per the project's Full Funding Grant
Agreement which effectively requires the ability to support two-minute headways east of the
Wilshire Vermont Station where the Red and Purple Lines share tracks. Currently, trains
reverse directions at Union Station where the minimum headway that can be achieved is
approximately eight minutes on each branch of the Red and Purple Lines (or approximately
four minutes along the shared alignment).  The priority in designing the turnback facility must
be to support Red and Purple Line operations; however, the facility, which is currently
proposed to be located between 1st and 3rd Streets, will be designed so as not to preclude
potentially serving as a future revenue station serving the Arts District.

Additionally, Metro is proposing to widen the Red and Purple Line tunnel portal and make
improvements to tracks southeast of Union Station in order to substantially increase the
speed, frequency, and reliability of operations between Union Station and the future turnback
facility.  The portal widening is also necessary should Metro operate revenue service south of
Union Station in the future.  Environmental clearance of the Red and Purple Line Core
Capacity Improvements Project, as well as procurement of a consultant to prepare final design
documents, was approved by the Board on March 23, 2017. The project will be funded, in part,
by a $69.2 million Cap & Trade Grant that Metro received in 2016.

· MOW/NRV Building - A new Maintenance of Way/Non-Revenue Vehicle (MOW/NRV) facility
is being constructed on the northeast corner of 6th Street and Santa Fe Avenue on property
acquired by Metro.  The approximately  81,000 square foot facility will replace the space and
consolidate the functions currently housed in three buildings within the Division 20 yard just
east of the One Santa Fe development, making way for the proposed turnback facility.  A
design/build contract was awarded in summer 2015 and design is 85% complete. A Design
Advisory Working Group consisting of Arts District stakeholders, Metro and the City of Los
Angeles, has been providing input throughout design development and a site-specific artwork
is being integrated into the project. Building construction is scheduled for completion in 2018.

· Rail Car Storage & Test Track - One of the greatest challenges to accommodating the PLE
is the capacity to store Metro's growing heavy rail fleet. The Division 20 rail yard has a current
storage capacity of 180 heavy rail cars. The current Rail Fleet Management Plan anticipates
operating and storing:

o 162 cars by FY23 to support PLE Section 1;
o 182 cars by FY26 to support PLE Section 2; and
o 282 cars by FY35 to support PLE Section 3.

With the passage of Measure M, Sections 2 and 3 are slated to be delivered as early as FY24,
accelerating the need for expanded storage capacity in the yard. Additionally, as service
increases on the Red and Purple Lines and the heavy rail fleet expands, it will become
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increasingly difficult to undertake rail car testing operations on the mainline, which is the
practice today. Instead, Metro will require a controlled environment - ideally a straight run of at
least 2,800 feet in the vicinity of Division 20 - in order to test cars when accepting new and
returning rail cars to service following maintenance. The ability to do so will become
increasingly problematic  under current circumstances. Given the limited Metro-owned right-of-
way in and around Division 20 and the spatial demands associated with additional rail car
storage and test track facility, additional property acquisition will be necessary.

· Emergency Security Operations Center - Metro is developing a new, approximately 80,000
square foot, three-story Emergency Security Operations Center (ESOC) at 410 Center Street
on property already owned by Metro. The new facility will serve as the Emergency Operation
Center (EOC) and central location for Metro security operations, radio dispatch and
emergency coordination.  Metro is also planning to integrate Rail and Bus Operations Centers
into the facility in the future. This will be a secured facility for authorized personnel only.  Site
planning and initial design have been completed and final design, which will include
development of site-specific artwork, will be completed in 2017. The construction of the ESOC
is anticipated to begin in 2018 with completion by 2021. The ESOC is funded, in part, by a
$112.7 million Prop 1B 2010-2011 California Transit Security Grant.

Other Planned Transportation Projects Adjacent to Division 20

In addition to the Metro operational projects directly impacting the Division 20
Corridor discussed above, there are other transportation planning efforts that could directly impact
future access to the Arts District. These efforts must also be
coordinated as upcoming implementation and investments decisions are considered in this area.

· Link Union Station/High Speed Rail Coordination - Link Union Station (Link US), formerly
known as the "Los Angeles Union Station Run Through Tracks" or the "Southern California
Regional lnterconnector Project (SCRIP)", is designed to meet the long-term regional rail
needs at Union Station by converting the station from a "single-ended" terminal to a "through"
terminal. By extending regional rail tracks south over the US-101 Freeway (and then
continuing east before connecting with the existing mainline tracks along the west bank of the
Los Angeles River), the project will increase capacity at Union Station, reduce dwell times and
allow for greater flexibility for Metrolink and Amtrak operations. Link US will also include a new
expanded passenger concourse with retail and passenger amenities. In addition, as part of the
planning for the Link US project, Metro continues to work closely with the California High
Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) on options that accommodate High Speed Rail at Union
Station.  Preliminary design, engineering and environmental clearance is underway for Link
US, with a new Draft Environmental Impact Statement/ Environmental Impact Report
(EIS/EIR) expected to be released in summer 2017. A Final EIS/EIR will be prepared, with an
expected Record of Decision/EIR Certification in late 2017.

· West Santa Ana Branch Transit Corridor Project - The West Santa Ana Transit Corridor
Project is a proposed light rail transit line that would run from Artesia to Union Station in
Downtown Los Angeles, in part, on former Pacific Electric Railway right-of-way now owned by
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Metro. In September 2016, the Metro Board awarded a contract to complete the environmental
clearance for the project and a contract to conduct community outreach, efforts which are now
underway. The next phase of study will more closely examine new stations identified during
the Technical Refinement  Study (not previously identified in the SCAG Alternatives Analysis
Study), including in the Arts District, Metro Blue Line transfer stations, and potential stations
between Arts District and Pacific/Vernon Station, depending  on the northern alignment option.
Although the alternatives under consideration do not directly impact the already constrained
Division 20 property, potential alignments under study may present additional opportunities to
increase rail transit access in the Arts District.

· Active Transportation Improvements - The Connect US Action Plan is a community-driven
public improvement plan that prioritizes pedestrian and bicyclist connections to and from
Union Station, the 1st St/Central Regional Connector Station, and the surrounding historic and
culturally significant communities, including projects within the Arts District. Metro received a
federal TIGER grant in 2015 that includes streetscape improvements and a bike facility from
Union Station to the Arts District along Center Street and Santa Fe Avenue adjacent to a
number of existing and planned Metro facilities. In March 2017, the City of Los Angeles
received an Active Transportation Program Cycle 3 grant application which would fund design
and construction of additional Arts District improvements identified in the Connect US Action
Plan.

Additionally, Metro presented the Los Angeles River Bike Path Gap Closure Feasibility Study
to the Board in September 2016 which assessed the design, engineering, safety, cost, and
other feasibility aspects of closing the eight-mile gap in the Los Angeles River Bike Path
between Elysian Valley and the City of Vernon (including along the Arts District/Division 20
Corridor) to create a continuous 31-mile path. Staff is currently initiating work with a consultant
team for the project approval/environmental documentation phase which is expected to
commence in mid-2017.  The project will begin an alternatives assessment to arrive at a
preferred alternative in 2020. The project is funded under Measure M and is expected to be
implemented in 5-7 years.

The City of Los Angeles is currently developing the 12-acre Sixth Street Park, Arts, River and
Connectivity Improvements which will be located under and adjacent to the new Sixth Street
Viaduct.  The space will connect Boyle Heights, the Arts District and the Los Angeles River.
The Sixth Street Viaduct is currently under construction and is scheduled to be completed in
2020.  The proposed Sixth Street Station location is located immediately adjacent to this major
park and active transportation improvement.

Challenges and Opportunities for Development of an Arts District Rail Station

Similar to most rail maintenance facilities, Metro’s Division 20 land holdings are not arrayed in a
simple, rectangular, space-efficient configuration.  The right-of-way has very restricted tails at both
ends - specifically, the northern tail from the heavy rail portal south to 1st and 3rd Streets, and the
southern tail from 4th Street to south of 6th Street. These segments are severely restricted by private
property to the west, much of which has been recently developed, and by BNSF right-of-way and the
Los Angeles River to the east. Furthermore, passenger rail service requires two dedicated tracks that
are separated from the non-revenue storage tracks in the yard. This requires that any new rail
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passenger service would need to displace existing or planned storage, turnback and test tracks,
further exacerbating the shortage of land for basic rail yard maintenance and storage functions.  A
summary of key passenger station issues include the following:

· Number of Stations - Planning studies to date have not identified an acceptable solution to
operate stations at both 3rd Street and 6th Street. The preferred location for a 3rd Street Station
is immediately adjacent to the One Santa Fe development and the SCI-ARC School of
Architecture. The preferred location for a 6th Street Station is immediately south of the new 6th
Street Bridge (currently under construction by the City of Los Angeles). Operating both of these
stations would require branching the revenue tracks in two directions within the yard. Efficient rail
service operation dictates a single, continuous set of rail tracks that would serve both a turnback
facility and the future passenger station. This would not be possible with the two stations in the
preferred locations for each that have been identified.  Concepts for moving the 3rd Street Station
to the river side of the yard so that it would be “in-line” with a second station at 6th Street have
raised cost, safety and security concerns as they would require aerial skybridges to access a
remote station location in the center of a high security storage yard.

· Right-of-Way for a New Station - Division 20 currently is not large enough to accommodate
all of the planned growth in storage needs for the expansion of Metro Purple and Red Line
service. There is a shortage of land which must be addressed to serve currently projected needs.
A new rail station will put further demands to identify additional right-of-way beyond current
operational needs.  Current storage capacities in the yard must be expanded from the current
fleet size of 180 heavy rail cars to as many as 282 cars by the time Section 3 of the Purple Line
opens. Measure M calls for acceleration of the opening of Section 3 from 2035 to 2024.
Furthermore, a new test track is required that will add to the above right-of-way needs. Dedicating
portions of the existing yard for new passenger rail service will remove existing storage capacity
as any new service cannot be co-mingled with storage tracks. Additional right-of-way would need
to be identified that is immediately contiguous to the existing yard. As shown in Attachment B,
development in recent years has removed much of the available land that was previously
anticipated to be available for rail yard expansion.

· Planning for a New Station - To date, planning for potential new Red and Purple Line transit
station in Division 20 has sought to “not preclude” the opportunity for stations at either 3rd Street
or 6th Street, while allowing immediate rail yard needs to proceed which are required to meet
conditions of the federal funding agreements and schedules for the Metro Purple Line Westside
Section 1, 2 and 3 Extensions. The planning for possible future stations in the yard was initially
focused on the 3rd Street area, in accordance with plans developed in the Westside Purple Line
Extension EIS/EIR, which was completed in 2012. Those plans did not identify a station, but
envisioned a possible future conversion of the planned turnback facility into a passenger station in
the vicinity of 3rd/Street adjacent to the One Santa Fe and SCI-ARC projects. Since that time,
growth in the Arts District has accelerated and many of the new projects are being developed
south of 3rd Street in the areas between 4th Street and 7th Street. This has resulted in
heightened interest in the development of a 6th Street Station, either in addition to or instead of a
3rd Street Station. As shown in Attachment D, the current design for the planned portal and
turnback facility would provide for a possible future station at 3rd Street while not precluding a
possible future station at 6th Street. The following presents the current status of planning for
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these two stations:

· 3rd Street Station, Related Improvements - The current design for the turnback facility non-
revenue station platforms are being designed with sufficient width to accommodate conversion to
passenger platforms.  Access from the station platforms would need to be secured through the
One Santa Fe project to access Santa Fe Avenue and 3rd Street.

The design of this turnback facility/station is not ideal for passenger service as the One Santa Fe
project would limit the length of track that could be provided south of the station platforms which is
necessary to allow for high speed operation of trains into and out of the station. However, the land
for this station and turnback facility would be available upon completion of the new MOW/NRV
facility at 6th/Santa Fe which would allow demolition of existing, older structures at 3rd Street
which would free up room for the station and turnback facility. While the 3rd Street Station
planning would allow for a relatively straightforward conversion to a passenger station, the plans
to date have not identified sufficient right-of-way to provide the necessary rail car storage and test
track needs.

· 6th Street Station, Related Improvements - In order to provide for a future station at 6th
Street, a new turnback facility would need to be constructed at the eastern edge of the Metro rail
yard so that some trains could be turned back to Union Station and others could continue through
to the 6th Street Station. New passenger service tracks would need to be constructed that would
displace existing storage tracks over a distance of approximately one mile, extending from the
subway portal at the northern end of the yard to the new station at 6th Street. In addition, the
Metro-owned land at 6th Street is currently used by two existing tail tracks that would need to
remain should a new station be constructed. The new station would require a minimum of two
passenger-serving tracks in addition to the two tail tracks, resulting in a total of four tracks south
of 6th Street plus a passenger platform. This platform would require vertical elevators, stairs and
escalators as Red Line and Purple Line trains do not allow at-grade pedestrian crossings of their
tracks. Finally, tail tracks would need to been constructed south of the new 6th Street Station to
allow for end of line train queuing and turnback.

For the above reasons, a rail station at 6th Street would be more costly than a station at 3rd
Street and would require a greater amount of additional right-of-way. It would, however, have the
potential to provide higher speed operation than 3rd Street due to improved turnback facility
design and it would provide excellent access to the growing Arts District and River Gateway
improvements being implemented in the adjacent Arts District community.

· Funding for a New Station - Notably, neither the 2009 Long Range Financial Plan nor the
Measure R or Measure M Countywide Ballot Measures for transit improvements, has identified
any funding for a new rail station in the Division 20 Yard. As such, new sources of funding would
need to be identified for stations in the Division 20 yard. As well, funding for the development and
operating costs associated with expanded service of the Red and Purple lines have also not been
included in the above financial documents. Among other elements, comprehensive cost estimates
for any new service must assume operation with heavy rail trains; associated stations would
therefore have to include vertical circulation to access the station including elevators, stairs,
escalators and emergency access.  Heavy rail stations must accommodate 450 foot long
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platforms and tail tracks beyond the platform to turnback trains, much longer than what is required
for light rail stations. In short, cost estimates cannot be made for the station alone, and must be
evaluated with the construct of a system improvement, and the priorities that would need to align
with other investments slated for the area.

NEXT STEPS

In order to fully identify and plan for all of Metro’s long-term needs in and around Division 20,
including accommodation of future Arts District station access, Metro is currently proceeding with the
following planning efforts:

1. Prepare Integrated Space Plan (Summer/Fall 2017)

Metro has initiated work on additional plans to identify the physical size, alignment and configuration
of a 6th Street Station that could be implemented in lieu of a 3rd Street Station. These plans will
consider adjacent properties and real estate developments and transit oriented development
opportunities that may be possible. Although a top priority of these physical designs is ensuring that
Metro’s operating commitments for the PLE are satisfied, such plans will also need to identify
opportunities to enhance connectivity and access throughout the Arts District and to ensure that
transportation facility improvements are designed in a manner that is responsive to the existing urban
fabric and the neighboring community.

2. Identify Real Estate/Right-of-Way Needs (Fall 2017)

It is clear that all of the transportation infrastructure needs cannot be fully accommodated with the
existing Metro-owned right-of-way and property, and that additional property will be needed for either
revenue station concept. The integrated space plan described above will inform potential property
acquisition needs.

3. Long Range Transportation Plan (2017-2018)

An Arts District Station will be included in the evaluation and planning process that is currently going
forward to update Metro’s Long Range Transportation Plan. No Arts District Station is currently
included in this plan, and any new facilities need to be evaluated for possible incorporation by the
Board into this plan. The current growth in the Arts District will be considered as a part of systemwide
considerations of planning options to serve regional growth. Providing better transit linkages to the
Arts District will be included in these assessments.

4. Funding and Implementation (Now and Beyond)

During the period when the additional rail service and station feasibility planning is underway and
property acquisition needs are defined, we will confer with the City, property owners and stakeholders
to identify creative strategies such as an Enhanced Infrastructure Finance District (EIFD) which could
offset costs of a potential new Arts District Rail Station.  Currently Metro is not authorized to establish
such a district, however, the City of Los Angeles could implement such a district with the support of
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local property owners and new development projects.    Also during this time, there are a number of
capital and operating costs that would need to be vetted in addition to any cost estimates specific to a
new station. That said, another opportunity to further study innovative funding mechanisms for station
-related investment is through Metro’s Transit Oriented Development Planning Grant Program which
is slated to release a call for Round 5 applications in May 2017. In addition to funding transit-
supportive regulatory plans, the Round 5 program will include a pilot program to provide funds to
local jurisdictions to perform initial feasibility analyses for forming financing districts that can generate
resources for public infrastructure including transportation improvements.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A - January 2017 Board Motion, Item 41
Attachment B - Division 20 Current Transportation & Contiguous Projects
Attachment C - Current Division 20 Metro Projects
Attachment D - Station Development Scenarios

Prepared by: Nick Saponara, Senior Director, Countywide Planning & Development, (213) 922-4313
David Mieger, Interim SEO, Countywide Planning & Development, (213) 922-3040

Reviewed by: Therese W. McMillan, Chief Planning Officer, (213) 922-7077
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SYSTEM SAFETY, SECURITY AND OPERATIONS COMMITTEE
JANUARY 19, 2017

Motion by:

Directors Garcetti, Solis, Bonin and Dupont-Walker

January 19, 2017

Downtown Los Angeles Arts District Connectivity

Metro Rail service is intended to serve high-density areas and major trip generators throughout Los
Angeles County. Transit service to these types of locations, such as the Wilshire Corridor, the Historic
Core, North Hollywood, Santa Monica, Pasadena, Long Beach, and other thriving locations is
important to meet the mobility needs of Los Angeles County.

There are several outstanding priorities in and around MTA’s Division 20 rail maintenance facility in
the Arts District. MTA must improve Division 20 to service the Purple Line Extension project.
Additionally, there is an opportunity to extend rail service to the Arts District.

Combined, the Purple Line Extension Section 1 and Section 2 projects include over $3.6 billion in
federal funding and financing. These federal funds are predicated on specific service standards,
namely, train service every four minutes.

The federal funding requirements compel MTA to improve the subway turn-back capabilities by
constructing a facility at the Division 20 maintenance facility. These improvements must be completed
to meet federal service requirements, maintain federal funding agreements, and to start service on
the Purple Line Extension. Failure to do so could put over $3.6 billion in federal funding at risk.

In addition, with the passage of Measure M, MTA’s current plans for Division 20 must be revised to
accommodate the acceleration of the Purple Line Extension Section 3 to 2024. This will require an
expansion of subway vehicle storage, maintenance, and testing infrastructure.

At the same time, MTA has since 2010 studied extending the Red and Purple Lines from Union
Station to the Arts District, with possible stations and 1st Street, 3rd Street, and/or 6th Street.

An Arts District Extension is a great opportunity to support the continued development of a transit-
oriented community with a rapidly expanding population and a strong desire for transit service. The
Arts District has become a widely popular arts, culture, and shopping destination with rapid
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residential growth. There are over twenty development projects in the Arts District under construction,
entitled or in the entitlement process, including 670 Mesquit, 6AM, Row DTLA, 520 Mateo Street, the
Ford Motor Factory Building, 950 E. 3rd Street, At Mateo, and others. Additionally, the Arts District is
the location of several major infrastructure projects that will improve the public realm, such as the 6th
Street Viaduct Replacement project and MTA’s LA River Waterway & System Bikepath project.

MTA’s first priority for Division 20 must be to support the Purple Line Extension. However, MTA
should do everything possible to extend rail service to the Arts District.

CONSIDER Motion by Garcetti, Solis, Bonin and Dupont-Walker that the Board direct the CEO
to:

A. Immediately initiate a holistic assessment of MTA’s long-term needs at Division 20 and
accommodation of future Arts District station access, including:

1. Turn-back facility improvements,

2. Rail car storage, maintenance facility, and vehicle test track needs required to start service on
the Purple Line Extension Section 3 in 2024 per the Measure M ordinance,

3. Rail service expansion to the Arts District with station options at 1st Street, 3rd Street, and/or
6th Street, with connections into the Arts District, to MTA’s LA River Waterway & System
Bikepath project, and to the 6th Street Viaduct Replacement project,

4. Consideration of additional property required to meet all the above needs;

FURTHER MOVE that the MTA Board direct the CEO to:

A. Design Division 20 so as to not preclude new stations and necessary track(s) in the future if
funding is identified for an Arts District station(s) on the Red/Purple Line.

B. Work with the City of Los Angeles to develop creative strategies to establish innovative
funding mechanisms dedicated to off-set the costs of new stations in the Arts District.

C. Provide an initial report back on all the above during the April 2017 Board cycle.

Metro Printed on 1/20/2017Page 2 of 2

powered by Legistar™

ATTACHMENT A

http://www.legistar.com/


250’0’ 750’500’ 1,000’

Metro ROW
BNSF ROW

Transportation Facilities
Private Properties

LEGEND

CH
A

N
N

IN
G

 S
T

LA
W

RE
N

CE
 S

T

D
EC

AT
U

R 
ST

W
IL

SO
N

 S
T

M
ES

Q
U

IT
 S

T

IM
PE

RI
A

L 
ST JESSE ST JESSE ST

CONWAY PL

FACTORY PL

5TH ST

M
ER

RIC
K ST

TRACTION ST
4TH PL

HEW
ITT

 ST
TS TTI

WEH

TS YERAG

TS ESOR

TS ADE
MALA

VI
G

N
ES

 S
T

BANNING ST

TEMPLE ST

JACKSON ST

CE
N

TE
R 

ST

M
YE

RS
 S

T

L.A
. R

iv
er

M
IS

SI
O

N
 R

D
M

IS
SI

O
N

 R
D

ALISO ST

GABRIEL GARCIA MARQUEZ ST

KEARNEY ST

PLAZA DEL SOL

AN
D

ER
SO

N
 S

T

4TH ST

WILLOW ST

WHITTIER ST

6TH ST

ARTEMUS ST

BOYD ST

3RD ST

AZUSA ST
U

TA
H

 S
T

PA
RK

 P
A

SE
O

G
A

RE
Y 

ST

VI
G

N
ES

 S
T

E CESAR CHAVEZ AVE

H
EW

IT
T 

ST

DUCOMMUN ST

DUCOMMUN ST

G
AT

EW
AY

 
PL

A
ZAALISO ST

LO
S A

NGEL
ES

 ST
M

AIN
 ST

CE
N

TR
A

L 
AV

E

3RD ST

2ND ST

1ST ST

3RD ST

2ND ST

1ST ST

4TH ST
AVERY ST

WILLOW ST

PALMETTO ST

4TH PL

M
ILL ST

SE
AT

O
N

 S
T

CO
LY

TO
N

 S
T

H
EW

IT
T 

ST

M
O

LI
N

O
 S

T

7TH PL

6TH ST

INDUSTRIAL ST

COMMERCIAL ST

TEMPLE ST

1ST ST

4TH ST

EVA EF ATNAS S

6TH ST

S 
SA

N
TA

 F
E 

AV
E

M
AT

EO
 S

T

7TH ST

7TH ST

101

1

6

8

D

E

C

5

A

B

2

3

7

Widened Heavy Rail Portal Tunnel 
         
Emergency Security Operations Center

Link US/ High Speed Rail Coordination

Potential Station 

Division 20 Maintenance Facility

Maintenance of Way/ Non-Revenue 
Vehicle Repair Building

Active Transportation Corridor 

6th Street Viaduct / River Portal

West Santa Ana Transit Corridor 
(Not Shown, Alignment TBD)

Heavy Rail Car Storage &  Test Track 
(Not Shown, Additional ROW Needed)

2

1

3

5

4

6

7

8

9

10

A

B

C

D

E

ATTACHMENT B
Division 20 Current Transportation 
Projects & Contiguous Private 
Developments/ Properties

7
4

4

3

Atlas Properties

Pickle Works (City-Owned)

One Santa Fe

Lucky Brand 

670 Mesquit

Red/Purple Line Transportation Facilities & Improvements

Private Developments/Properties

7

7

1

2

2

3

3

4

4

5

5

ATTACHMENT C
Division 20 Current Metro Projects

MOW/NRV Building (Opens 2018)
Maintenance of Way/Non-Revenue 
Vehicle Support functions consolidated 
at one location.
Frees up Metro land at 3rd Street to 
accommodate rail storage and turn-back 
facility. 

Division 20 Portal Upgrade (Opens 2024)
Critical Improvement to allow for more 
rail vehicles into yard to accommodate 
train speeds and frequency of service 
necessary for Purple Line Extension and 
revenue station at 3rd Street.

Turn-back Facility (Opens 2024)
Facility needed to support train 
turnaround at end of Purple Line 
Extension.

Rail Car Storage &Test Track (Needed by 
2024)
Storage site for up to 100 additional rail 
cars. Site is not yet identi�ed and cannot 
be accommodated within current 
Division 20 footprint.

ESOC Building (Open 2021)
Emergency Security Operations Center 
needed for Metro Security Operations, 
radio dispatch and emergency 
coordination.

Purple Line Extension Required Improvements

1

Non-Purple Line Special Improvements

1

2

2

3

3

ATTACHMENT D
Division 20 Station 
Development Scenarios

3rd Street 
Turn-back Facility: could be upgraded to 
revenue station.

Issues: 
+ Provides immediate opportunity to 
satisfy Purple Line Extension require-
ments for increased �eet sized and more 
frequent headways. 
- Does not resolve need for additional 
ROW for rail car storage (~100 cars) and 
test tracks.

New Turn-back Facility could be 
constructed at east side of yard. 
Turn-back Facility at 3rd Street could be 
converted to rail car storage (~48 cars).

New  Station could be constructed south 
of 6th Street Bridge Arts Park.

Issues:
- Metro-owned land south of 6th Street is 
not large enough to provide for station 
and tail track. (Estimated need for 4 
track south of 6th Street to support 
station).
- New passengers tracks to 6th Street 
would displace existing storage tracks.
- Does note provide for ROW needed for 
test tracks and rail storage (~100 cars).

1

Phase 1

Phase 2
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ATTACHMENT C
Division 20 Current Metro Projects

MOW/NRV Building (Opens 2018)
Maintenance of Way/Non-Revenue 
Vehicle Support functions consolidated 
at one location.
Frees up Metro land at 3rd Street to 
accommodate rail storage and turn-back 
facility. 

Division 20 Portal Upgrade (Opens 2024)
Critical Improvement to allow for more 
rail vehicles into yard to accommodate 
train speeds and frequency of service 
necessary for Purple Line Extension and 
revenue station.

Turn-back Facility (Opens 2024)
Facility needed to support train 
turnaround at end of Purple Line 
Extension.

Rail Car Storage &Test Track (Needed by 
2024)
Storage site for up to 100 additional rail 
cars. Site is not yet identi�ed and cannot 
be accommodated within current 
Division 20 footprint.

ESOC Building (Open 2021)
Emergency Security Operations Center 
needed for Metro Security Operations, 
radio dispatch and emergency 
coordination.

Purple Line Extension Required Improvements

1

Non-Purple Line Special Improvements

1

2

2

3

3

ATTACHMENT D
Division 20 Station 
Development Scenarios

3rd Street 
Turn-back Facility: could be upgraded to 
revenue station.

Issues: 
+ Provides immediate opportunity to 
satisfy Purple Line Extension require-
ments for increased �eet sized and more 
frequent headways. 
- Does not resolve need for additional 
ROW for rail car storage (~100 cars) and 
test tracks.

New Turn-back Facility could be 
constructed at east side of yard. 
Turn-back Facility at 3rd Street could be 
converted to rail car storage (~48 cars).

New  Station could be constructed south 
of 6th Street Bridge Arts Park.

Issues:
- Metro-owned land south of 6th Street is 
not large enough to provide for station 
and tail track. (Estimated need for 4 
track south of 6th Street to support 
station).
- New passengers tracks to 6th Street 
would displace existing storage tracks.
- Does note provide for ROW needed for 
test tracks and rail storage (~100 cars).
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ATTACHMENT C
Division 20 Current Metro Projects

MOW/NRV Building (Opens 2018)
Maintenance of Way/Non-Revenue 
Vehicle Support functions consolidated 
at one location.
Frees up Metro land at 3rd Street to 
accommodate rail storage and turn-back 
facility. 

Division 20 Portal Upgrade (Opens 2024)
Critical Improvement to allow for more 
rail vehicles into yard to accommodate 
train speeds and frequency of service 
necessary for Purple Line Extension and 
revenue station.

Turn-back Facility (Opens 2024)
Facility needed to support train 
turnaround at end of Purple Line 
Extension.

Rail Car Storage &Test Track (Needed by 
2024)
Storage site for up to 100 additional rail 
cars. Site is not yet identi�ed and cannot 
be accommodated within current 
Division 20 footprint.

ESOC Building (Open 2021)
Emergency Security Operations Center 
needed for Metro Security Operations, 
radio dispatch and emergency 
coordination.

Purple Line Extension Required Improvements

1

Non-Purple Line Special Improvements

1

2

2 3

3

ATTACHMENT D
Division 20 Station 
Development Scenarios

3rd Street 
Turn-back Facility: could be upgraded to 
revenue station.

Issues: 
+ Provides immediate opportunity to 
satisfy Purple Line Extension require-
ments for increased railcar �eet and 
more frequent headways. 
- Does not resolve need for additional 
ROW for railcar storage (~100 cars) and 
test tracks.

New Turn-back Facility could be 
constructed at east side of yard. 
Turn-back Facility at 3rd Street could be 
used for storage (~48 railcars) instead of 
turn-back.

New  Station could be constructed south 
of 6th Street Bridge Arts Park.

Issues:
- Metro-owned land south of 6th Street is 
not large enough to accommodate 
station and tail track. (Estimated need 
for 2 additional tracks (4 total) south of 
6th Street to support station).
- New passenger tracks to 6th Street 
would displace existing storage tracks.
- Does not provide enough ROW for test 
tracks and rail storage (~100 railcars).

1

Option A

Option B
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FINANCE, BUDGET AND AUDIT COMMITTEE
APRIL 19, 2017

SYSTEM SAFETY, SECURITY AND OPERATIONS COMMITTEE
APRIL 20, 2017

SUBJECT: RED LINE VEHICLE EVALUATION OF ON-BOARD MIST FIRE SUPPRESSION
SYSTEM PROTOTYPE

ACTION: APPROVE CONTRACT AWARD

RECOMMENDATION

CONSIDER:

A. ADOPTING a Life of Project (LOP) Budget for $1,407,900 for the Rail Vehicle Mist System
Demonstration Project; and

B. APPROVING the award and authorize the Chief Executive Officer to execute Contract No.
OP3614100 to Knorr Brake Company, LLC for one (1) prototype Red Line Heavy Rail Vehicle
on-board mist fire suppression system for a two-year period of performance for design,
installation and evaluation of the systems for a fixed price amount of $908,481 subject to
resolution of protest, if any.

ISSUE

Metro places a high priority on the safety of our customers, the public and our employees. To that
extent, there has been a constant focus on taking proactive measures to maintain our infrastructure
and seek out innovative approaches to prevent casualties on our rail system. Underground tunnel
fires are extremely dangerous to human health and safety because smoke accumulates very quickly
in such a confined space.  The severity of an underground fire is demonstrated by the Daegu subway
fire in which an arsonist set fire to a train stopped at a station of the Daegu Metropolitan Subway in
Daegu, South Korea.  The fire occurred on February 18, 2003, and killed 192 people, while injuring
another 151 people.  Hence, there is a need to improve fire suppression technology industry-wide to
mitigate against such consequences.

DISCUSSION

Metro is currently fully compliant with all fire safety design standards for subways.  Although the
interiors of modern rail vehicles utilize fire-retardant materials required by the National Fire Protection
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Association Standard for Fixed Guideway Transit and Passenger Rail Systems 130 (NFPA), it is still
possible for a life threatening fire to occur on board a rail vehicle.  Items such as passenger clothing,
luggage, computer bags, shopping bags, back-packs, etc. are routinely carried on board by
passengers.  These items add to the existing fuel source and raise combustion temperatures in a
localized area to potentially overcome the fire-retardant properties of the vehicle’s interior
components, resulting in flash-overs.  The open, non-compartmentalized nature of the passenger
area means that a serious fire could potentially spread through an entire two car unit.

Such fuel sources are of variable flammability, unpredictable in quantity, and may be ignited by a
variety of means, ranging from accidental to deliberate arson attacks using a flammable liquid as an
accelerant. An arson attack is, of course, one of the worst case fire scenarios. The ease that an
individual may obtain an accelerant and carry it onto a train underscores the threat. An arson fire has
the potential to grow into a large fire that continues after the accelerant has been consumed, due to
igniting other materials on-board the train.

The results of computational fluid dynamic modeling of smoke accumulation performed during the
design of emergency ventilations systems for the three major capital projects (Crenshaw LRT,
Regional Connector and Purple Line) demonstrated that even robust, intensive, active ventilation
systems were insufficient to avoid significant casualties with a fast growing (i.e., arson type) rail car
fire. The fans and airflow simply could not keep up with the expected smoke accumulation in the
context of an accelerated fire and additional fans increase turbulence of the airflow and did not
improve smoke removal by much.

Therefore, during the design stages of the Purple Line Extension (PLE), Metro’s Capital Construction
Projects Team requested a feasibility study to determine the practicality, safety, and economic return
on investment of a fully integrated fire detection system coupled with a high pressure water mist fire
suppression system to protect passenger areas within the permanently coupled, married-pair subway
vehicles.

The consultants for the major capital projects analyzed the use of sprinklers within the tunnels, but
determined that the initiation of the Emergency Ventilation System Fans, which have a very high air
flow rate, could interfere with the ability of the sprinkled water to sufficiently douse the fire.  The
needed resources to maintain and test the tunnel sprinkler systems to meet Los Angeles Fire
Department (LAFD) Regulation 4 standards, which require yearly testing of all systems, could
present a severe operational impact and higher maintenance costs.

The search for another fire suppression option led to the evaluation of a rail-car based water-mist
fire suppression system. The findings of this evaluation and basis for the staff recommendation are
below.

Findings

A high pressure water mist system activated by smoke detectors provides the simplest, most cost-
effective method for fire suppression and is an improvement over existing NFPA 130 compliant
vehicle interior designs. The proposed system provides the following cost savings and fire, life, and
safety benefits:
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· Quick, automatic active response to any interior fire at the source (less than 60 seconds);

· Reduces fire spread and duration (safer for passengers);

· Reduces smoke levels (less smoke inhalation, reduced level of passenger panic);

· Reduces heat of combustion (suppresses fire, more comfortable for passengers);

· Water mist discharge does not harm passengers or require their evacuation;

· Safe and effective, even for electrical fires;

· More effective than on-board portable fire extinguishers (requires passenger application, may
be vandalized or discharged);

· Effective even with passenger doors open;

· Reduces damage to the train;

· Reduces damage within the tunnel and the station which it has entered; and

· Augments facility-installed fire sprinklers for greater protection.

In consideration of this recommendation, the NFPA 130 Standard for Fixed Guideway Transit and
Passenger Rail Systems for the USA was reviewed by the consultants and Metro Staff.  NFPA 130
(2014 edition) states that on-board mist fire suppression systems have been successfully used on a
number of passenger rail systems outside of the United States for the interior of passenger rail
vehicles. The use of a fire suppression system may save lives during a fire, as well as provide the
following benefits over station based systems:

· It offers the advantage of immediate intervention in the very incipient stages of a fire (as
opposed to attacking the fire after the train reaches a station) and thus minimize casualties
and property damage;

· It will provide protection for an on-board fire along the entire guide way, including a scenario
in which a train on fire is stranded between stations;

· It is more economical than a station-based approach; and

· It will allow quicker restoration of service in the event of an on-board fire.

Prior to implementing the installation of a water-mist fire suppression system on Metro’s heavy rail
fleet, staff recommends a detailed operational assessment, demonstration, and cost evaluation. This
assessment will include a pilot installation, system testing and regulatory requirements, capital costs
to retrofit our fleet, vandalism and/or false activation risks, estimated lifecycle and lifecycle costs,
system integration/software requirement among others. This pilot system will place Metro in an
industry leadership position regarding subway fire safety innovation in the United States and
reinforce Metro’s safety first message. LAFD liaisons to Metro have been fully supportive of this
concept from the beginning. If this demonstration is deemed successful, staff will return to the Board
for a full implementation plan of the program on Metro’s rail fleet.

DETERMINATION OF SAFETY IMPACT

Awarding this Contract for prototyping the on-board fire mist suppression system will significantly
enhance our fire protection capabilities, increasing safety to Metro patrons, staff, and infrastructure.
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FINANCIAL IMPACT

If Recommendation A is approved, an LOP budget will be established for $1,407,900 under Project
498001. At this time, this project is funded in FY17 for $70,000 in various cost centers, under Project
number 498001 - Mist Fire Suppression System. It is anticipated that the demonstration will be
completed in FY18. Future Costs to complete the demonstration and execute the remaining contract
will be budgeted in future years. Since this is a multi-year project, the cost center manager and
Corporate Safety DEO will be responsible for budgeting costs in future fiscal years.

Impact to Budget

The source of funds for the contract is Prop A 35%, which is eligible for rail capital projects and will
maximize fund use based on funding allocation provisions.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The Board may choose not to award this Contract for an on-board Mist Fire Suppression System.
This choice is not recommended as the potential for significantly improving system safety and
reducing future infrastructure cost would be ignored.

NEXT STEPS

Upon Board approval staff will execute the contract and issue a Notice to Proceed (NTP) to Knorr-
Brake Company, LLC.  At the conclusion of the evaluation period, but no earlier than 2019, staff will
report to the Board with the results of the pilot program.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A - Procurement Summary
Attachment B - DEOD Summary

Prepared by: Leonid Bukhin, Deputy Executive Officer, Corporate Safety, (213) 922-
7218

Nick Madanat, Senior Director, Rail Vehicle Engineering (213) 617-6281

Reviewed by: James T. Gallagher, Chief Operations Officer, (213) 418-3108
Debra Avila, Chief Vendor/Contract Management Officer, (213) 418-3051

Greg Kildare, Chief Risk, Safety & Asset Management Officer (213) 922-
4971
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PROCUREMENT SUMMARY 
 

RED LINE VEHICLE EVALUATION OF ON-BOARD MIST FIRE SUPPRESSION 
SYSTEM PROTOTYPE / OP3614100 

 
1. Contract Number:  OP3614100 

2. Recommended Vendor: Knorr Brake, Inc. 

3. Type of Procurement  (check one):  IFB    RFP   RFP–A&E   
 Non-Competitive    Modification   Task Order 

4. Procurement Dates:  

 A. Issued:    December 8, 2016 

 B. Advertised/Publicized: December 2, 2016  

 C. Pre-proposal/Pre-Bid Conference: December 19, 2016 

 D. Proposals/Bids Due: January 30, 2017 

 E. Pre-Qualification Completed:  February 23, 2017  

 F. Conflict of Interest Form Submitted to Ethics: March 7, 2017   

  G. Protest Period End Date April 21, 2017 

5. Solicitations Picked 
up/Downloaded:  
10 

Bids/Proposals Received:   
1 
 

6. Contract Administrator:  
Susan Dove 

Telephone Number:   
(213) 922-7451 

7. Project Manager:   
Leonid Bukhin 

Telephone Number:    
(213) 922-7218 

 

A.  Procurement Background 
 

This Board action is to approve Contract No. OP3614100 for the installation and 
design of a prototype on-board mist fire suppression system to be designed and 
installed on an A650 heavy rail vehicle.  The purpose of this project and subsequent 
testing is to evaluate the reliability of such a system under revenue service 
conditions. Board approval of contract awards are subject to resolution of any 
properly submitted protest. 
 
The RFP was issued in accordance with Metro’s Acquisition Policy. This was a best 
value procurement, and the contract type is Firm Fixed Price. 

Three amendments were issued during the solicitation phase of this RFP; 

 Amendment No. 1, issued on December 19, 2016 for clarification of 
technical specifications and Non-Disclosure Agreement. 

 Amendment No. 2, issued on January 11, 2017, to include a list of 
project drawings. 

 Amendment No. 3, issued on January 13, 2017, to extend the proposal 
due date to January 30, 2017. 

 

ATTACHMENT A 
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One proposal was received from Knorr Brakes Company, LLC.  There were 10 plan 
holders and four firms that attended the Pre-Proposal Conference. Based on a 
market survey of the plan holders, including the firms that attended the Pre-Proposal 
Conference, it was clear that the highly specialized nature of this prototype 
equipment caused interested firms to decide not to submit proposals.  The mist fire 
suppression system is a new rail car safety system that has not been proven in 
service in the United States. All known operational systems are located on rail cars 
in Europe and Asia. 
 

B.  Evaluation of Proposals 

The Proposal Evaluation Team (PET) consisted staff from Metro’s Corporate 
Safety Department, Rail Vehicle Engineering, and Rail Fleet Services.  The PET 
convened and conducted a comprehensive technical evaluation of the proposal 
received. The proposal was evaluated based on the following evaluation criteria 
and weights: 

Technical Strength and Approach 25 percent 

Delivery Schedule 25 percent 

Project management 10 Percent 

Experience of the firm 10 Percent 

Price 30 percent 

 

The evaluation criteria are appropriate and consistent with evaluation criteria 
developed for similar best value procurements.  Several factors were considered 
when developing these weights, giving the greatest importance to the firm’s skills, 
staff experience, and price. 

The RFP stated that contract award will be made to the proposer whose proposal 
meets the requirements of the RFP and is most advantageous to Metro based upon 
the proposal evaluation criteria. The initial proposal evaluation resulted in a series of 
clarifications to obtain further details. 

 
Discussions and negotiations were conducted.  The firm’s project managers and key 
team members had an opportunity to present the team’s qualifications and respond to 
the PET’s questions.  The discussions addressed the requirements of the RFP, 
experience with all aspects of the required tasks, and stressed each firm’s 
commitment to the success of the project.  Also highlighted were staffing plans, work 
plans, and perceived project issues.  The team was asked questions relative to its 
proposed alternatives and previous experience. On February 20, 2017, a Best and 
Final Offer (BAFO) was requested. 
 
The PET evaluated the initial proposal and the BAFO and determined that Knorr’s 
proposal was advantageous to the LACMTA based upon the proposal evaluation 
criteria.  Knorr’s proposal met the RFP’s requirements and demonstrated its expertise 
in Fire Mist Suppression Systems. 
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Qualifications Summary of Firm: 
 

Knorr Brakes Company’s German subsidiary, Knorr-Bremse AG, is the only known 
source that has a functional mist fire suppression system that is operational on a 
current operational rail car.  The Knorr Brake Company’s proposal includes direct 
support from its German subsidiary including the engineering, integration, testing 
and project management staff.  This experience is critical because the scope of work 
requires the Contractor to retrofit a Metro Red Line vehicle that must remain in 
operation during the functional test period. 
 

1 Firm 
Average 

Score 
Factor 
Weight 

Weighted 
Average 

Score Rank 

2 Knorr Brake         

3 
Technical Strength and 
Approach 73.33 25.00% 18.33   

4 Delivery Schedule 83.33 25.00% 20.83   

5 Project Management 86.67 10.00% 8.67   

6. Experience/Past Performance 93.33 10.00% 9.33  

7 Price  30.00% 30.00  

8 Total   100.00% 87.16 
  

 
C.  Cost/Price Analysis  

The recommended price has been determined to be fair and reasonable based on 
an independent cost estimate (ICE), price analysis, technical evaluation, and fact 
finding.   
 

 Proposer Name Proposal 
Amount 

Metro ICE Negotiated or 
NTE amount 

 Knorr Brake $908,481 $572,700 $908,481 

 

A technical evaluation was performed by the Project Manager to explain the 
difference between the proposed price and the ICE. The variance in the ICE is a 
result of increased proposed labor hours for activities that were not accounted for in 
the original estimate.   

The initial ICE did not include labor and materials for the mock-up fire testing.  This 
effort includes building the mock-up, installing the fire suppression equipment, pre-
testing the system (4 days), and conducting four evaluation tests.  Additionally, the 
mock-up testing will be performed in Germany. 

The initial ICE did not contemplate the costs and logistics associated with designing 
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and engineering the system overseas, coupled with the additional costs needed to 
configure and implement the system for the US market. 

Although, only one proposal was received, there was a reasonable expectation that 
two or more responsible offerors, competing independently, would submit technical 
and cost proposals in response to the publically advertised solicitation. The offer 
from Knorr was developed and submitted in a competitive environment with the 
expectation of competition.   
 

D.  Background on Recommended Contractor 

Knorr-Bremse GmbH, the parent company of Knorr Brake Company, was founded in 
1905. Knorr-Bremse GmbH developed air brakes for freight trains and became the 
largest brake manufacturer for rail vehicles in Europe. 

The recommended firm, Knorr Brake Company, Inc. (KBC), has been in business for 
over 70 years.  The firm is located in Westminster, Maryland.  Knorr Brake Company 
is a manufacturer of Braking, Door, and HVAC systems for the Mass Transit Rail 
Industry. KBC is division of Knorr-Bremse, AG which is located in Munich Germany.  
Knorr-Bremse, AG is a leader in the design and manufacture of Brakes, Doors, 
HVAC, and on-Board OEM systems, aftermarket spare parts, overhaul and 
maintenance services for rail transit. 
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DEOD SUMMARY 
 

RED LINE VEHICLE EVALUATION OF ON-BOARD MIST FIRE SUPPRESSION 
SYSTEM PROTOTYPE / CONTRACT NO. OP3614100 

 
A. Small Business Participation  
 

The Diversity & Economic Opportunity Department (DEOD) did not recommend a 
Small Business Enterprise (SBE) participation goal for this procurement based on 
the lack subcontracting opportunities.  According to the Project Manager, this is a 
pilot test system for an On Board Mist Fire Suppression System for Heavy Rail 
Vehicles (OBVMFSS).  To date, no transit agency has installed this type of fire 
suppression in North America.   

 
B. Living Wage and Service Contract Worker Retention Policy Applicability 
 

The Living Wage and Service Contract Worker Retention Policy is not applicable to 
this Contract. 

 

C. Prevailing Wage Applicability 
 
Prevailing wage is not applicable to this Contract.  
 

D. Project Labor Agreement/Construction Careers Policy 
 
Project Labor Agreement/Construction Careers Policy is not applicable to this 
Contract. 

 

ATTACHMENT B 
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File #: 2016-1004, File Type: Contract Agenda Number: 50.

SYSTEM SAFETY, SECURITY AND OPERATIONS COMMITTEE
MAY 18, 2017

SUBJECT: CONSULTANT BENCH FOR RAIL VEHICLE & SYSTEMS ENGINEERING SUPPORT

ACTION: AWARD BENCH CONTRACT

RECOMMENDATION

AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer to:

A. AWARD Bench Contract No.PS37755 to consultant firms CH2M Hill, Inc., LTK Engineering
Services, Mott McDonald, LLC, WSP/Parsons Brinkerhoff, and STV Inc., to establish a general
account for consultant support services that will be utilized for Rail Vehicle and Rail Systems
Engineering Consultant Services, for an amount not-to-exceed $8,027,100, subject to
resolution of protest, if any; and

B. EXECUTE Task Work Orders within the approved total not-to-exceed amount of the Contract.

ISSUE

Metro requires as-needed consultant support services from qualified firms to support Metro Rail
Vehicle and Systems Engineering capital and operating projects.

In April 2008, the Board authorized the award of Bench Contract No.OP39602112 in the total amount
of $20,000,000 to five (5) qualified consulting firms. These firms provided Metro with professional
engineering and project management support to develop technical specifications, independent cost
estimates and to provide oversight for the procurement and installation of our rail fleet systems and
equipment. This bench contract expired in March 2017.

DISCUSSION

The bench Contract permits Metro to supplement internal resources by having available consulting
firms with a wide range of specialized engineering, technical and program management experience
and expertise.

The consulting firms that will form the vehicle bench have the demonstrated depth and breadth of
technical and engineering experience and capacity to support Metro with the anticipated tasks and
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projects. On an as-needed basis Statements of Work will be developed, defining the type and level of
support required for specific tasks and projects. Consultants on the vehicle bench will be eligible to
bid for the work that they were approved under each Disciplines. This bench Contract consists of
three disciplines: A) Support services for rail vehicle acquisition, overhauls and system compatibility,
B) Support services for fleet reliability, operating rail vehicles, systems, and facilities, and C) Support
services for traction power, rail vehicles, systems and facilities.  Work will then be assigned to the
successful consultant firm through task orders.

Subject to Metro’s direction, the consultant shall apply appropriate engineering, technical and
program management support services and resources to facilitate the timely execution of the
associated deliverables for Metro’s Rail Vehicle and Systems Engineering capital and operating
projects.

Potential work under this bench Contract includes, but is not limited to: Specification development
and review; condition based assessments of exiting fleets; car specific failure investigations;
vehicle/MOC interface failure investigations; fleet reliability studies; review and development of shop
maintenance practices; conduct vendor visits and audits; verification and validation of hardware and
software modifications; development and testing of prototypes; development and testing of existing
train control system and train control track circuits; and assist with developing specifications and
procedures for TWC replacement, signal system rehabilitation, and line emergency trip system
replacement.

The Diversity & Economic Opportunity Department (DEOD) has completed its evaluation of the
Proposers’ commitment to meet the overall twenty percent (20%) SBE/DVBE or DBE goal
established for this project. The qualified firms, CH2M Hill, Inc., LTK Engineering Services, Mott
McDonald, LLC, WSP/Parsons Brinkerhoff, and STV Inc., have committed to meeting the 20% goal.

DETERMINATION OF SAFETY IMPACT

The required consultant support services will contribute to maintaining the rail system in a State of
Good Repair which is essential in providing safe and reliable service for the Metro rail system riders.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

As the support services under the bench Contract are intended to support capital and operations
projects that are already funded, the funds for these expenses are included in the FY17 Operating
budget and Life-of-Project budget of each individual project that these consultants will be supporting.
As specific Rail Vehicle and Systems Engineering services needs arise, task orders will be issued
and funded from the associated project budgets, upon approval by the responsible Project Manager.
$400,000 is included in the FY17 budget in Cost Center 3043, in account 50316 - Professional
Services under various projects.  Since this a multi-year contract, the cost center manager and
project manager will be responsible to ensure that funding is budgeted in future years.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

Staff has considered using in-house Metro resources to perform this work; however, this approach is
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not recommended as Metro does not have sufficient resources and subject matter experts available
to perform this work.

The Board of Directors may choose not to authorize the Contract award for this project; however, this
alternative is not recommended as this Bench Contract is critical to facilitate the timely execution and
associated deliverables of Metro’s Rail Vehicle Acquisition, Rail Systems Engineering and Rail
Vehicle Engineering capital and operating projects.

NEXT STEPS

Upon Board approval, staff will continue to competitively award individual task orders, on an as-
needed basis, for engineering, technical, and program management support services.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A - Procurement Summary
Attachment B - DEOD Summary

Prepared by: Julio C. Rodriguez, Senior Engineer, Rail Vehicle Acquisition (213) 922-3169
Nick Madanat, Senior Director, Rail Vehicle Engineering, (213)617-6281
Annie Yang, Senior Director, Rail Vehicle Acquisition (213)922-3254
Jesus Montes, Senior Executive Officer, Vehicle Acquisition Transit Capital
Programs (213)922-3838
Bob Spadafora, Senior Executive Officer, Rail Fleet Services (213) 922-3144

Reviewed by: James T. Gallagher, Chief Operations Officer (213)922-4424
Debra Avila, Chief Vendor/Contract Management Officer (213)418-3051
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PROCUREMENT SUMMARY 
 

CONSULTANT BENCH FOR RAIL VEHICLE AND SYSTEMS ENGINEERING 
SUPPORT / PS37755 

 
1. Contract Number:  PS37755  

2. Recommended Vendor (In alphabetical order):   
1) CH2M Hill, Inc. 
2) LTK Engineering Services, Inc.  
3) Mott MacDonald, Inc.,  
4) Parsons Brinkerhoff, Inc. 
5) STV, Inc.   

3. Type of Procurement  (check one):  IFB    RFP   RFP–Qualification Based 
 Non-Competitive    Modification   Task Order 

4. Procurement Dates:  

 A. Issued: February 3, 2017 

 B. Advertised/Publicized:  February 3, 2017 

 C. Pre-Proposal Conference:  February 15, 2017 

 D. Proposals Due:  March 6, 2017 

 E. Pre-Qualification Completed:   In process   

 F. Conflict of Interest Form Submitted to Ethics:  March 9, 2017 

 G. Protest Period End Date: April 21, 2017 

5. Solicitations Picked 
up/Downloaded: 64 

Proposals Received: 5 
 

6. Contract Administrator:  
Nicole Dang 

Telephone Number:   
213-922-7438 

7. Project Manager:   
Julio Rodriguez  

Telephone Number:    
213-922-3169 

 

A.  Procurement Background 
 

This Board Action is to approve Contract No. PS37755 issued to establish a bench 
contract with qualified firms to support Metro Rail Vehicle Acquisition Department.  
This bench Contract contains three disciples which are A) Support services for rail 
vehicle acquisition, overhauls and system compatibility, B) Support services for fleet 
reliability, operating rail vehicles, systems, and facilities, and C) Support services for 
traction power, rail vehicles, systems and facilities. Board approval of contract 
awards are subject to resolution of any properly submitted protest. 
 
The RFP was issued in accordance with Metro’s Acquisition Policy for a qualification 
based non-Architect & Engineering procurement and the contract type is a cost plus 
fixed fee. 
 
Two amendments were issued during the solicitation phase of this RFP: 
 

 Amendment No. 1, issued on February 17, 2017, revised Exhibit A entitled 
“Statement of Qualifications”. 

 Amendment No. 2, issued on February 22, 2017, revised Section 3 of the 
RFP document entitled “Submittal Requirements”. 

 

ATTACHMENT A 
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The pre-proposal conference was held on February 15, 2017 and 16 firms attended 
this meeting.  A total of 13 questions were received and responded to by March 1, 
2017.  A total of five proposals were received on March 6, 2017.   

 
B.  Evaluation of Proposals 

 
A Proposal Evaluation Team (PET) consisting of staff from Metro Vehicle Acquisition 
department and Metro Service Warranty and Quality Assurance department was 
convened and conducted a comprehensive technical evaluation of the five proposals 
received.   

 
The proposals were evaluated based on the following evaluation criteria and 
weights:  
 

 Prime Firm Qualification     40% percent 

 Project Manager and Experience    50% percent 

 Availability/Effective Schedule/ Cost Management Plan  10% percent   
 

The evaluation criteria are appropriate and consistent with criteria developed for 
other, similar professional services bench procurements.  Several factors were 
considered when developing these weights, giving the greatest importance to the 
project manager and experience. This is a qualification based bench contract; 
therefore, firms that scored over 59 percent and met the minimum qualifications 
were considered qualified. Price was not an evaluation factor for establishing the 
qualified firms for this Bench. However, price shall be an evaluation factor for all task 
order solicitations and awards. All task orders will be awarded on a competitive 
basis.     
 
All five proposals received were determined to be within the competitive range.  The 
five firms within the competitive range are listed below in alphabetical order: 
 

1. CH2M Hill, Inc.  
2. LTK Engineering Services, Inc.  
3. Mott MacDonald, Inc.  
4. Parsons Brinckerhoff, Inc.  
5. STV, Inc.  

 
The PET met during the month of March 2017 to review the five proposals received.  
During the week of March 6-24, 2017, Requests for Clarification were issued to 
CH2M Hill, Inc., LTK Engineering Services, Inc., Mott MacDonald, Inc., Parsons 
Brinckerhoff, Inc. and STV, Inc.  The clarification requests were mainly for additional 
documentation of resumes.  The responses received were satisfactory.  All five firms 
submitted proposals for disciplines A, B, and C, and all five firms were approved and 
qualifed for all three disciplines (A, B, & C).   
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This professional services bench Contract is anticipated to have a cumulative total of 
$8,027,100 in task orders for the three disciplines combined over the six year term of 
the contracts.  Individual task orders will be competed between the 5 firms on the 
benchand awarded competitively through a Request for Proposal (RFP).   
 
 
Qualifications Summary of Firms within the Competitive Range:  
 
CH2M Hill, Inc.  (Disciplines A, B, C) 
 
CH2M Hill, Inc. (CH2M) was founded in 1942 and is headquartered in Englewood, 
CO.  CH2M has a local office in Los Angeles, CA.  CH2M has 20,000 employees, 
including 600 transit staff that specializes in consulting, design, construction, and 
operation services.  CH2M provided consultant support services to Metro A650 HRV 
Overhaul and P2000 LRV Mid Life Overhaul.  CH2M is among the firms in Metro’s 
current rail vehicle consultant support bench.  CH2M has provided satisfactory rail 
vehicle and systems engineering services to Metro’s staff.     
 
LTK Engineering Services, Inc. (Disciplines A, B, C) 
 
LTK Engineering Services, Inc. (LTK) was founded in 1921 and is headquartered in 
Ambler, Pennsylvania.  LTK has a local office in Los Angeles, CA.  LTK specializes 
in rail system engineering, maintenance facilities, signals and communications, 
traction electrification and fare collection.  LTK clients include local, regional, state 
and federal public agencies, domestic and foreign operating commuter rail, rapid 
transit, light rail, railroads, and People Mover systems.  LTK has served as Metro’s 
vehicle engineer for the procurement of the Red Line Option cars, Metro’s consultant 
support services for the P3010 Light Rail Vehicles.  LTK is among the firms in 
Metro’s current rail vehicle consultant support bench.  LTK has provided satisfactory 
rail vehicle and systems engineering services to Metro’s staff.   
 
Mott MacDonald, Inc. (Disciplines A, B, C) 
 
Mott MacDonald provides design and management of rail and transit projects and is 
headquartered in Los Angeles, CA.  Mott MacDonald has 16,000 staff worldwide and 
2,300 staff in North America in 60 offices.  Mott MacDonald specializes in 
engineering, management, and development consultancy working in 150 countries.  
Mott MacDonald clients include municipals such as LA Metro, Bay Area Rapid 
Transit, California High Speed Rail Authority, Orange County Transportation 
Authority, North County Transit District (NCTD), San Bernardino County 
Transportation Authority (SBCTA), and Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority.  
This will be Mott MacDonald’s first opportunity to provide rail vehicle and systems 
engineering services. Mott MacDonald has provided other satisfactory services to 
Metro. 
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WSP/Parsons Brinckerhoff, Inc. (Disciplines A, B, C)  
 
WSP/ Parsons Brinckerhoff, Inc. (PB) was founded in 1885 and has a local office in 
Los Angeles, CA.  PB has over 36,700 employees located in more than 500 offices 
reaching across 40 countries worldwide.  PB Transit and Rail System Technical 
Excellence Center (TEC) maintains more than 260 engineers and technical 
specialists dedicated to railroad systems which includes rolling stock, signals, train 
controls, communications, traction power, overhead catenary systems, fare 
collection, operations planning, safety and security, track and rail intermodal 
facilities.  PB through a joint venture developed the performance based technical 
specification for Metro HR4000 Heavy Rail Vehicle procurement.  PB is among the 
firms in Metro’s current rail vehicle consultant support bench. PB has provided 
satisfactory rail vehicle and systems engineering services to Metro.   
 
STV, Inc. (Disciplines A, B, C) 
 
STV, Inc. (STV) has been in business for 100 years and has a local office in Los 
Angeles, CA.  STV has incorporated a Vehicle Technology and Operations group 
into their organization which offers consulting support in rail vehicle specification 
development and procurement, rail vehicle condition assessment, rail vehicle 
overhaul specification development and support, inspection and quality control 
support, and failure analysis.  STV through a joint venture developed the 
performance based technical specification for Metro HR4000 Heavy Rail Vehicle 
procurement. STV has provided rail engineering support to municipals such as 
Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority (MBTA), Maryland MTA, City of Ottawa 
Confederation and LA Metro. STV has provided satisfactory rail vehicle and systems 
engineering services to Metro. 
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1 

Firm 
Average 

Score 
Factor 
Weight 

Weighted 
Average 

Score 
Rank 

2 Mott MacDonald, Inc.          1 

3 Prime Firm Qualification  8.83 40.00% 35.32%   

4 
Project Management and 
Experience 8.70 50.00% 43.50%   

5 
Availability/Effective Schedule/Cost 
Management Plan  9.33 10.00% 9.33%   

 Total   100.00% 88.15%  

8 STV, Inc.   
   

2  

9 Prime Firm Qualification  8.88 40.00% 35.52%   

10 
Project Management and 
Experience 8.33 50.00% 41.65%   

11 
Availability/Effective Schedule/Cost 
Management Plan  9.03 10.00% 9.03%   

12 Total  
 

100.00% 86.20%  

13 LTK Engineering, Inc.    
   

3  

14 Prime Firm Qualification  8.75 40.00% 35.00%   

15 
Project Management and 
Experience 8.43 50.00% 42.15%   

16 
Availability/Effective Schedule/Cost 
Management Plan  8.93 10.00% 8.93%   

17 Total  
 

100.00% 86.08% 
 

18 Parsons Brinckerhoff, Inc.   
   

4  

19 Prime Firm Qualification  8.58 40.00% 34.32%   

20 
Project Management and 
Experience 7.93 50.00% 39.65%   

21 
Availability/Effective Schedule/Cost 
Management Plan  8.53 10.00% 8.53%   

22 Total  
 

100.00% 82.50% 
 

23 CH2M Hill, Inc.    
   

5  

24 Prime Firm Qualification  8.20 40.00% 32.80%   

25 
Project Management and 
Experience 7.87 50.00% 39.35%   

 
Availability/Effective Schedule/Cost 
Management Plan  8.23 10.00% 8.23%   

 Total   100.00% 80.38%  

 
C.  Cost/Price Analysis  
 

This section is not applicable to the qualification approval of a bench Contract. 
However, task orders relating to this bench Contract will be awarded on a competitive 
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basis to the firms that provide Metro with the most advantageous proposal where 
price is a material factor. Individual task order awards shall include, cost/price 
analysis, technical evaluation, independent cost estimates, and as appropriate, audits 
will be performed for each Task Order.   
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CONSULTANT BENCH FOR RAIL VEHICLE AND SYSTEMS ENGINEERING 
SUPPORT / PS37755 

 
A. Small Business Participation  
 

Rail Vehicle and Rail Systems Engineering Consultant Support Services Bench 
Proposers formed teams that included Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE), 
Small Business Enterprise (SBE) and Disabled Veteran Business Enterprise (DVBE) 
firms without schedules or specific dollar commitments prior to the establishment of 
the bench Contract.   
 
The Bench Contract has a DBE goal of 20% for task orders awarded with federal 
funds.  In addition, the bench Contract has a SBE goal of 20%, inclusive of 17% 
SBE/3% DVBE, for task orders awarded with non-federal funds.  Overall DBE, SBE, 
and DVBE participation for the bench will be determined based on the total 
aggregate of all Task Orders issued dependent upon funding source. 

 

Small Business 

Goal 

20% DBE & 
17% SBE 
3% DVBE 

Small Business 

Commitment 

20% DBE & 
17% SBE 
3% DVBE 

 
 Prime: Mott MacDonald LLC 

 DBE Subcontractors Ethnicity % Committed 

1. Electrical Building Systems, Inc. Hispanic American TBD 

2. LKG-CMC Caucasian Female TBD 

3. NBA Engineering Caucasian Female TBD 

4. Pacific Railway Enterprises Caucasian Female TBD 

5. Raul Bravo + Associates Hispanic American TBD 

6. Virginkar and Associates Subcontinent Asian 
American 

TBD 

Total DBE Commitment 20% 
 

 SBE Subcontractors % Committed 

1. LKG-CMC TBD 

2. NBA Engineering TBD 

3. Pacific Railway Enterprises TBD 

4. Raul Bravo + Associates TBD 

5. Virginkar and Associates TBD 

Total SBE Commitment 17% 
 

 DVBE Subcontractors % Committed 

1. PSM Associates TBD 

Total DVBE Commitment 3% 

 
  

ATTACHMENT B 
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 Prime: CH2M Hill 

 DBE Subcontractors Ethnicity % Committed 

1. Parthenon Corporation Hispanic American TBD 

2. LKG-CMC Caucasian Female TBD 

3. Virginkar and Associates Subcontinent Asian 
American 

TBD 

4. Capitol Gov’t Contract Specialists Hispanic American TBD 

5. E.W. Moon Inc. African American TBD 

6. Civil Earth Engineering Asian Pacific American TBD 

Total DBE Commitment 20% 
 

 SBE Subcontractors % Committed 

1. Parthenon Corporation TBD 

2. LKG-CMC TBD 

3. Virginkar and Associates TBD 

4. Turner Engineering Corporation TBD 

5. Capitol Gov’t Contract Specialists TBD 

6. E.W. Moon Inc. TBD 

7. Civil Earth Engineering TBD 

 Total SBE Commitment 17% 
 

 DVBE Subcontractors % Committed 

1. Capitol Gov’t Contract Specialists TBD 

 Total DVBE Commitment 3% 

 
 Prime: Parsons Brinckerhoff 

 DBE Subcontractors Ethnicity % Committed 

1. Capitol Gov’t Contract Specialists Hispanic American TBD 

2. Casamar Group Hispanic American TBD 

3. Information Design Consultants African American TBD 

4. LKG-CMC, Inc.  Caucasian Female TBD 

5. Pacific Railways Enterprises Caucasian Female TBD 

6. Systems Consulting LLC African American TBD 

7. Virginkar & Associates Inc. Caucasian Female TBD 

8. VP Engineering Subcontinent Asian 
American 

TBD 

Total DBE Commitment 20% 
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 Prime: Parsons Brinckerhoff (cont.) 

 SBE Subcontractors % Committed 

1. Capitol Gov’t Contract Specialists TBD 

2. Casamar Group TBD 

3. Information Design Consultants TBD 

4. LKG-CMC, Inc.  TBD 

5. Pacific Railways Enterprises TBD 

6. Systems Consulting LLC TBD 

7. Turner Engineering Corporation TBD 

8. Virginkar & Associates Inc. TBD 

9. VP Engineering TBD 

Total SBE Commitment 17% 
 

 DVBE Subcontractors % Committed 

1. Capitol Gov’t Contract Specialists TBD 

Total DVBE Commitment 3% 

 
 Prime: LTK Engineering 

 DBE Subcontractors Ethnicity % Committed 

1. Capitol Gov’t Contract Specialists Hispanic American TBD 

2. DAV-LEAR Systems, Inc. African American TBD 

3. Ramos Consulting Services Hispanic American TBD 

4. Virginkar & Associates Subcontinent Asian 
American 

TBD 

Total DBE Commitment 20% 
 

 SBE Subcontractors % Committed 

1. Capitol Gov’t Contract Specialists TBD 

2. DAV-LEAR Systems, Inc. TBD 

3. Ramos Consulting Services TBD 

4. Turner Engineering Inc. TBD 

5. Virginkar & Associates TBD 

Total SBE Commitment 17% 
 

 DVBE Subcontractors % Committed 

1. DAV-LEAR Systems, Inc. TBD 

Total DVBE Commitment 3% 
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 Prime: STV Incorporated 

 DBE Subcontractors Ethnicity % Committed 

1. Capitol Gov’t Contract Specialists Hispanic American TBD 

2. Casamar Group Hispanic American TBD 

3. dHA + CALPEC Sub-Continent Asian 
American 

TBD 

4. ERJ Engineering Consultants Sub-Continent Asian 
American 

TBD 

5. E.W. Moon, Inc. African American TBD 

6. LKG-CMC, Inc. Caucasian Female TBD 

7. Virginkar & Associates Sub-Continent Asian 
American 

TBD 

8. VP Engineering Sub-Continent Asian 
American 

TBD 

Total DBE Commitment 20% 
 

 SBE Subcontractors % Committed 

1. Capitol Gov’t Contract Specialists TBD 

2. Casamar Group TBD 

3. dHA + CALPEC TBD 

4. ERJ Engineering Consultants TBD 

5. E.W. Moon, Inc. TBD 

6. LKG-CMC, Inc. TBD 

7. Virginkar & Associates TBD 

8. VP Engineering TBD 

Total SBE Commitment 17% 
 

 DVBE Subcontractors % Committed 

1. Capitol Gov’t Contract Specialists TBD 

Total DVBE Commitment 3% 

 
B. Living Wage and Service Contract Worker Retention Policy Applicability 
 

The Living Wage and Service Contract Worker Retention Policy is not applicable to 
this Contract. 

 

C. Prevailing Wage Applicability 
 
Prevailing wage is not applicable to this Contract. 
 

D. Project Labor Agreement/Construction Careers Policy 
 
Project Labor Agreement/Construction Careers Policy is not applicable to this 
Contract. 
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MAY 25, 2017

SUBJECT: BIOMETHANE PROVIDER

ACTION: AWARD BIOMETHANE SUPPLIER CONTRACT

RECOMMENDATION

AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer to:

A. AWARD five (5) year, Indefinite Delivery/Indefinite Quantity Contract No. OP7396000 for a
Biomethane Gas Provider to Clean Energy Renewables, the lowest responsive and
responsible bidder for a not-to-exceed amount of $1,240,520 for the base year (for one bus
division as a pilot) and a not-to-exceed amount of $54,808,110 for a four (4) year option, for a
total contract amount of $56,048,630 (for all bus divisions if the pilot is successful), subject to
resolution of protest(s), if any; and

B. EXECUTE individual Task Orders (Transaction Confirmations) and changes within the Board
approved contract amount.

ISSUE

Metro became the largest compressed natural gas bus fleet in the nation after retiring its last diesel
bus in 2011. However, the transit industry is already looking ahead to new technologies and cleaner
fuel sources that offer improved efficiency and environmental benefits. Metro’s long-term plan to
achieve California’s ambitious air quality and greenhouse gas (GHG) goals is to explore and procure
for Zero Emission Buses (ZEBs). The recent ZEB procurement and testing continue to be used by
our agency to gain first-hand experience through the rapidly growing space of electric vehicle and
battery technology.  While this occurs, our agency’s immediate term strategy includes the use of Low
Nitrous Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) “Near Zero” CNG engines and procuring for renewable natural gas
(i.e., biomethane).  Based on our modeling efforts, this short-term strategy yields significant regional
air quality benefits and greenhouse gas emissions reductions in a timely and cost-effective manner.

DISCUSSION

Biomethane is natural gas derived from landfills, dairies, and wastewater treatment plants rather than

being extracted or mined from the ground. Therefore, biomethane has a much lower carbon intensity
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(CI) when compared to traditional forms of natural gas (i.e., “fossil natural gas”). The CI of a fuel is a

measure of its GHG emissions over the lifecycle of that fuel’s production, including extraction,

refinement, transportation, and consumption. Regardless of extraction or production, natural gas is

already considered a lower carbon fuel than diesel or gasoline.  Alternative sourcing, such as those

associated with biomethane, reduce natural gas’ carbon intensity with improved greenhouse gas

benefits.

In June 2013, the Board adopted the Biomethane Implementation Plan (Attachment C).  This is staff’s

comprehensive analysis of the technical, environmental, and financial merits of transitioning to a

renewable source of natural gas for Metro’s bus fleet. In May 2014, the Board approved a staff

recommendation to pursue Pathway 2 of the Biomethane Implementation Plan whereby Metro would

contract with an energy provider as a means of achieving a transition to biomethane. In the same

report, staff demonstrated that the use of biomethane in our CNG buses would not need any new

fueling infrastructure or fleet retrofits.

As a fuel, biomethane will be delivered in the same quality and grade for immediate use by our fleet.

Biomethane supppliers will deliver the fuel to Metro bus divisions using existing natural gas pipelines.

Metro’s current natural gas provider, Southern California Gas Company (Gas Company) allows for

Core Aggregation Transportation (CAT) services whereby Core Transport Agents (CTAs) provide

procurement services to Gas Company Customers such as Metro. In this arrangement, CTAs are

responsible for balancing natural gas delivery and quality meeting stringent California Public Utilities

Commission (CPUC) guidelines. Many transit agencies are already using biomethane under this or

similar models including Santa Monica’s Big Blue Bus (BBB), Orange County Transportation

Authority (OCTA), San Diego Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS), and Torrance Transit.

Transitioning to biomethane provides enormous GHG emissions reduction benefits for Metro’s bus

emissions and overall carbon footprint. Reducing greenhouse gas emissions is not only an important

goal for Metro but a substantial component of California’s climate change policies. Pending ZEB rules

from the California Air Resources Board (CARB) will mandate a shift in bus technology in coming

years. The attached report (Attachment D) from Ramboll/Environ outlines different fleet technology

options for Metro including high-level cost assessments and emissions impacts for electric buses,

fuel cell buses, and Low NOx CNG with biomethane. Highlights of the report particularly relevant to

this document include:

· Low NOx CNG engines fueled with biomethane reduces fleet emissions by two-thirds when
compared to the current baseline over the next 40 years; and

· Compared with the Electric Buses scenarios, Low NOx CNG with biomethane achieves
approximately 39% greater reductions in GHG emissions at half the cost.

In addition to improving the agency’s sustainability performance, a biomethane short-term strategy is

an excellent example of exercising fiscal discipline in the area of energy supply. According to Metro’s
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2016 Energy and Resource Report, the agency spends over $22M each year on natural gas for its

bus fleet. While this expense is susceptible to price volatility outside of the agency’s control, there are

measures Metro can take in order to reduce risk and manage future costs. One such measure is to

procure for a long-term supply contract for natural gas under The Gas Company’s CAT service.

Under such a contract, Metro can secure a competitive rate tied to a natural gas index.  Tying natural

gas prices to the natural gas index provides rate transparency for Metro’s natural gas hedging

initiatives.

Finally, Metro’s use of biomethane makes our agency eligible for accumulating additional carbon

credits under state and federal programs. These credits can be sold in open credit markets.

Revenues from these sales have already funded additional cost-saving and value creating projects

under our sustainability capital program, providing additional value to our agency.

DETERMINATION OF SAFETY IMPACT

This Board action will not have an adverse impact on safety standards for Metro.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

If Contract no. OP84203485 is awarded, Metro will realize two distinct financial benefits summarized

in the table below. It should be noted that these figures utilize current (March 2017) projections for

natural gas pricing and consumption, environmental commodity pricing, and credit generation rates.

Case Natural Gas Costs Environmental
Commodities

Business-As-Usual (BAU) $64,325,174 $7,044,474

OP84203485 $56,048,630 (1) $$29,436,460 (2)

Value Added $8,276,544 $22,391,985

Total Value Added $30,668,529

Notes:

(1) Cost savings for shifting to natural gas index vs. Gas Company average cost of gas pricing

(2) Additional carbon credits available due to shift to less carbon intensive natural gas product
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Natural Gas Cost Savings

Moving away from The Gas Company’s procurement services affords a number of financial benefits

to Metro. In addition to securing a competitive rate, Metro requires under the new award that the

price the agency pays for natural gas is tied to a natural gas index rather than The Gas Company’s

average cost of gas. Further, this move provides for additional savings and transparency for Metro’s

natural gas hedging program. In total, Metro is projected to realize over $8M in reduced costs for

natural gas over the term of the contract.

Optimized Environmental Commodities

Under CARB’s Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) program, Metro is currently generating credits

through the dispensing of natural gas for bus fueling and use of electricity for light and heavy rail

propulsion. Natural gas that comes from renewable sources have substantially lower CI value

compared to fossil natural gas, and our use of biomethane provides us with the opportunity to get

many more credits than those from fossil natural gas use. Our agency will get a competitive share of

these credits for our part in the transaction as a transportation fuel end-user. Additional credits will

also be generated under the federal Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS) program. In total, these credits

have been valued at over $29M over the term of the contract, if awarded.

These environmental commodities can be sold in respective credit markets. Our agency has been

participating in the LCFS credit market since 2014, selling over 290,000 credits bringing in nearly

$28M in revenue used in value-creating and cost-saving projects. Part of our optimization plan for

these credits is a key performance indicator (KPI) to monitor the success of the carbon credits

program:

Key Performance
Indicator

Metric Current Performance Goal

Portfolio-wide average $/credits sold $96.54 Above Market
Average ($81)

The FY17 adopted budget includes $19,329,625 for the purchase of compressed natural gas under

Project 306002 Bus Operations Maintenance, cost center 3365, and Account 50402 Fuel CNG -

Revenue Equipment.  Since this is a multi-year contract, the Project Manager and Cost Center

Manager will be responsible for budgeting in future fiscal years.  Upon approval of Recommendation

A, future gas costs will be budgeted against this project.  Anticipated natural gas cost savings of

$8,276,544 are based on the natural gas index pricing  at the time of bid.
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Impact to Budget

Metro will realize a reduction in annual natural gas costs over the duration of this Contract. Based on
index projections, these savings will total over $8M over the term of the Contract.  Further, Metro will
generate additional environmental commodities valued at over $22M over the term of the contract.
Together, the execution of Contract No. OP84203485 will add over $30M in value for our agency.

This contract will be funded by project number 306002 - Bus Operations, which is funded by
Operations eligible sources such as Prop C40%, Measure R 20%, TDA 4, STA and other local
sources.  No other funding sources were considered.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

If Contract No. OP84203485 is not awarded, Metro will continue to receive natural gas procurement
services from The Gas Company. As a result, Metro will not have the opportunity to get a competitive
rate for natural gas nor choose the source of its natural gas until The Gas Company offers their own
biomethane service. We do not anticipate The Gas Company to offer a biomethane service any time
soon. If not awarded, we will also not realize the short-term greenhouse gas gains we anticipate from
a Low NOx and biomethane strategy.  This is key to our continued clean air success during a
possible transition towards a zero emissions fleet.

NEXT STEPS

After the recommended Board Action is approved, staff will execute the contract and commence
biomethane delivery at one bus division. Staff will evaluate the performance of the contract over the
next year and determine whether to exercise the four-year option.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A - Procurement Summary
Attachment B - DEOD Summary
Attachment C - Biomethane Implementation Plan April 2013
Attachment D - Ramboll Environ Report September 29, 2016

Prepared by:

Cris B. Liban, EO, Environmental Compliance and Sustainability (213) 922-2471

Reviewed by:

Richard Clarke, Chief Program Management Officer (213) 922-7557
Debra Avila, Chief Vendor/Contract Management Officer (213) 418-3051
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PROCUREMENT SUMMARY 
 

BIOMETHANE PROVIDER / OP7396000 
 

1. Contract Number:  OP7396000   
2. Recommended Vendor(s):   Clean Energy Renewables 
3. Type of Procurement  (check one):  IFB    RFP   RFP–A&E   

 Non-Competitive    Modification   Task Order 
4. Procurement Dates:   
 A.  Issued: 5/13/15 
 B.  Advertised/Publicized:  5/11/15 
 C. Pre-proposal/Pre-Bid Conference:  5/20/15 
 D. Proposals/Bids Due:  2/13/17 
 E. Pre-Qualification Completed:  3/15/17 
 F. Conflict of Interest Form Submitted to Ethics: 2/17/1 7  
 G. Protest Period End Date:  4/21/17 

5. Solicitations Picked 
up/Downloaded: 24 

Bids/Proposals Received:   
2 

6. Contract Administrator: 
Nathan Jones III 

Telephone Number: 
(213) 922-6101 

7. Project Manager: 
Evan Rosenberg 

Telephone Number:  
(213) 922-7326 

 
A.  Procurement Background 
 

This Board Action is to approve a Contract No. OP739600 for the procurement of a 
Biomethane Provider of Renewable Natural Gas (RNG) to support Metro’s bus fleet.    
 
IFB No. OP84203485 was issued in accordance with Metro’s Acquisition Policy and 
the contract type is a Fixed Unit Price, Indefinite Delivery, Indefinite Quantity (IDIQ).   
 
Eight amendments were issued during the solicitation phase of this IFB: 
 

• Amendment No. 1, issued on May 19, 2015, to revise the Instructions to 
Bidders, Insurance Requirements, Pre-Qualification Application, and the 
Required Certifications;  

• Amendment No. 2, issued on May 27, 2015, to revise the Statement of Work;  
• Amendment No. 3, issued on December 18, 2015, to revise the bid due date;  
• Amendment No. 4, issued on January 7, 2016, to revise Exhibit C, Bid Form,  

Schedule of Quantities and Prices;  
• Amendment No. 5, issued on February 3, 2016, to change the bid due date;  
• Amendment No. 6, issued on January 4, 2017, to revise the Contract, Bid 

Forms, and the bid due date;  
• Amendment No. 7, issued on January 4, 2017, to revise the due date for 

Bidders’ comments and questions; and 
• Amendment No. 8, issued on January 27, 2017, to revise the due date for 

Metro’s formal responses to Bidders’ questions, Bid Forms and revise the bid 
due date. 

ATTACHMENT A 

 



 
The Two Step Seal Bid process, as defined in Metro’s Acquisition Policy, was used 
for this acquisition.  Step 1 required potential bidders to submit a technical proposal 
for Metro to evaluate and to make a determination on whether the bidder was 
technically qualified.  In response to Step 1, Metro received three formal technical 
proposals, and Metro evaluated each technical proposal and made individual final 
determinations that each bidder was technically qualified to furnish RNG.  A formal 
notification was issued to each bidder advising them that they were deemed 
technically qualified and were invited to participate in Step 2 by submitting a formal 
bid price. 
 
Prior to the public bid opening due date, Metro received a formal letter from one of 
the technically qualified bidders advising Metro that it had elected to No Bid.  A total 
of two bids were received on the bid due date, February 13, 2017.  One of the bids 
was rejected for material changes to the IFB requirements. 
 

B.  Evaluation of Bids 
 
The firm recommended for award is Clean Energy Renewables (Clean Energy) 
which was found to be in full compliance with the IFB requirements. 
 
Bidder Name Base Option Total Contract Price 
Clean Energy  $1,240,520.00 $54,808,110.00 $56,048,630.00 

 
The Base period is for one year and to cover supplying RNG for all buses at one 
Metro bus division.  The Option is for four years to supply RNG for all buses at all 
Metro bus divisions. 

 
C.  Price Analysis  
 

The recommended total bid price was determined to be fair and reasonable based 
upon adequate price competition and selection of the lowest responsive and 
responsible bidder.  There are three components to this price analysis: gas 
commodity price, environmental commodities value, and total bid price.  The IFB 
required the vendor to supply the total bid price that is the net of the gas commodity 
price and environmental commodities value.  The lowest total bid price gets awarded 
the contract.  The table below provides these information.   
 
While the lowest total bid price is the basis for award, the contract value to be 
awarded is based on the gas commodity price. 
 
 
Low Bidder Name Bid Amount Metro ICE 
Clean Energy  $26,612,169 (1)  $34,414,674  

   



   Bid Breakdown Bid Amount Metro ICE 
Gas Commodity Price $56,048,630 (2)  $57,008,630  
Environmental Commodities 
Value $29,436,460 $22,593,956 
Total Bid Price $26,612,169  $34,414,674  
 
Notes: 

(1) Basis for award 
(2) Contract value 

   
D.  Background on Recommended Contractor 

 
The recommended firm, Clean Energy, has over seven years of experience in 
biomethane industry, including biomethane production, marketing, sales and 
distribution.  Clean Energy is the only company that has built, owns and operates 
biomethane production facilities and is a registered Energy Service Provider with 
SoCalGas.  Since 2009, Clean Energy  has delivered biomethane to customers at 
customer owned stations as well as Clean-Energy owned public access stations.  
The firm meets and exceeds Metro’s specified IFB minimum technical qualification 
requirements for supplying biomethane.  Some of Clean Energy’s customers include 
Foothill Transit, City of Santa Monica (Big Blue Bus), Sacramento Municipal Utilities 
District, City of Sacramento, and University of California, San Diego, and Atlas 
Refuel.  Clean Energy has been a Metro supplier of natural gas products and 
commodities for over 20 years and their services to Metro have been satisfactory. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LACMTA) currently operates an active 
fleet of 2,194 urban transit buses in fixed-route service throughout the Los Angeles metropolitan area. 
All of LACMTA’s buses are compressed natural gas (CNG) buses which operate on standard natural gas 
procured from the local natural gas utility. LACMTA fuels these buses at eleven CNG fuel stations 
located on LACMTA property at various locations throughout the city. 

LACMTA continually renews their bus fleet by purchasing new buses and retiring their oldest buses. 
Their general policy is to keep buses in service for 14 years; as such approximately 7% of the fleet is 
replaced each year with new buses. 

This report summarizes the results of modeling to estimate capital and operating costs, as well as 
exhaust emissions, for the LACMTA bus fleet over the period 2015 – 2055 under five different future 
bus technology/fuel purchase scenarios:  

1) BASELINE:  Continue to purchase standard CNG buses to replace retiring buses, and continue 
to purchase conventional natural gas. 

2) RENEWABLE NATURAL GAS:  Beginning in 2016 start to phase in the purchase of renewable 
natural gas (RNG), with 100% of natural gas use by the bus fleet renewable gas after 2017. 
Continue to purchase standard CNG buses to replace retiring buses. 

3) RENEWABLE NATURAL GAS PLUS LOW NOx BUSES:  In addition to phasing in the use of 
renewable natural gas, in 2019 begin to purchase new CNG buses with “Low NOx” engines 
(LNOx), certified to have NOx, CH4, and PM emissions 92%, 72% and 50% lower, respectively, 
than emissions from “standard” natural gas engines that meet California Air Recourses Board 
new engine standards. In addition, beginning in 2018 begin to repower old buses with new Low 
NOx engines during their mid-life overhaul. Under this scenario the entire fleet will turn over to 
Low NOx natural gas engines by 2028. 

4) ELECTRIC BUSES:  Starting in 2025 replace all retiring buses with battery-electric buses. 
Under this scenario the entire bus fleet will turn over to electric buses by 2039. There are two 
options for battery charging under this scenario: 1) charging at the bus depot only, and 
2) charging at the bus depot and in-route throughout the day. 

5) FUEL CELL BUSES:  Starting in 2025 replace all retiring buses with hydrogen fuel cell buses. 
Under this scenario the entire bus fleet will turn over to fuel cell buses by 2039. There are two 
options for producing the necessary hydrogen fuel under this scenario: 1) produce hydrogen 
on-site at LACMTA depots using steam reformation of natural gas (SMR), and 2) produce 
hydrogen on-site at LACMTA depots using electrolysis of water.  

Scenarios four and five represent current options available to transit agencies under the California Air 
Resources Board’s (CARB) proposed Zero Emission Bus (ZEB) rule. Scenario three is an alternative 
approach to reducing both GHG and NOx emissions that could be considered as an alternative method 
to meet the intent of CARB’s ZEB rule. 

This September 2016 updated draft report is a revision to a Draft report released by LACMTA/ATVC in 
February 2016 (“draft analysis”). It incorporates updated assumptions based on newly available 
information. The major differences between this revised analysis and the draft analysis include: 

 Fuel costs for electricity used to power battery buses, and hydrogen used to power fuel cell 
buses, presented in this revised analysis, are net of credits that LACMTA could generate under 
California’s Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS). LCFS credits for electricity and hydrogen were 
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not included in the draft analysis. Commercial providers of Renewable Natural Gas can also 
generate credits under LCFS, and these credits were implicitly included in LACMTA’s projected 
cost of RNG in the draft analysis, as well as in this revised analysis. 

 Projected purchase and overhaul costs for battery-electric and fuel cell buses were revised 
downward based on feedback from bus manufacturers. The revised prices reflect recent, 
significant reductions in near-term battery prices (2017 – 2020) as well as recent projections 
of continued, significant battery cost reductions through 2030.  

 Revised assumptions for projected average energy use (kWh/mi) for electric buses in LACMTA 
service. The revised assumptions are based on the average energy use from a fleet of five 
40-ft electric buses recently put into service by LACMTA, which has accumulated 
approximately 30,000 in-service miles to date. In this revised analysis, electric buses are 
projected to use approximately 20% more energy per mile than was assumed in the draft 
analysis. 

 Revised assumptions for projected average range per charge for electric buses, based on the 
revised assumptions for average energy use, as well as revised assumptions about the battery 
capacity of commercially available electric buses after 2025. Based on feedback from bus 
manufacturers, and recent developments, this analysis assumes that future electric buses will 
have approximately 20% larger battery packs than was assumed in the draft analysis, thus 
increasing their expected range per charge. The effect of the larger projected battery packs on 
range is, however, offset by projected greater energy use per mile.  

 Revised assumptions about the practical replacement ratio of in-service CNG buses with 
battery-electric buses. The revised assumptions are based on an analysis of all of LACMTA’s 
week-day scheduled bus assignments (time and mileage in-service), compared to the revised 
assumptions for practical battery bus range per charge. This analysis is summarized in Section 
2.1 and 2.2. This analysis determined that lower replacement ratios would be required in the 
2025 – 2035 time frame than was assumed in the draft analysis (i.e. fewer electric buses 
would be required to replace CNG buses). 

Note that on 9/12/16 one electric bus manufacturer (Proterra) released preliminary information about 
an extended range version of their 40-ft transit bus, which can carry up to 660 kWh of batteries, 
potentially extending practical electric bus range beyond that estimated in this analysis. Significant 
questions remain unanswered about this bus, including its purchase cost, its in-use energy use in 
LACMTA service, its passenger capacity, and the manufacturer’s production capability and timing. As 
such, this updated draft report does not incorporate the potential effect of this bus on future electric 
bus costs. 

LACMTA currently has an active solicitation for purchase of 40-ft and 60-ft buses, including electric 
buses, with bids due in January 2017. It is expected that this solicitation will yield better information 
about the near-term purchase costs and technical capabilities of electric buses from several 
manufacturers, including the Proterra extended range bus. 

When this information is available, this analysis will be updated again, with revised assumptions that 
reflect the new information. It is expected that this next update will be available in late January 2017. 
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS 
Table 1 summarizes the net present value of total estimated fleet costs from 2015 – 2055 under each 
scenario in 2015 dollars. As shown, the use of RNG by itself is not projected to increase total fleet 
costs. The use of RNG and the transition to LNOx buses is projected to increase total fleets costs by 
$173 million over the next 40 years, an increase of $0.001 per revenue seat-mile, which is 1.1% 
greater than projected baseline costs. 

The transition to electric buses is projected to increase total fleets costs by $376 - $768 million over 
the next 40 years, an increase of $0.003 - $0.006 per revenue seat-mile, which is 2.3% - 4.7% 
greater than projected baseline costs. Exclusive depot charging is projected to be more expensive 
than depot and in-route charging. 

The transition to fuel cell buses is projected to increase total fleets costs by $1.4 - $1.7 billion over the 
next 40 years, an increase of $0.012 - $0.014 per revenue seat-mile, which is 8.5% - 10.3% greater 
than projected baseline costs. Production of hydrogen fuel for fuel cell buses using electrolysis is 
projected to be more expensive than hydrogen production using SMR. 

Table 1. LACMTA Zero Emission Bus NPV Estimated Total Fleet Costs 2015 - 2055  
(2015 $ million) 

 

Table 2 summarizes total estimated fleet emissions from 2015 – 2055 under each scenario. This data 
is also shown in Figure 1. 

As shown, compared to the baseline the use of RNG is estimated to increase NOx emitted within the 
South Coast Air Basin1 over the next 40 years by 1% and reduce PM emitted within the basin by 
128%. The use of RNG will also reduce NOx and PM emitted outside of the South Coast Air Basin over 

                                               
1 The South Coast Air basin encompasses Orange County and parts of Los Angeles, San Bernardino, and Riverside counties in southern 
California, including the entire city of Los Angeles. 

BASELINE RENEW NG

Std CNG Bus Std CNG Bus LNOx Bus LNOx Bus

Conv NG RNG Conv NG RNG

Bus Purchase $2,299.1 $2,299.1 $2,332.0 $2,332.0 $3,031.6 $2,931.4 $3,133.2 $3,133.2

Bus Repower $100.3 $100.3

Bus mid‐life OH $164.2 $164.2 $173.2  $173.2  $307.3 $280.8 $609.1 $609.1

Depot Mods $61.1 $36.0 $49.8 $49.8

Fuel Infra $0.0 $0.0 $0.0  $0.0  $49.3 $63.6 $165.2 $165.2

sub‐total $2,463.3 $2,463.3 $2,605.5 $2,605.5 $3,449.3 $3,311.7 $3,957.4 $3,957.4

BO Labor $10,441.4 $10,441.4 $10,441.4 $10,441.4 $10,663.5 $10,441.4 $10,441.4 $10,441.4

Fuel  $1,244.4 $1,244.4 $1,248.3 $1,248.3 $862.5 $844.9 $1,071.4 $1,372.3

Maintenance $2,128.6 $2,128.6 $2,155.6 $2,155.6 $2,070.3 $2,055.9 $2,186.9 $2,186.9

sub‐total $13,814.4 $13,814.4 $13,845.3 $13,845.3 $13,596.3 $13,342.2 $13,699.7 $14,000.5

$16,277.7 $16,277.7 $16,450.8 $16,450.8 $17,045.6 $16,653.9 $17,657.1 $17,957.9

NA $0.00 $173.03 $173.03 $767.85 $376.14 $1,379.33 $1,680.15

$4.18 $4.18 $4.22 $4.22 $4.27 $4.28 $4.53 $4.61

Value $0.138 $0.138 $0.139 $0.139 $0.144 $0.141 $0.150 $0.152

% diff to baseline NA 100.0% 101.1% 101.1% 104.7% 102.3% 108.5% 110.3%

AVG $/mile

AVG 

$/revenue 

seat‐mile

INCREASE

Cost Element

Capital

Operating

TOTAL

LOW NOx CNG BUS & 

REPOWER
ELECTRIC BUS FUEL CELL BUS

Depot 

Charging

Depot & In‐

Route 

Charging

H2 by SMR
H2  by 

Electrolysis
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the next 40 years by 82% and 600% respectively. PM emissions decrease by more than 100% 
because both in-basin and out-of-basin upstream PM emissions from production of RNG are negative 
due to credits, more than offsetting all tailpipe PM emissions from CNG buses. 

The use of RNG will reduce CH4 emissions by 2%, reduce CO2 emissions by 81% and reduce total 
CO2-equivalent GHG emissions by 70%. 

Table 2. LACMTA Zero Emission Bus Estimated Total Fleet Emissions (tons) 2015 - 2055 

 

Compared to the baseline the use of RNG and the transition to LNOx buses is projected to reduce NOx 
and PM emitted within the South Coast Air Basin over the next 40 years by 43% and 131%, 
respectively, and to reduce NOx and PM emitted outside of the South Coast Air Basin over the next 
40 years by 82% and 602%, respectively. PM emissions decrease by more than 100% because 
upstream PM emissions from production of RNG are negative due to credits, more than offsetting all 
tailpipe PM emissions from LNOx CNG buses. The use of RNG and LNOx CNG buses will reduce  CH4 
emissions by 17%, will reduce CO2 emissions by 81% and will reduce total CO2-equivalent GHG 
emissions by 72%. 

Compared to the baseline the transition to electric buses is projected to reduce NOx emitted within the 
South Coast Air Basin over the next 40 years by 45% -46%, and to reduce NOx emitted outside of the 
South Coast Air Basin over the next 40 years by 51% - 52%. It will also reduce PM emitted within the 
South Coast Air Basin over the next 40 years by 51%, and reduce PM emitted outside of the South 
Coast Air Basin over the next 40 years by 51% -52%. The transition to electric buses will reduce CH4 
emissions by 54%, reduce CO2 emissions by 52%, and reduce total CO2-equivalent GHG emissions by 
52% - 53%. The use of depot and in-route charging will reduce emissions slightly more than the use 
of depot charging only, due to fewer in-service bus miles. 

Compared to the baseline, the transition to fuel cell buses is projected to reduce NOx emitted within 
the South Coast Air Basin over the next 40 years by 1% - 40%, and to reduce NOx emitted outside of 
the South Coast Air Basin over the next 40 years by 37% - 39%. The transition to fuel cell buses will 
also reduce CH4 emissions by 34% - 39%, reduce CO2 emissions by 19% - 41%, and reduce total 
CO2-equivalent GHG emissions by 21% - 42%.  

Production of hydrogen using electrolysis will reduce NOx and GHG emissions significantly more than 
production of hydrogen using SMR. In addition, compared to the baseline, production of hydrogen 
using electrolysis will reduce PM emitted within the South Coast Air basin by 39%, but will increase PM 
emitted outside of the South Coast Air Basin by 6%. Production of hydrogen using SMR will increase 

BASELINE RENEW NG

Std CNG Bus Std CNG Bus LNOx Bus LNOx Bus

Conv NG Renew NG Conv NG Renew NG

NOx (in‐basin) 6,296 6,385 3,483 3,573 3,444 3,431 6,228 3,792

PM (in‐basin) 81.1 ‐22.8 79.0 ‐25.4 40.0 39.7 723.5 49.1

CH4 89,590 87,421 76,590 74,414 41,124 40,965 59,292 45,651

CO2 13,637,506 2,618,086 13,681,149 2,624,750 6,537,416 6,486,030 11,106,350 8,011,017

GHG (CO2‐e) 15,877,260 4,803,609 15,595,906 4,485,096 7,565,519 7,510,164 12,588,639 9,152,286

NOx (Out‐of‐basin) 10,157 1,785 10,190 1,789 4,954 4,910 6,410 6,228

PM (out‐of‐basin) 110.4 ‐551.7 110.7 ‐553.5 70.1 68.3 73.0 117.5

Pollutant

LOW NOx CNG BUS & 

REPOWER
ELECTRIC BUS FUEL CELL BUS

Depot 

Charging

Depot & In‐

Route 

Charging

H2 by SMR
H2 by 

Electrolysis
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PM emitted within the South Coast Air Basin by 792% while reducing PM emitted outside of the South 
Coast Air Basin by 34%. 

Figure 1. LACMTA Zero Emission Bus Estimated Total Fleet Emissions 2015 – 2055 

 

The modeling summarized here indicates that Scenario 3, the use of RNG and transition to LNOx 
buses, will be more effective at reducing in-basin PM, total CO2, total GHGs, and total NOx from the 
LACMTA fleet over the next 40 years than transition to either electric or fuel cell buses, but will be 
slightly less effective at reducing in-basin NOx.  

This approach will also be less expensive than transition to either electric or fuel cell buses. Table 3 
presents a summary of the cost-effectiveness of emission reductions under each scenario. 

If all incremental costs (above baseline) are attributed to GHG reduction, the use of RNG and 
transition to LNOx buses will cost $15/ton of GHG reduced over the next 40 years. The transition to 
electric buses will cost $46 - $94/ton of GHG reduced, and the transition to fuel cell buses will cost 
$250 – $419/ton of GHG reduced. 

If all incremental costs (above baseline) are attributed to NOx reduction, the use of RNG and 
transition to LNOx buses will cost $64 thousand/ton of in-basin NOx reduced over the next 40 years. 
The transition to electric buses will cost $133 - $272 thousand/ton of in-basin NOx reduced, and the 
transition to fuel cell buses will cost $0.67 – $20 million/ton of in-basin NOx reduced. 
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Table 3. Zero Emission Bus Options Cost Effectiveness of Emission Reductions ($/ton) 

 

 

  

Depot 

Charging

Depot &       

In‐route 

Charging

SMR Electrolysis

Increased Cost (NPV $ million) $173.0 $767.8 $376.1 $1,379.3 $1,680.2

GHG Reduction (million ton) 11.4 8.2 8.2 3.3 6.7

In‐basin NOx Reduction (ton x000) 2.72 2.83 2.84 0.07 2.50

$/ton GHG $15.19 $93.71 $45.69 $419.43 $249.84

$/ton IB NOx $63,530 $271,638 $132,667 $20,247,155 $670,849

Electric Bus Fuel Cell Bus

Compared 

to Baseline

Cost effectiveness of Emission 

Reductions

LNOx Bus & 

RNG
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1. FLEET COST & EMISSIONS MODEL DESCRIPTION 

Both the fleet cost model and the fleet emissions model are based on a fleet assignment of 
2,500 40-ft buses, which provides equivalent total passenger capacity (seat-miles) to LACMTA’s 
current mixed fleet of 1,212 40-ft, 626 45-ft, and 356 60-ft buses. This fleet assignment is held 
constant throughout the analysis period; the models assume no growth (or reduction) in LACMTA 
service during the 40-year analysis period. 

The starting fleet in calendar year 2015 is assumed to be composed of 625 buses with engines built 
prior to model year 2007, and 1,875 buses with model year 2007 – 2014 engines, consistent with 
LACMTA’s current fleet2. The model assumes that 178 older buses will be retired each year and 
replaced by new buses, to maintain 7% annual fleet turnover. For all scenarios other than electric 
buses charged exclusively at the depot, the model assumes that old buses will be replaced one-for one 
with new buses, so that total fleet size and total annual fleet miles will stay constant from 
year-to-year.  

Due to daily range restrictions the model assumes that one retiring bus will need to be replaced with 
more than one electric bus, if the electric buses are charged only at the depot; the replacement ratio 
is based on assumed daily range between charging events relative to the minimum required daily 
range for current buses based on actual week-day bus assignments (see section 2.2). For this scenario 
this results in a slight increase in fleet size over time, as well as an increase in annual fleet miles, 
because dead-head mileage is also assumed to increase due to the need to make more daily 
bus-swaps in service. 

For electric buses charged both at the depot and in-route using route-based chargers, the model 
assumes that the in-route charging will increase daily bus range above the minimum requirement, so 
that retiring buses can be replaced one-for one with new electric buses, and fleet size and annual fleet 
mileage will stay constant over time. 

As the fleet composition changes over time, the model calculates for each scenario total mileage and 
fuel use each year by all buses of each type (CNG, Low NOx CNG, Electric, Fuel Cell) in each of the 
following model year bins: Pre-MY2007, MY2007 - MY2014, MY2015 - MY2024, MY2025 – MY2034, 
MY2035 – MY2044, MY2045 – MY2054. The model then applies cost and emission factors to calculate 
total costs and emissions associated with the buses of each type in each model year bin that year, and 
sums the costs and emissions across the bins to get the calendar year annual fleet totals. 

The cost and emission factors used by the model are specific to each bus type and each model year 
bin. In that way, the model accounts for changes in technical capability and purchase and operating 
costs, as well as changes in emissions performance, for the different technologies as they mature over 
time. For example, range between charging events is assumed to be greater for MY2035 – MY2044 
electric buses than for MY2025 – MY2034 buses, resulting in a smaller replacement ratio. Similarly, 
purchase and maintenance costs for electric and fuel cell buses (in 2015$) are assumed to be lower 
for MY2035 – MY2044 buses than they are for MY2025 – MY2034 buses.  

                                               
2 The current fleet has a larger number of older buses, but for the past few years LACMTA has been repowering older buses with new 
engines during mid-life overhauls. Engines built in model year 2007 and later have significantly lower nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions than 
earlier model year engines. 
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1.1 Fleet Cost Model 

The fleet cost model includes capital and operating costs associated with each bus and fuel purchasing 
scenario. The included capital cost elements are: bus purchase, bus repower (Low NOx CNG scenario 
only), bus mid-life overhaul, depot upgrades and expansion, and new fueling infrastructure.  

Fueling infrastructure costs include purchase of battery chargers (electric bus scenarios), and 
purchase of hydrogen production and fueling stations (fuel cell bus scenarios). The model does not 
directly include any future costs associated with renewal or replacement of existing LACMTA CNG 
fueling stations. These stations are currently operated under contract by a third party, and the 
contract requires that the operator maintain these stations in full working order at all times. In effect, 
the future cost of upgrade and overhaul for these stations is included in the contract price of natural 
gas (dollars per therm3) and is therefore captured indirectly in the model for all scenarios as part of 
natural gas fuel costs. 

Depot expansion is only required for the electric bus scenarios. For the depot-only charging scenario, 
in which fleet size increases, expansion of existing depots or construction of new depots is required to 
accommodate the larger fleet. Expansion of depot parking areas is also required for both electric bus 
scenarios to accommodate the installation of depot-based chargers in bus parking areas. 

Other depot upgrades include investments related to high voltage safety and diagnostic equipment 
(electric bus and fuel cell scenarios) and investments in hydrogen sensors and improved ventilations 
systems (fuel cell scenario). Neither the baseline nor Low NOx CNG bus scenarios require any depot 
upgrades.  

The included operating cost elements are: bus operator labor (including direct fringe benefits), bus 
maintenance (labor and material), and fuel purchase (including commodity costs and operating costs 
for fueling infrastructure). For all bus technologies, the fuel costs used in the model are net of 
projected financial credits that could be generated under California’s Low Carbon Fuel Standard 
(LCFS). For natural gas (baseline) and renewable natural gas these LCFS credits would accrue to the 
fuel provider under LCFS rules; they are implicitly included in the model based on projected LACMTA 
costs to purchase natural gas or RNG. For electricity used to power battery-electric buses, and for 
hydrogen produced on-site at LACMTA depots to power fuel cell buses, LCFS credits would accrue 
directly to LACMTA. The model explicitly calculates these credits and deducts them from projected 
electricity purchase and hydrogen production costs.  

The fleet cost model does not include original purchase costs associated with any existing LACMTA 
fueling, maintenance, or bus storage facilities; operating costs associated with maintenance and bus 
storage facilities; overhead costs for maintenance and transportation supervision or management; or 
overhead costs associated with operations planning, marketing, and revenue collection activities. All of 
these costs are assumed to be substantially similar regardless of which future bus technology and fuel 
purchase scenario is followed. 

1.2 Fleet Emissions Model 

The fleet emissions model estimates, for each future bus technology/fuel purchase scenario, total 
annual emissions of carbon dioxide (CO2), nitrogen oxides (NOx), particulate matter (PM), and 
methane (CH4). Using the global warming potential of methane over a 100-year period (GWP100) the 
model also uses estimated CO2 and CH4 emissions to estimate total annual greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions in terms of CO2-equivalent emissions (CO2-e). For both NOx and PM emissions the model 
                                               
3 A therm is an amount of natural gas with 100,000 British thermal units (BTU) heat content 
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estimates separately the amount emitted under each scenario within the South Coast Air Basin, as 
well as the amount emitted outside of this air basin. The South Coast Air Basin encompasses Orange 
County and parts of Los Angeles, San Bernardino, and Riverside counties in southern California. 

The fleet emissions model estimates total emissions associated with each bus technology/fuel 
purchase scenario on a “wells-to-wheels” life cycle basis. In addition to direct tail-pipe emissions from 
the engine of each in-service bus, the model estimates “upstream” emissions associated with the 
production and delivery of the fuel used by the buses each year.  

For CNG buses upstream emissions include those associated with natural gas production, processing, 
pipeline transport, and compression. For electric buses upstream emissions include stack emissions 
from electricity generation, as well as emissions associated with production, processing, and transport 
of the hydrocarbon fuel(s) (i.e. coal and natural gas) used for electricity generation. For fuel cell buses 
upstream emissions include emissions generated directly during production, storage, transport, and 
compression of hydrogen; these emission come mostly from generating the electricity used for both 
water electrolysis and SMR. For the SMR production path upstream emissions also include emissions 
associated with production, processing, and transport of the natural gas used to produce the 
hydrogen.  

All tailpipe NOx and PM emissions are assumed to be emitted within the South Coast Air Basin, as are 
upstream emissions from facilities and processes conducted within the basin (i.e. emissions from 
power plants located within the basin and from fuel production and transport activities that occur 
within the basin). Other upstream emissions (i.e. from natural gas extraction and processing, and 
from power plants located outside of the basin) are assumed to be out-of-basin emissions.  

Emission factors used for upstream emissions vary by calendar year, to account for expected changes 
in the energy mix over time. For example, it is assumed that over the next 40 years average emission 
rates for electricity generation in California will fall significantly, reflecting greater use of zero-emission 
and renewable generating sources, in response to both government policy and market forces.  
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2. MAJOR ASSUMPTIONS AND DATA SOURCES 

2.1 Electric Bus Range 

To estimate the range per charge for current and future electric buses used in LACMTA service, the 
authors conducted a literature review, interviewed technical and sales staff from three transit bus 
manufacturers that currently offer 35-ft to 42-ft electric transit buses commercially4, and evaluated 
the results of an on-going in-service test of battery buses at LACMTA.  

For an electric bus, range per charge (miles) is a function of two primary variables: 1) the energy 
capacity of the installed battery pack (kWh), and 2) actual energy use in service (kWh/mi). For any 
given bus the size of the battery pack is fixed, but energy use can vary based on a number of 
variables, including driver behavior, bus loading, and route characteristics (i.e. average speed and 
topography).  

In addition, batteries lose capacity over time, as they are charged and dis-charged on a daily basis. 
This loss of capacity must be factored in to establish a practical range that can be relied on over the 
expected service life of a bus. Capacity loss is not solely a function of charge/discharge cycles; 
however, it can also be affected by the “depth” of discharge. Most battery manufacturers do not 
recommend depleting the battery fully (to zero percent state of charge) on a daily basis, as this can 
increase the rate at which batteries lose capacity. Over the past 20 years the general rule of thumb 
has been to use 80% depth of discharge as a planning factor when calculating practical electric vehicle 
range, to maximize in-service battery life.  

Each of these variables is discussed further below, along with the author’s projections of practical 
electric bus range based on these variables. 

2.1.1 Electric Bus Battery Capacity 

Virtually all commercially available 40-ft electric transit buses sold today (MY2016) have installed 
batteries with 300 – 330 kWh of energy storage capacity. In practical terms the size of the battery 
pack is constrained primarily by available packaging volume on the vehicle, but may also be 
constrained by axle weight limits. As such, increasing the energy storage capacity of electric buses will 
require further improvements in battery technology, to increase energy density (kWh/kg; kWh/ft3). 

All bus manufacturers interviewed indicated that their battery suppliers are promising significant 
improvements in energy density over the next 5 – 15 years, though estimates vary as to when these 
improvement will be available, and how large they will be. One bus manufacturer indicated that 
battery packs larger than 400 kWh would be available within two years; others were more cautious, 
indicating that battery packs with 33% greater capacity than current packs “might” be available by 
2025, with further increases in later years. 

For this analysis the authors used conservative estimates for the energy storage capacity of battery 
packs on future electric buses, as follows: Model Year 2025 – 2034, 420 kWh; model year 
2035 – 2044, 450 kWh; model year 2045+ 482 kWh. 

                                               
4 BYD, Proterra, and New Flyer. 
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2.1.2 Electric Bus Energy Use 

LACMTA operated a pilot fleet of 5 40-ft battery buses in regular Metro service between June 2015 and 
April 2016. These buses are used on a route with average speed of approximately 9 MPH. Since 
entering service they have accumulated more than 30,000 in-service miles. Weekly average energy 
use for all 5 buses has ranged from 2.3 kWh/mi to 3.5 kWh/mi; the over-all average since the 
beginning of the test is 3.2 kWh/mi. The route on which these buses operate has a slower average 
speed (9 MPH) than the LACMTA fleet average speed (12 MPH). Prior modeling conducted by the 
authors indicates that projected average energy use for these buses on a 12 MPH route would be 
2.8kWh/mi. 

Electric bus energy economy testing conducted by the Federal Transit Authority’s New Model Bus 
Testing program indicates that there is a significant range in average energy use (kWh/mi) for 
different commercially available buses today5. One of the tested buses averaged 15% less energy per 
mile on the test routes than the bus model which LACMTA is currently operating in service. 

In addition, all bus manufacturers interviewed indicated that electric buses will become more efficient 
over time, as the technology continues to mature. 

Based on all of the above information, this analysis assumes that MY2025 – MY2034 electric buses will 
use an average of 2.5_kWh/mi in LACMTA service, MY2035 – MY2044 electric buses will use an 
average of 2.4 kWh/mi, and MY2045+ electric buses will use an average of 2.3 kWh/mi. These values 
reflect a 5% reduction in “industry average” energy usage per decade, compared to current buses.  

The above values were used to calculate electricity use and cost. To calculate expected range per 
charge 10% was added to these figures, to account for driver and route variability.  

2.1.3 Battery Life & Depth of Discharge 

One electric bus manufacturer currently offers a 12-year warranty on their batteries, which guarantees 
that after 12 years in service the battery pack will retain at least 70% of its original name plate 
capacity (kWh). This implies 2.5% loss of capacity per year. This manufacturer also indicated that 
there is no restriction on daily depth of discharge. 

The other manufacturers are less aggressive with respect to claims of battery life, offering only a 
standard 5-year warranty which guarantees no less than 80% of initial name plate capacity after that 
time, and recommending 80% depth of discharge as a planning factor in order to maximize effective 
battery life. One manufacturer indicated that actual capacity loss after 6 years in service indicates the 
possibility of a 10-year life, but they are not ready to guarantee that level of performance. This 
manufacturer also indicated that their battery management system limits depth of discharge to no 
more than 80% in the first few years of bus life, but opens that up over time, to allow 95% depth of 
discharge after year 5. In this way, buses are able to achieve consistent daily range even though the 
pack is losing effective capacity over time. 

LACMTA currently keeps their buses in service for 14 years. For electric buses to be reliably usable 
over their entire life, the expected capacity loss must be included in calculations of the practical range 

                                               
5 Bus Testing and Research Center, Pennsylvania Transportation Institute; Federal Transit Bus Test; Report Number LTI-BT-R1307, June 

2014; Report Number LTI-BT-R1405, July 2015; Report Number LTI-BT-R1406, May 2015. 
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per charge. One option is to assume that batteries will last 14 years without replacement, but the 
range calculation would then need to assume a usable capacity of only 65% - 70% of battery 
nameplate capacity. The other option would be to assume that batteries will be replaced at bus 
mid-life (7 years). Under this scenario LACMTA will incur additional costs for battery replacement, but 
they will need fewer buses because range per charge can be based on approximately 80% of battery 
nameplate capacity.  

Analysis indicates that buying fewer buses, but planning to replace the battery packs at 7 years, will 
be the least costly option for LACMTA. Thus, this is the scenario on which projected range per charge 
was calculated for this analysis. 

2.1.4 Electric Bus Range per Charge 

Based on projected nameplate battery capacity, protected in-service energy use, and expected battery 
degradation, as discussed above, this analysis assumes that the practical, reliable electric bus range 
per charge for buses used in LACMTA service will be 126 miles for MY2025-MY2034 buses, 142 miles 
for MY2035 -2044 buses, and 161 miles for buses purchased after MY2045. These values represent 
expected range per charge at the end of year 7 with 95% depth of discharge. 

2.2 LACMTA Bus Assignments & Electric Bus Replacement Ratio 

Figures 2 and 3 show a summary of LACMTA’s week-day scheduled bus assignments. An “assignment” 
is a piece of work encompassing the time and mileage from when a bus first leaves a depot and enters 
service to when that bus returns to the depot. Figure 2 plots the weekday bus assignments based on 
accumulated mileage (miles) before the bus returns to the depot, and Figure 3 plots the assignments 
based on the accumulated time (hours) before the bus returns to the depot. 

There are 2,878 daily bus assignments handled by 1,908 peak buses. That means that approximately 
938 buses (49%) do one assignment per day, and 970 buses (51%) do two assignments per day. In 
general buses that do two assignments per day go out early in the morning to cover the morning peak 
period, return to the depot in late morning, and then leave the depot again in mid-afternoon to cover 
the afternoon peak. These buses generally spend three to six hours parked at the depot during mid-
day and most will also be parked at the depot for three to six hours again in the late evening/early 
morning. 

As shown on Figures 2 and 3, about 30% of all assignments are longer than 12 hours and 125 miles, 
and these are the assignments that are typically handled by buses that do only one assignment per 
day. These assignments average 165 miles and 15 hours per day in service. The remaining 70% of 
assignments, which are typically handled by buses that do two assignments per day, average 62 miles 
and 4.7 hours per day in service. That means that the buses that handle these assignments (two per 
day) generally average 124 miles and 9.4 hours per day in service. 
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Figure 2. LACMTA Weekday Bus Assignments, Percent versus Accumulated Miles in Service 
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Figure 3. LACMTA Weekday Bus Assignments, Percent versus Accumulated Time in Service 

 

When at the depot, LACMTA buses are parked nose-to-tail in adjacent parking lanes. As such, bus 
pull-outs for service are based on first-in, first-out; i.e. when a bus operator leaves for his or her 
assignment they take the first bus in line. When they return from service they park the bus in 
whatever spot is available. Given this, it is difficult, if not impossible, to dedicate specific buses to 
specific routes or assignments, except on a limited basis. Every bus of a given size assigned to a depot 
must be usable for every assignment operated from the depot on which that size bus is used. This 
means that in practical terms: 1) electric buses must have sufficient range per charge to handle every 
daily assignment, or 2) long assignments (miles) must be broken up into shorter assignments to 
accommodate actual electric bus range, or 3) depot charging of electric buses must be supplemented 
by in-route charging. Option 2, the break-up of long bus assignments into shorter assignments will 
increase the number of peak buses required compared to the current fleet of CNG buses (i.e. the 
electric bus replacement ratio will be greater than 1). 

As discussed above in Section 2.1, this analysis assumes that model year 2025 – 2034 electric buses 
will have a practical, reliable range of 124 miles/charge in LACMTA service throughout their service 
life. This is a 34% increase from the current generation of electric buses (model year 2016) which are 
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estimated to have a reliable range of 85 – 100 miles per charge in LACMTA service6. The analysis 
assumes that battery technology will continue to improve in future years, such that model year 
2035 – 2044 electric buses will have a reliable range of 142 miles/charge and model year 2045 – 2055 
electric buses will have a reliable range of 161 miles/charge. 

Electric buses can replace current CNG buses one-for-one on daily bus assignments, or combinations 
of assignments, with shorter accumulated mileage than the assumed range per charge. Daily bus 
assignments longer than the assumed range per charge will need to be reconfigured to create more, 
shorter assignments, thus increasing the total number of peak buses required, if only depot charging 
is used. 

To determine the number of electric buses required to replace CNG buses in the depot-charging only 
scenario, the authors calculated the percentage of current daily bus assignments shorter than the 
assumed range per charge, and then calculated the percentage of peak buses that would be used for 
these assignments. The percentage of peak buses is smaller than the percentage of assignments, 
because most if not all buses used for these short assignments do two assignments per day. Next the 
authors calculated the average daily mileage for all assignments longer than the assumed 
miles/charge, and the electric bus replacement ratio that would be required to accommodate these 
longer assignments. Finally the authors calculated a fleet average electric bus replacement ratio, 
which is a weighted average of peak buses needed to accommodate short assignments (1:1 
replacement) and buses needed to accommodate the current long assignments (greater than 1:1 
replacement ratio). The results of this analysis are shown in Table 4. 

Table 4. Estimated Electric Bus Replacement Ration for Depot charging-only Scenario 

 
Model Year  

2016 

Model Year  

2025 - 2034 

Model Year  

2035 - 2044 

Model Year  

2045 - 2054 

Projected Electric Bus range/charge 
[miles] 

93 mi 126 mi 142 mi 161 mi 

% of Bus Assignments 
<range/charge 

55% 68% 75% 84% 

% of Peak Buses with daily mileage 
< range per charge 

42% 51% 55% 59% 

Average Daily Mileage for Bus 
Assignments > range/charge 

152 mi 168 mi 177 mi 190 mi 

Replacement Ratio for Assignments 
> range/charge 

1.70 1.34 1.27 1.19 

FLEET AVERAGE  

REPLACEMENT RATIO 
1.41 1.17 1.12 1.08 

 

                                               
6 Projected range varies by bus manufacturer based on differences in installed battery capacity (kWh) and projected average energy use 

(kWh/mi). 
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As shown in Table 4, in the 2025 – 2034 time frame 1.17 electric buses would be required to replace 
one CNG bus if charging is done only at the depot. In the 2035 – 2044 time frame this electric bus 
replacement ratio drops to 1.12, and it drops further to 1.08 after 2045.  

2.3 Other Assumptions 

Table 5 lists the major assumptions used in the fleet cost and emissions models, as well as the source 
of these assumptions. 

All costs in Table 5 are shown in 2015$. For each year the model escalates these values based on 
assumed annual inflation, to calculate yearly total costs in nominal dollars. For net present value 
calculations these annual nominal dollar totals are then discounted back to 2015$ based on an 
assumed discount rate. 

Table 5a. Major Assumptions and Data Sources Used in Fleet Cost & Emissions Model – 
LACMTA System Characteristics 

5A: LACMTA SYSTEM CHARACTERISTICS 

Metric Data Sources Values/Notes 

Average Annual Total Miles per 
bus 

LACMTA, National Transit 
database, 2013 

38,000 miles 

Average Annual Revenue Miles 
per bus 

LACMTA, National Transit 
database, 2013 

32,000 miles 

Fleet Spare Factor LACMTA policy 20% 

Average Daily Total Miles per 
Bus 

MJB&A analysis 
130 miles;  (annual miles/bus ÷ 
(365 day/yr x (1-spare factor)) 

Average In-service Bus Speed 
(MPH) 

LACMTA, National Transit 
database, 2013 

12.1 MPH;  total bus miles ÷ total 
bus hours  

Average Daily in-Service Hours 
per bus 

LACMTA, National Transit 
database, 2013; MJB&A 
analysis 

10.8 hours; average daily miles ÷ 
average in-service speed 

Bus Retirement age LACMTA policy 14 years 

In-service Bus Lay-over Time LACMTA Service Planning 10 minutes per hour of driving 

Total Lay-over (Terminal) 
Locations, System-wide 

LACMTA Service Planning 
280 = 140 bus lines x 2 
Terminal/line (one at each end)  

2015 Bus Operator Labor Cost 
($/hr) 

LACMTA Service Planning 
$33.50/hour; includes direct fringe 
benefits 

Bus Operator Availability (%) LACMTA Service Planning 80% 

Bus Operator % of shift time 
driving 

LACMTA Service Planning 83% 
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Table 5b. Major Assumptions and Data Sources Used in Fleet Cost & Emissions Model – Fuel 
Costs 

5B: FUEL COSTS 

Metric Data Sources Values/Notes 

Natural Gas (2015) LACMTA Fuel report 

Actual average cost for 2015, $0.780/therm, 
includes cost of fuel station maintenance and 
operation.  

This price implicitly includes California Low 
Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) credits that can be 
earned by the natural gas supplier, and which 
are wholly or partially passed on to LACMTA via 
commercial market pricing. 

Renewable Natural Gas 
(2015) 

LACMTA Procurement 

Assume that purchase cost of renewable natural 
gas will be the same as standard natural gas, at 
$0.780/therm in 2015. This is based on LACMTA 
market research showing that there are multiple 
providers willing to provide renewable gas at 
this rate today.  

This price implicitly includes California Low 
Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) credits that can be 
earned by the RNG fuel supplier, and which are 
wholly or partially passed on to LACMTA via 
commercial market pricing. 

Electricity (2015) 

Southern California 
Edison, Schedule TOU-
8, Time-of-Use 
General-Service Large; 
Cal. PUC Sheet No. 
53221-E 

California Air 
Resources Board, Final 
Regulation Order, 
Subchapter 10 Climate 
Change, Article 4 
Regulations to Achieve 
Greenhouse Gas 
Emission Reductions, 
Subchapter 7 Low 
Carbon Fuel Standard 

 

MJB&A Analysis 

TOU-8 is the electric rate applicable to large 
commercial customers in Los Angeles with 
expected usage greater than 500 kW. The rate is 
composed of delivery and generation energy 
charges ($/KWh) which vary by time of day 
(off-peak, mid-peak, and high-peak) and season 
(summer, winter). There are also monthly 
facility demand charges ($/kW) based on over-
all peak demand within the month and monthly 
time-based demand charges ($/kW) based on 
monthly peak demand within each daily rate 
period (off-peak, mid-peak, and high-peak) over 
the month.  

Based on an analysis of scheduled daily LACMTA 
service (% of buses in service and at the depot 
by time of day), MJB&A determined that 
approximately 64%, 32%, and 5% of electric 
bus depot charging would occur during off-peak, 
mid-peak, and high-peak periods, and that 
approximately 24%, 65%, and 11% of in-route 
charging would occur during off-peak, mid-peak, 
and high-peak periods.  
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5B: FUEL COSTS 

Metric Data Sources Values/Notes 

Based on this charging distribution the average 
annual cost of electricity in 2015 under Southern 
California Edison’s TOU-8 rate would be 
$0.172/kWh for depot charging and $0.143/kWh 
for in-route charging. 

Based on an assumption of constant daily 
production during only off-peak and mid-peak 
hours the average annual cost of electricity for 
hydrogen production in 2015 would be 
$0.1061/kWh under the TOU-8 rate.  

LACMTA can earn credits under California’s low 
carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) for battery electric 
bus charging. Available credits in each year were 
calculated using the procedures outlined in the 
LCFS Final Regulation Order, and assuming a 
credit value of $100 per metric ton of CO2 
reduction, which is the current market value of 
LCFS credits. These credits were then deducted 
from LACMTA’s projected cost of purchasing 
electricity, to yield their net cost of electricity for 
battery bus charging. Projected LCFS credits are 
$0.118/kWh in 2015, increasing to $0.127/kWh 
in 2055 as the projected carbon intensity of 
electricity production falls over time. LACMTA’s 
net electricity costs for battery bus charging are 
projected to be $0.053/kWh for depot charging 
and $0.025/kWh for in-route charging in 2015. 

Hydrogen (2015) 

National Renewable 
Energy Laboratory, 
H2FAST: Hydrogen 
Financial Analysis 
Scenario Tool, April, 
2015, Version 1.0 

 

California Air 
Resources Board, Final 
Regulation Order, 
Subchapter 10 Climate 
Change, Article 4 
Regulations to Achieve 
Greenhouse Gas 
Emission Reductions, 

Hydrogen production via steam reforming (SMR) 
assumes 1.7 therms NG and 10 kWh electricity 
input per kg or hydrogen produced. The model 
also assumes $0.25/kg maintenance and 
operating cost, which equates to approximately 
$300,000 per station/year with one station per 
depot. 

Hydrogen production via electrolysis assumes 50 
kWh electricity input per kg hydrogen produced 
in 2015, falling to 44.7 kWh/kg in 2025 and later 
years. The 2025 value is consistent with US 
Department of Energy research and 
development targets and equates to 75% net 
efficiency (the theoretical minimum energy 
requirement is 33 kWh/kg). The model also 
assumes $0.35/kg maintenance and operating 
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5B: FUEL COSTS 

Metric Data Sources Values/Notes 

Subchapter 7 Low 
Carbon Fuel Standard 

 

MJB&A Analysis 

cost, which equates to approximately $420,000 
per station/year with one station per depot. 

Using these assumptions LACMTA’s cost of 
hydrogen production is projected to be $2.64/kg 
using SMR and $5.65/kg using electrolysis in 
2015, not including amortized capital costs for 
the production equipment, which is calculated 
separately and included in capital costs. 

LACMTA can earn credits under California’s low 
carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) for fuel cell bus 
hydrogen production. Available credits in each 
year were calculated using the procedures 
outlined in the LCFS Final Regulation Order, and 
assuming a credit value of $100 per metric ton 
of CO2 reduction, which is the current market 
value of LCFS credits. These credits were then 
deducted from LACMTA’s projected cost of 
producing hydrogen, to yield their net cost of 
producing hydrogen. Projected LCFS credits are 
$1.03/kg in 2015, resulting in net hydrogen 
production costs in 2015 of $1.60/kg for SMR 
and $4.62/kg for electrolysis. 

Annual Fuel Cost 
Inflation 

Energy Information 
Administration, Annual 
Energy Outlook 2016 
early release, Table 
3.9, Energy Prices by 
Sector & Source, 
Pacific region, 
May 2016 

Projections for % change in annual nominal price 
of natural gas and electricity used for 
transportation (reference case), through 2040; 
for 2041 – 2055 assumed average rate for 
2031 – 2040. 
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Table 5c. Major Assumptions and Data Sources Used in Fleet Cost & Emissions Model – 
Emissions Factors 

5C: EMISSIONS FACTORS 

Metric Data Sources Values/Notes 

CNG bus tailpipe NOx, 
PM, CH4 (g/mi) 

California Air Resources 
Board, EMFAC2014 

Season - annual; Sub area - Los Angeles 
(SC); vehicle class – UBUS; Fuel – NG; 
Process – RUNEX; Speed Time - Weighted 
average of bins 5 through 30 to simulate 
urban bus duty cycle with 12.5 MPH 
average speed. Values calculated for each 
model year in each calendar year. 

Low NOx CNG bus 
tailpipe NOx, PM, CH4 

(g/mi) 

California Air Resources 
Board Executive Orders 
A-021-0631 and A-021-0629 

NOx, PM, and CH4 g/mi emissions 
assumed to be proportionally lower than 
emissions from standard CNG buses of the 
same model year based on model year 
2016 certified engine emissions for 
Low NOx and standard CNG engines. NOx 
emissions assumed to be 92% lower 
(0.01 g/bhp-hr vs 0.13 g/bhp-hr), 
CH4 g/mi emissions assumed to be 72% 
lower (0.56 g/bhp-hr vs 1.97 g/bhp-hr) 
and PM emissions assumed to be 50% 
lower (0.001 g/bhp-hr vs 0.002 g/bhp-hr). 

CNG and Low NOx 
CNG bus tailpipe CO2 

(g/mi) 

U.S. Department of Energy, 
Alternative Fuels & Advanced 
Vehicles Data Center 
(www.afdc.energy.gov/afdc/f
uels/properties.html) 

5,593 g CO2/therm, assuming NG with 
22,453 btu/lb (high heating value) and 
75.5% carbon by weight (90% methane 
and 10% ethane by volume). 

Gram/mile emissions = Fuel use 
(therm/mi) x g CO2/therm. 

Natural Gas Upstream 
CO2, NOx, PM, CH4 

(g/therm) 

Argonne national Laboratory, 
The Greenhouse Gases, 
Regulated Emissions, and 
Energy Use in Transportation 
(GREET) Model, as modified 
by California Air Resources 
Board to reflect California 
conditions (CAGREET) 

 

G. Saur and A. Milbrandt, 
National Renewable Energy 
Laboratory, Renewable 
Hydrogen Potential from 
Biogas in the United States, 

CA GREET was used to calculate upstream 
emission rates (g/mmbtu, g/therm) for 
pipeline natural gas and renewable natural 
gas. The emission rates for renewable 
natural gas assume the following mixture 
of production sources: 100% landfill, 0% 
animal waste, and 0% wastewater 
treatment plant. These assumptions are 
conservative; LACMTA has not yet 
determined actual production sources for 
commercially available RNG. Inclusion of 
gas produced from wastewater treatment 
plants and/or food waste would further 
reduce emissions of both GHG and NOx 
compared to current assumptions. 

Renewable Natural Gas 
Upstream CO2, NOx, 
PM, CH4 (g/therm) 

Hydrogen Production 
CO2, NOx, PM, CH4 

(g/kg) 



UPDATED DRAFT  
 

Zero Emission Bus Options: 
Analysis of 2015 – 2055 Costs and Emissions 

21 

Major Assumptions and Data Sources Ramboll Environ 

5C: EMISSIONS FACTORS 

Metric Data Sources Values/Notes 

NREL/TP-5400-60283, July 
2014 

 

CA GREET was used to calculate upstream 
emission rates (g/mmbtu, g/kg) for 
production of hydrogen using SMR. 

All upstream emission rates for natural 
gas, renewable natural gas and SMR 
hydrogen are assumed to be constant 
throughout the analysis period. 

For production of hydrogen using 
electrolysis, emission rates (g/kg) were 
determined by multiplying the electrical 
energy required for production (kWh/kg) 
by emission rates for electricity generation 
(g/kWh). 

For standard natural gas, including the 
natural gas used for production of 
hydrogen via SMR, the following 
components of upstream NOx and PM 
emissions are assumed to be emitted 
within the South Coast Air Basin: 7.4% of 
emissions from “natural gas transmission 
to fueling station” (50 out of 680 pipeline 
miles) and 100% of emissions from 
compression. The following components of 
natural gas upstream NOx and PM 
emissions are assumed to be emitted 
outside of the South Coast Air Basin: 
100% of emissions from natural gas 
recovery and processing; and 92.6% of 
emissions from natural gas transmission to 
fueling station (630 out of 680 pipeline 
miles). 

For RNG, 25% of NOx and PM emissions 
from “natural gas transmission to fueling 
station” (50 out of 200 pipeline miles) are 
assumed to be in-basin, as well as 100% 
of emissions from RNG compression. 
Emissions from production and processing 
of RNG are attributed as in-basin or out-
of-basin depending on the location of the 
RNG sources. The model assumes that in 
2018 100% of RNG will be from out-of-
basin sources, but that over time a greater 
percentage of RNG will be from in-basin 
sources, rising to 30% by 2055. NREL’s 
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5C: EMISSIONS FACTORS 

Metric Data Sources Values/Notes 

projections of bio-methane potential from 
all sources shows that approximately 30% 
of potential bio-methane in California is 
attributed to sources located within the 
South Coast Air basin. 

All emissions from production and 
compression of hydrogen produced via 
SMR are assumed to be in-basin.  

Electricity Generation 
CO2, NOx, PM, CH4 

(g/kWh) 

 

Argonne national Laboratory, 
The Greenhouse Gases, 
Regulated Emissions, and 
Energy Use in Transportation 
(GREET) Model, as modified 
by California Air Resources 
Board to reflect California 
conditions (CAGREET) 

ARB targets for renewable 
generation through 2050 

ABB Velocity Suite™ 
database of electric 
generating units within 
CAISO 

CA GREET was used to calculate 2015 and 
2020 emission rates (g/kWh) for each 
discrete electric generating source type 
used in California: wind, solar, 
geothermal, hydroelectric, nuclear, 
biomass, natural gas, and coal. For each 
pollutant in each calendar year the model 
uses source-weighted average emissions 
factors calculated by multiplying the 
emission factor for each source type by 
the assumed percentage of electricity 
produced by that source type in California 
that year. The assumptions for percentage 
of generation by source type match the 
California Air Resources Board’s published 
targets for increases in zero-emitting and 
renewable resources through 2050. For 
example, the model assumes that there 
will be no electricity generation using coal 
after 2027, and that zero-emitting sources 
will increase from 46% of total generation 
in 2015 to 78% in 2050. At the same time, 
generation with natural gas will fall from 
53% of total generation in 2015 to 22% in 
2050. 

CA Greet indicates that emission rates 
(g/kWh) of NOx, PM, CO2, and CH4 will fall 
between 2015 and 2020 for nuclear, 
natural gas, biomass, and coal generating 
sources, presumably based on 
improvements in efficiency and/or addition 
of emission controls in response to 
regulation. The difference in emission 
rates between 2015 and 2020 were used 
to calculate an annual adjustment factor 
for each pollutant and generating source, 
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5C: EMISSIONS FACTORS 

Metric Data Sources Values/Notes 

which was applied in each year of the 
analysis – i.e. emission rates were 
assumed to continue to improve at the 
same annual rate through 2055, which is a 
conservative assumption. 

To determine the percentage of NOx and 
PM emissions emitted within the South 
Coast Air Basin from electricity generation 
under each scenario, the ABB Velocity 
Suite™ database was used to determine 
the percentage of current generation 
(MWh) within the California Independent 
System Operator (CAISO) territory 
produced by generating plants located in 
the South Coast Air Basin. In 2013 
approximately 22.2% of total CAISO 
generation by natural gas-fired plants was 
from plants within the basin, while O% of 
coal generation was from plants within the 
basin and 9.4% of biomass generation was 
from plants within the basin. These 
percentages were applied separately to 
the emission factors for each type of 
generation to calculate weighted average 
NOx and PM emission factors (g/kWH) 
within and outside the basin. The analysis 
assumes that total gas generation will fall 
each year through 2050, while total 
biomass generation will increase; however 
the percentage of total generation from 
plants of each type within the basin is 
assumed to stay constant. 
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Table 5d. Major Assumptions and Data Sources Used in Fleet Cost & Emissions Model – CNG 
Buses 

5D: CNG BUSES 

Metric Data Sources Values/Notes 

Purchase Cost  

(2015 $) 
LACMTA Maintenance 
Department 

$490,000 per bus. This is the actual price paid 
by LACMTA for 40-ft CNG bus purchases in 
2013.  

Mid-Life Overhaul Cost 
(2015 $) 

LACMTA Maintenance 
Department 

$35,000 per bus. This is the actual average cost 
for overhauls completed in 2014. 

Maintenance Cost 
($/mi) 

LACMTA maintenance 
records for 2013 - 
2014 

Average cost of $0.850/mile for buses near 
mid-life (7 years old). 35% of costs ($0.30/mi) 
attributed to propulsion system (engine, 
transmission, brakes) and 65% attributed to all 
other bus systems ($0.55/mi). 

Fuel Use (therm/mi) 
LACMTA fueling 
records 

Average of 0.476 therm/mi. 
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Table 5e. Major Assumptions and Data Sources Used in Fleet Cost & Emissions Model – 
Low NOx CNG Buses 

5E: LOW NOx CNG BUSES 

Metric Data Sources Values/Notes 

Purchase Cost  

(2015 $) 
Environ discussion with 
Cummins, Inc. 

Incremental cost of Low NOx CNG bus compared 
to standard CNG bus $10,000 through MY2035, 
falling to $5,000 after MY2045 due to technology 
maturity. 

Repower Cost  

(2015 $) 
LACMTA Maintenance 
Department 

Assume $112,000/bus for repowers in 2015 – 
2034, falling to $102,000/bus for repowers in 
2045 – 2054. Current cost of repowering 
LACMTA CNG buses averages $100,000/bus. 
Low NOx repowers assumed to be more 
expensive due to incremental cost of Low NOx 
engine ($10,000) and $2,000/bus for up-front 
engineering and design work ($200,000 spread 
over 1,000 buses). Incremental cost of Low NOx 
engine assumed to decline over time as 
technology matures. 

Mid-Life Overhaul Cost 
(2015 $) 

LACMTA Maintenance 
Department 

Assume that mid-life overhauls for Low NOx 
engine buses will be $38,000/bus, which is 
$3,000/bus greater than current mid-life 
overhaul costs for standard CNG buses. Costs 
assumed to be higher due to higher cost for re-
building Low NOx engine. 

Maintenance Cost 
($/mi) 

LACMTA Maintenance 
Department 

Assume that non-propulsion  maintenance costs 
will be the same as current CNG buses 
($0.553/mi) and that propulsion related 
maintenance costs will be 10% higher 
($0.327/mi) for Low NOx engines purchased 
2015 – 2024, due to technology immaturity. 
Assumes that by MY2035 propulsion related 
maintenance costs for Low NOx engines will be 
the same as for current buses.  

Fuel Use (therm/mi) 

California Air 
Resources Board 
Executive Orders A-
021-0631 and A-021-
0629 

Assume that fuel use for Low NOx engines will 
be 0.4% higher than fuel use of current NG 
engines, based on certified CO2 emissions of 
model year 2016 Low NOx engines compared to 
standard engines (465 g/bhp-hr vs 463 
g/bhp-hr). 
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Table 5f. Major Assumptions and Data Sources Used in Fleet Cost & Emissions Model – 
Electric Buses 

5F: ELECTRIC BUSES 

Metric Data Sources Values/Notes 

Purchase Cost  

(2015 $) 

Air Resources Board, 
Mobile Source Control 
Division, Advanced 
Clean Transit, May 
2015  

BYD bus purchase 
quote to LACMTA 

 

Discussion with battery 
electric bus 
manufacturers, BYD, 
Proterra, and New 
Flyer 

Current costs (MY2016) are estimated to be 
$760,000 per bus for depot-only charging and 
$810,000 per bus for depot and in-route 
charging. The increased cost for in-route 
charging is for inductive charge receiver on the 
bus. 

Based on discussion with bus manufacturers, 
industry average battery bus purchase costs 
(depot charging, 2015$) are projected to fall to 
$657,000 in MY2025, $632,000 in MY2035, and 
$631,000 in MY2045. These costs reflect 
significant projected reductions in battery pack 
costs ($/kWh, 2015$), but also significant 
increases in battery pack size (kW) over time, 
based on increased energy density. 

The model assumes no reduction in costs 
(2015$) over time for bus systems other than 
the battery pack; the majority of the cost of a 
bus is in items and systems (steel structure, 
doors, windows, suspension system, etc.) that 
will be common between electric and CNG 
buses, which are not expected to change. 

Increases in battery energy density are 
projected based on current research efforts by 
battery manufacturers. Reductions in battery 
costs are projected based on research efforts as 
well as projected increases in manufacturing 
volume, primarily based on increased sales of 
light-duty electric vehicles. 

Cell level battery costs are projected to fall from 
an industry average of $417/kWh (2015$) today 
to $150/kWh in 2025 and $100/kWh in 2035 
and later years (2015$). Total battery pack 
costs (including physical structure, battery 
management system, and manufacturing labor 
and overhead) are projected to fall from an 
industry average of $740/kWh today to 
$358/kWh in 2025, $275/kWh in 2035, and 
$258/kWh in 2045 (all in 2015$). 
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5F: ELECTRIC BUSES 

Metric Data Sources Values/Notes 

Installed battery pack size is projected to 
increase from an industry average of 330 kWh 
today to 420 kWh in 2025, 450 kWh in 2035, 
and 482 kWh in 2045. 

The above values represent a conservative, but 
realistic assessment of industry average costs. 
There was a significant range of values provided 
by different bus manufacturers, with some 
stated projections significantly more optimistic 
than others (lower battery cost and higher 
energy density). 

Mid-Life Overhaul Cost 
(2015 $) 

BYD purchase quote to 
LACMTA 

Discussion with battery 
electric bus 
manufacturers, BYD, 
Proterra, and New 
Flyer 

Based on discussion with bus manufacturers, 
this analysis assumes that the drive motor and 
inverter on electric buses will need to be 
replaced/overhauled at mid-life at a cost of 
$30,000. This analysis also assumes that all 
electric buses will have their battery packs 
overhauled at mid-life by replacing the battery 
cells (but not the physical structure). See 
discussion of battery life in section 2.1.3. 
Mid-life battery overhaul costs are based on 
pack size (kW) and assumed cell costs ($/kWh) 
discussed above under electric bus Purchase 
Cost, plus 30% for labor.  

This results in total mid-life overhaul costs of 
$84,600 for MY2025-MY2034 electric buses, 
$88,500 for MY2035 – MY2044 electric buses, 
and $92,700 for MY2045 – MY2054 electric 
buses. 

Maintenance Cost 
($/mi) 

MJB&A analysis 

Non-propulsion related costs assumed to be 
same as CNG, $0.553/mi.  

Propulsion-related costs (drive motor, inverter, 
brakes) assumed to be half the cost of CNG 
buses ($0.149/mi). 

Fuel Use (kWh/mi) 

40-ft electric bus in-
service test at LACMTA 

Bus Testing and 
Research Center, 
Pennsylvania 
Transportation 
Institute; Federal 
Transit Bus Test; 

MY 2025 electric buses used in LACMTA service 
are projected to average 2.5 kWh/mi energy 
use; this fleet average is projected to fall to 
2.4 kWh/mi for MY2035 buses and 2.3 kWh/mi 
for MY2045 buses.  

See section 2.1.2 for discussion of how these 
values were derived. 
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5F: ELECTRIC BUSES 

Metric Data Sources Values/Notes 

Report Number LTI-
BT-R1307, June 2014; 
Report Number LTI-
BT-R1405, July 2015; 
Report Number LTI-
BT-R1406, May 2015 

Discussion with electric 
bus manufacturers 
BYD, Proterra, and 
New Flyer 

MJB&A Analysis 

Range (mi/charge) 

Discussion with battery 
electric bus 
manufacturers, BYD, 
Proterra, and New 
Flyer 

MJB&A Analysis 

MY 2025 electric buses are assumed to have 
range per charge of 126 miles, increasing to 
142 miles for MY2035 and 161 miles for 
MY2045. 

These values represent industry average, 
reliable daily range at bus mid-life. See Section 
2.1 for a full discussion of how these values 
were derived. 
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Table 5g. Major Assumptions and Data Sources Used in Fleet Cost & Emissions Model – Fuel 
Cell Buses 

5G: FUEL CELL BUSES 

Metric Data Sources Values/Notes 

Purchase Cost  

(2015 $) 

 

 

 

 

 

Letter from New Flyer 
to Air Resources Board 

Air Resources Board, 
Mobile Source Control 
Division, Advanced 
Clean Transit, May 
2015 

E. den Boer, et al,  CE 
Delft, Zero emissions 
trucks: An overview of 
state-of-the-art 
technologies and their 
potential, Report Delft, 
July 2013   

Current cost (MY 2016) is $1,300,000 per bus.  

Per a letter from New Flyer to Air Resource 
Board the cost for MY2025 buses (2015$) is 
assumed to be $920,000, falling to $690,000 in 
MY2035 (-25%) and $598,000 in MY2045 
(-35%).  

Assumed cost reductions for MY2035 and 
MY2045 are per estimates by CE Delft.  

 

 

Mid-Life Overhaul Cost 
(2015 $) 

LACMTA Maintenance 
Department 

E. den Boer, et al,  CE 
Delft, Zero emissions 
trucks: An overview of 
state-of-the-art 
technologies and their 
potential, Report Delft, 
July 2013   

MJB&A Analysis 

Mid-life overhaul costs assumed to be the same 
as for CNG bus mid-life plus the cost of replacing 
the fuel cell stack. Fuel cell stack replacement 
assumed to be $300,000 for MY2025 – MY2034 
buses, $125,000 for MY2035 – MY2044 buses, 
and $50,000 for MY2045 – MY2054 buses, based 
on projected future cost differential between 
CNG and fuel cell buses at time of overhaul. 

Maintenance Cost 
($/mi) 

L. Eudy and M. Post, 
National Renewable 
Energy Laboratory, 
Zero Emission Bay 
Area (ZEBA) Fuel Cell 
Bus Demonstration 
Results: Fourth Report, 
July 2015 

Non-propulsion related costs assumed to be 
same as CNG, $0.553/mi.  

Current generation fuel cell buses have 
propulsion related costs at least 33% higher 
than diesel buses.  

For this analysis propulsion related costs 
assumed to be 20% higher than CNG buses for 
MY2025 – MY2034 buses, falling to only 10% 
higher for MY2045-MY2054 buses due to 
technology maturity. 
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5G: FUEL CELL BUSES 

Metric Data Sources Values/Notes 

H2 Fuel Use (kg/mi) 

L. Eudy and M. Post, 
National Renewable 
Energy Laboratory, 
Zero Emission Bay 
Area (ZEBA) Fuel Cell 
Bus Demonstration 
Results: Fourth Report, 
July 2015 

Average H2 fuel use for current generation buses 
is 0.156 kg/mi. This value used for MY2025 – 
MY2034 buses. Assumed 5% reduction for 
MY2035-MY2044 buses, and 10% reduction for 
MY2045 -MY2054 buses due to technology 
maturity. 
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Table 5h. Major Assumptions and Data Sources Used in Fleet Cost & Emissions Model – 
Fueling Infrastructure – Electric Buses 

5H: FUELING INFRASTRUCTURE – ELECTRIC BUSES 

Metric Data Sources Values/Notes 

Depot Chargers 
($/kW) J. Agenbroad, Rocky 

Mountain Institute, 
Pulling Back the Veil 
on EV Charging Station 
Costs, April 29, 2014 
http://blog.rmi.org/blo
g_2014_04_29_pulling
_back_the_veil_on_ev
_charging_station_cost
s 

Recent LACMTA 
experience installing 
chargers for BYD 
electric buses 

 

LACMTA facilities department estimates a cost of 
$500/kW to upgrade depot electrical 
infrastructure, plus $10,000 per bus for the 
charge adapter, based on a full depot roll-out of 
electric buses. This equates to $30,000/bus for 
required 40 kW chargers. 

Model assumes 2,000 depot chargers will be 
required, one for each daily in-service bus. Daily 
in-service buses = Fleet assignment x (1-spare 
factor %). 

Annual maintenance costs for depot chargers are 
assumed to be 10% of installed capital cost. 

In-route Chargers 
($/kW) 

 

Installed cost of $4,000/kW, based on $80,000 
for public, 20 kW DC inductive fast-charger. In-
route chargers assumed to be more expensive 
than depot-based chargers due to need to 
secure right-of-way, longer feeder runs, and 
installation of inductive charging pad. 

Model assumes that 308 in-route chargers will 
be required, which is one at each terminal point 
of 140 bus routes, plus 10%; some existing 
terminal locations routinely hold more than one 
bus at a time and would require more than one 
charger. 

Annual maintenance costs for in-route chargers 
are assumed to be 10% of installed capital cost. 

Size (kW) MJB&A analysis 

Charger size (depot and in-route) based on 
average daily energy requirement (kWh) and 
available charging time (hr). Average daily 
energy requirement based on average daily 
miles times average energy use (kWh/mi). 

Depot charger size is 40 kW; In-route charger 
size is 20 kW. 
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Table 5i. Major Assumptions and Data Sources Used in Fleet Cost & Emissions Model – 
Fueling Infrastructure – Fuel Cell Buses 

5I: FUELING INFRASTRUCTURE – FUEL CELL BUSES 

Metric Data Sources Values/Notes 

SMR Cost ($/kg/day) 

M. Melaina and M. 
Penev, National 
Renewable Energy 
Laboratory, Hydrogen 
Station Cost 
Estimates, Comparing 
Hydrogen Station 
Cost Calculator 
Results with other 
Recent Estimates, 
Technical Report 
NREL/TP-5400-56412, 
September 2013 

$5,150/kg/day for stations built 2025 – 2034, 
and $3,370/day for stations built after 2034. 
These values represent a 70% and 80% 
reduction in costs, respectively, compared to 
recently built hydrogen fuel stations. Electrolyzer Cost 

($/kg/day) 

Required Capacity 
(kg/day) 

MJB&A analysis 

Required hydrogen production/dispensing 
capacity based on number of buses, daily 
mileage (mi/day), and average fuel use 
(kg/mi). 

Early buses will require 20 kg/bus/day and 
later buses will require only 18 kg/bus/day 
based on improved fuel economy due to 
technology maturity.  

 

  



UPDATED DRAFT  
 

Zero Emission Bus Options: 
Analysis of 2015 – 2055 Costs and Emissions 

33 

Major Assumptions and Data Sources Ramboll Environ 

Table 5j. Major Assumptions and Data Sources Used in Fleet Cost & Emissions Model – 
Depot Expansion and Modifications 

5J: DEPOT EXPANSION AND  MODIFICATIONS 

Metric Data Sources Values/Notes 

Depot Expansion 
($/incremental bus) 

 

LACMTA Engineering 
Department 

 

$67,500/bus, applicable only to fleet 
expansion for electric buses with depot-only 
charging. Fleet expansion is required because 
electric buses cannot replace current buses 
one-for one due to limited range. This cost is 
based on $500/sf for depot maintenance bays 
and $100/sf for bus parking areas, but is 
discounted by 50% due to potential excess 
capacity within the system based on future 
operational changes. 

Depot Parking 
Expansion 

($/charger) 

LACMTA Engineering 
Department 

Assumes that each depot-based electric 
charger will require 200 square feet of space 
for installation in depot parking areas. This will 
require expansion of parking areas to maintain 
bus parking capacity. Cost of new bus parking 
areas assumed to be $100/sf. Total cost of 
additional bus parking space is $20,000 per 
charger. 

 

Maintenance & 
Diagnostic Equipment 

($/bus) 

BYD electric bus 
quote to LACMTA for 
electric bus diagnostic 
equipment 

 

Average cost of $200/bus, applicable to all 
new Electric and Fuel Cell buses, based on 
recent BYD quote. 

H2 Detection and 
Ventilation Upgrade 

Cost ($/bus) 

L. Eudy and M. Post, 
National Renewable 
Energy Laboratory, 
Zero Emission Bay 
Area (ZEBA) Fuel Cell 
Bus Demonstration 
Results: Fourth 
Report, July 2015 

Average costs of $28,000/bus, applicable to all 
new Fuel Cell buses. This is based on costs of 
$350,000 per maintenance bay incurred by AC 
Transit, and an average of one maintenance 
bay per 12.6 buses. 
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Table 5k. Major Assumptions and Data Sources Used in Fleet Cost & Emissions Model – 
Global Economic Assumptions 

5K: GLOBAL ECONOMIC ASSUMPTIONS 

Metric Data Sources Values/Notes 

Annual Inflation, Bus 
and Infrastructure 

Purchase and 
Maintenance and Bus 

Operator Labor 

Energy Information 
Administration, 
Annual Energy 
Outlook 2016, early 
release, Table 20 
Macroeconomic 
Indicators 

Projections for average annual % change in 
annual Wholesale Price Index, Industrial 
Commodities Excluding Energy (reference 
case), through 2040; value used is 1.8%. 

Discount Rate for Net 
Present Value 
Calculations 

LACMTA Policy 

Value of 4% intended to represent average 
borrowing cost for LACMTA capital bonds. Note 
that this rate is generally consistent with the 
Energy Information Administration’s projection 
of interest rates for 10-year treasury notes 
over the next 25 years (AEO2016 reference 
case).  

Methane Global 
Warming Potential 

(GWP100) 

Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate 
Change, Fifth 
Assessment Report, 
2013 

Global warming potential of methane over 
100 years relative to CO2. Value is 25. 
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3. RESULTS 

This section summarizes the detailed results of the fleet cost and emissions analysis for each modeled 
bus technology/fuel purchase scenario. 

3.1 Fleet Costs 2015 - 2055 

Table 6 summarizes the total estimated fleet costs from 2015 – 2055 under each scenario in nominal 
dollars, during the transition to the different bus and fuel technologies. Incremental costs for each 
scenario compared to baseline are also plotted in Figure 4. See the Executive Summary for the net 
present value of estimated fleet costs in current dollars (2015). 

As shown, the use of RNG by itself is not projected to increase total fleet costs. The use of RNG and 
the transition to LNOx buses is projected to increase total fleet costs over the next 40 years by 
$297 million, an increase of 0.8% over projected baseline costs. The increased costs are due to 
slightly higher fuel and maintenance costs, as well as slightly higher bus purchase and overhaul costs.  

The transition to electric buses is projected to increase total fleets costs by $764 million - $1.82 billion 
over the next 40 years, an increase of 2.1% - 4.9% over projected baseline costs. Exclusive depot 
charging is projected to be more expensive than depot and in-route charging during the transition.  

The electric bus scenarios have increased costs relative to the baseline projection primarily due to 
increased capital costs for bus purchase and overhaul and for required depot modifications and 
installation of required fueling infrastructure.  

For electric buses total operating costs are projected to be lower than baseline operating costs due to 
reduced fuel and maintenance costs. For depot-only charging these operating cost reductions are 
offset by higher bus operator labor costs due to the need to operate a greater number of buses 
because of electric bus operating range restrictions. Depot-only charging is projected to be more 
expensive than depot and in-route charging due to this increase in operator labor, as well as increased 
costs for purchasing a greater number of buses, which more than offsets higher infrastructure costs 
for route-based chargers. 
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Table 6. LACMTA Zero Emission Bus Estimated Total Fleet Costs 2015 - 2055 
(nominal $ million) 

 

The transition to fuel cell buses is projected to increase total fleets costs by $3.2 - $4.1 billion over the 
next 40 years, an increase of 8.7% - 11.2% over projected baseline costs.  

Fuel cell buses are projected to have slightly higher maintenance costs and significantly higher capital 
costs than the baseline. Fuel costs are projected to be either lower or higher than the baseline, 
depending on the method of hydrogen production; making hydrogen using electrolysis is projected to 
be significantly more expensive than making hydrogen using SMR. 

Capital costs are higher due to the projected cost of fueling infrastructure, as well as significantly 
higher bus purchase and overhaul costs.  

 

BASELINE RENEW NG

Std CNG Bus Std CNG Bus LNOx Bus LNOx Bus

Conv NG RNG Conv NG RNG

Bus Purchase $5,177.9 $5,177.9 $5,250.0 $5,250.0 $7,094.2 $6,889.2 $7,101.5 $7,101.5

Bus Repower $135.7 $135.7

Bus mid‐life OH $369.9 $369.9 $395.1  $395.1  $823.4 $744.1 $1,603.6 $1,603.6

Depot Mods $118.7 $72.8 $100.8 $100.8

Fuel Infra $0.0 $0.0 $0.0  $0.0  $99.4 $127.7 $324.9 $324.9

sub‐total $5,547.8 $5,547.8 $5,780.9 $5,780.9 $8,135.7 $7,833.7 $9,130.7 $9,130.7

BO Labor $23,515.6 $23,515.6 $23,515.6 $23,515.6 $24,174.3 $23,515.6 $23,515.6 $23,515.6

Fuel  $2,958.4 $2,958.4 $2,968.8 $2,968.8 $1,733.3 $1,680.5 $2,396.6 $3,317.9

Maintenance $4,793.8 $4,793.8 $4,846.9 $4,846.9 $4,591.7 $4,549.5 $4,968.8 $4,968.8

sub‐total $31,267.8 $31,267.8 $31,331.3 $31,331.3 $30,499.3 $29,745.6 $30,881.0 $31,802.2

$36,815.6 $36,815.6 $37,112.2 $37,112.2 $38,635.0 $37,579.3 $40,011.7 $40,933.0

NA $0.00 $296.59 $296.59 $1,819.44 $763.73 $3,196.17 $4,117.40
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Figure 4. LACMTA Zero Emission Bus Estimated Incremental Fleet Costs 2015 - 2055 
(nominal $) 

 

 

3.2 Annual Fleet Costs After 2055 

Table 7 summarizes the total estimated fleet costs in 2055 under each scenario in nominal dollars. 
Incremental costs for each scenario compared to baseline are also plotted in Figure 5. This data 
represents projected on-going annual costs for each bus/fuel technology after fully transitioning the 
fleet. 

As shown, the use of RNG by itself is not projected to increase on-going annual fleet costs. The use of 
RNG and LNOx buses is projected to increase on-going annual fleet costs by $3.3 million (2055 $), an 
increase of 0.3% over projected baseline annual costs. The increased costs are due to slightly higher 
annual fuel costs, as well as slightly higher annual bus purchase and overhaul costs.  

The use of electric buses with depot-only charging is projected to increase on-going annual fleet costs 
by $31 million, an increase of 2.5% over projected baseline costs. The use of electric buses with depot 
and in-route charging is projected to increase on-going annual fleet costs by $2.7 million, an increase 
of 0.2% over projected baseline costs. 

The electric bus scenarios have increased on-going annual costs relative to the baseline projection 
primarily due to continuing higher annual capital costs for bus purchase and overhaul. These scenarios 
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have significantly lower annual operating costs for fuel and maintenance, but these savings do not 
outweigh the increase in amortized capital costs.  

Table 7. LACMTA Zero Emission Bus Estimated Annual Fleet Costs in 2055 
(nominal $ million) 

 

 

BASELINE RENEW NG

Std CNG Bus Std CNG Bus LNOx Bus LNOx Bus

Conv NG RNG Conv NG RNG

Bus Purchase $175.3 $175.3 $177.1 $177.1 $243.6 $243.7 $213.9 $213.9

Bus Repower $0.0 $0.0

Bus mid‐life OH $12.5 $12.5 $13.6  $13.6  $35.8 $33.1 $30.4 $30.4

Depot Mods $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0

Fuel Infra $0.0 $0.0 $0.0  $0.0  $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0

sub‐total $187.8 $187.8 $190.6 $190.6 $279.3 $276.9 $244.3 $244.3

BO Labor $796.0 $796.0 $796.0 $796.0 $818.9 $796.0 $796.0 $796.0

Fuel  $114.6 $114.6 $115.1 $115.1 $45.8 $43.8 $80.8 $121.5

Maintenance $162.3 $162.3 $162.3 $162.3 $147.7 $146.6 $168.8 $168.8

sub‐total $1,072.9 $1,072.9 $1,073.3 $1,073.3 $1,012.4 $986.5 $1,045.5 $1,086.2

$1,260.7 $1,260.7 $1,264.0 $1,264.0 $1,291.7 $1,263.3 $1,289.8 $1,330.5

NA $0.00 $3.32 $3.32 $31.08 $2.67 $29.13 $69.88
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Figure 5. LACMTA Zero Emission Bus Estimated Incremental Annual Costs in 2055 
(nominal $) 

 

 

The use of fuel cell buses is projected to increase on-going annual fleet costs by $29 - $70 million, an 
increase of 2.3% - 5.5% over projected baseline costs.  

The fuel cell bus scenarios have increased on-going annual costs relative to the baseline projection 
primarily due to continuing higher annual capital costs for bus purchase and overhaul, as well as 
slightly higher annual maintenance costs. 

On-going annual fuel costs for fuel cell buses are projected to be lower than the baseline projection if 
hydrogen is produced using SMR, but higher than baseline fuel costs if hydrogen is produced using 
electrolysis. 

3.3 Fleet Emissions 2015 - 2055 

Annual estimated fleet emissions of in-basin NOx, out-of-basin NOx, in-basin PM, out-of-basin PM CH4, 
CO2, and GHG between 2015 and 2055 under each bus technology/fuel purchase scenario are shown 
in figures 6 – 12. 

As shown in these figures, under the baseline scenario there is a significant reduction in annual 
in-basin NOx emissions, and a smaller reduction in CH4 and GHG emissions, between 2015 and 2020, 
while CO2, out-of-basin NOx, and in-basin and out-of-basin PM hold steady. This NOx and CH4 
reduction is due to the retirement of LACMTA’s oldest CNG buses, which have significantly higher 
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tailpipe NOx and CH4 emissions than the new CNG buses that will replace them under the baseline 
scenario. After 2020 the baseline scenario shows only minor year-to-year changes in annual emissions 
of all pollutants from the LACMTA bus fleet. 

Figure 6. Estimated Annual Fleet Emissions of in-basin NOx (tons), 2015 – 2055 
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Figure 7. Estimated Annual Fleet Emissions of out-of-basin NOx (tons), 2015 – 2055 
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Figure 8. Estimated Annual Fleet Emissions of in-basin PM (tons), 2015 - 2055 
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Figure 9. Estimated Annual Fleet Emissions of out-of-basin PM (tons), 2015 - 2055 
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Figure 10. Estimated Annual Fleet Emissions of CH4 (tons), 2015 - 2055 
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Figure 11. Estimated Annual Fleet Emissions of CO2 (tons), 2015 - 2055 

 



UPDATED DRAFT  
 

Zero Emission Bus Options: 
Analysis of 2015 – 2055 Costs and Emissions 

46 

Results Ramboll Environ 

Figure 12. Estimated Annual Fleet Emissions of GHG (tons CO2-e), 2015 - 2055 

 

Under the LNOx Bus + RNG scenario annual estimated out-of-basin NOx and PM, CH4, CO2 and GHG 
emissions fall dramatically between 2016 and 2018 compared to the baseline, as the entire existing 
bus fleet is transitioned to RNG. These reductions are the result of lower upstream emissions from 
RNG production and transport compared to production and transport of standard natural gas. Annual 
out-of-basin PM emissions from this scenario are negative due to upstream PM credits for RNG 
production. Over the time period 2018 – 2028 annual in-basin NOx, in-basin PM, and CH4 emissions 
continue to fall as the bus fleet transitions from standard natural gas engines to Low NOx natural gas 
engines with lower tailpipe emissions of NOx, PM, and CH4. Between 2028 and 2055 in-basin PM and 
NOx under this scenario increase slightly year-to-year, while out-of-basin PM and NOx decrease 
slightly, due to assumed transition to a greater percentage of RNG produced by in-basin sources. 

Under the electric bus and fuel cell bus scenarios annual NOx, CH4, CO2, and total GHG emissions start 
to fall in 2025 compared to the baseline, with significant year-to-year reductions through 2038 as the 
fleet transitions to electric or fuel cell buses. After 2038 annual emissions continue to fall, but at a 
lower rate. These continuing annual reductions after 2038 are due to continuing reductions in 
upstream emission rates (g/kWh) for electricity production, based on greater use of zero-emission 
renewable energy sources (solar, wind). With the exception of the fuel cell scenario with hydrogen fuel 
produced via SMR the electric and fuel cell scenarios produce significant reductions in both in-basin 
and out-of-basin NOx. When hydrogen is produced via SMR, out-of-basin NOx emissions fall 
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year-to-year, but annual in-basin NOx emissions are similar to those under the baseline scenario 
throughout the analysis period.  

With the exception of the fuel cell scenario when hydrogen is produced via SMR the electric and fuel 
cell scenarios also show reduced in-basin and out-of-basin PM emission compared to the baseline. 
When hydrogen production is by SMR out-of-basin PM emissions fall relative to the baseline, but 
in-basin PM emission increase significantly year-to-year through 2039 and then start to fall slightly. 
These increased in-basin PM emissions are due to the upstream emissions from producing hydrogen 
via SMR at the depots, and they outweigh reductions in tailpipe PM emissions from CNG buses. 

Figure 13. LACMTA Zero Emission Bus Total Fleet Emissions (million tons) 2015 -2055  

 

Total fleet emissions from each scenario over the period 2015 – 2055 are summarized in Figure 13. As 
shown, over the next 40 years total estimated fleet emissions of in-basin and out-of-basin PM, 
out-of-basin NOx, CO2, and GHG are projected to be lower from the use of RNG and transition to LNOx 
buses than from transition to electric or fuel cell buses, while total fleet emissions of in-basin NOx are 
projected to be slightly higher and total fleet emissions of CH4 are projected to be moderately higher. 

Note that this analysis assumes that the RNG purchased by LACMTA will be 100% landfill gas, with 
100% sourced from outside of the South Coast Air Basin in the near term, transitioning to 30% 
sourced from within the basin after 2050. According to the California Air Resources Board7 RNG 
produced from wastewater treatment plants or food waste would have lower NOx and lower GHG 

                                               
7  California Low Carbon Fuel Standard 
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emissions than landfill gas. The use of RNG from these sources could further reduce total GHG and 
NOx emissions for the LNOx Bus + RNG scenario, compared to the data shown in Figure 11. The 
proportion of total NOx emitted in-basin and out-of-basin under the LNOx Bus + RNG scenario would 
be affected by both the RNG source type and the RNG source location. 

3.4 Fleet Emissions After 2055 

Table 8 summarizes the total estimated fleet emissions in 2055 under each scenario; this data is also 
plotted in Figure 14. This data represents projected on-going annual LACMTA fleet emissions for each 
bus/fuel technology after fully transitioning the fleet. 

Table 8. Projected LACMTA Annual Fleet Emissions in 2055 (tons) 

 

In 2055 and later years electric buses are projected to have the lowest annual GHG emissions, 
approximately 94% lower than the baseline, and 75% lower than RNG plus LNOx buses. Fuel cell 
buses are projected to have GHG emissions 16% lower than RNG plus LNOx buses if the hydrogen fuel 
is produced by electrolysis, but 148% higher if the hydrogen fuel is produced by SMR.  

Despite higher annual emissions after 2055, total cumulative GHG emissions would be lower from the 
transition to RNG and LNOx buses than from the transition to electric buses through 2099 due to lower 
emissions between 2015 and 2055. After 2099 electric buses would start to accrue net GHG reductions 
relative to RNG and LNOx buses.  

Fuel cell buses would not start to accrue net GHG reductions relative to RNG and LNOx buses until 
2358, even if hydrogen fuel was produced using electrolysis.  

 

BASELINE RENEW NG

Std CNG Bus Std CNG Bus LNOx Bus LNOx Bus

Conv NG Renew NG Conv NG Renew NG

NOx (in‐basin) 128.6 136.6 42.5 50.5 5.1 5.1 119.6 16.9

PM (in‐basin) 1.94 ‐3.13 1.87 ‐3.22 0.13 0.13 27.87 0.42

CH4 2,157.3 2,101.8 1,759.4 1,703.7 67.1 66.3 824.2 220.2

CO2 332,622 50,795 333,958 50,999 22,151 21,896 213,790 72,708

GHG (CO2‐e) 386,554 103,340 377,942 93,591 23,829 23,554 234,395 78,213

NOx (Out‐of‐basin) 247.7 27.9 248.7 28.0 19.3 19.1 83.8 63.4

PM (out‐of‐basin) 2.69 ‐11.83 2.70 ‐11.88 0.63 0.63 1.05 2.08

FUEL CELL BUS

Depot 

Charging

Depot & In‐

Route 

Charging

H2 by SMR
H2 by 

Electrolysis

Pollutant

LOW NOx CNG BUS & 

REPOWER
ELECTRIC BUS



UPDATED DRAFT  
 

Zero Emission Bus Options: 
Analysis of 2015 – 2055 Costs and Emissions 

49 

Results Ramboll Environ 

Figure 14. Projected LACMTA Fleet Emissions in 2055 (tons x000) 

 

In 2055 and later years electric buses are projected to have the lowest annual in-basin and out-of-
basin NOx emissions, approximately 96% and 92% lower than the baseline respectively. In 2055 in-
basin NOx emissions from electric buses are projected to be 90% lower than from RNG plus LNOx 
buses. Fuel cell buses are projected to have in-basin NOx emissions 66% lower than RNG plus LNOx 
buses if the hydrogen fuel is produced by electrolysis, but 136% higher if the hydrogen fuel is 
produced by SMR.  
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1. Introduction and Background 
Metro has several adopted policies that guide sustainability and energy related actions within 

the agency. The Metro Sustainability Implementation Plan (MSIP) demonstrates our continuing 

commitment to sustainability through fiscal responsibility, social equity, and environmental 

stewardship. Some of the initiatives addressed in the MSIP include energy and resource 

conservation and greenhouse gas (GHG) management. In 2010, Metro conducted a cost-

effectiveness study on GHG reduction strategies which in particular investigated the GHG 

impacts of Metro operations and fuel use. Metro’s comprehensive Energy Conservation and 

Management Plan (ECMP), developed in 2011, provides a blueprint to direct Metro’s overall 

energy management in a sustainable and cost-effective manner. Metro adopted its Renewable 

Energy Policy in 2011 which outlines elements to implement comprehensive renewable energy 

programs including the exploration of creative renewable energy resources and the 

establishment of a stretch goal of an additional 13% renewable energy use above the current 

baseline usage of 20% by 2020. A recent report to the Metro Board dated June 29, 2012 

includes an outline of Metro’s current progress toward achieving such a goal. 

These policies and plans make energy efficiency and environmental responsibility priorities in 

our agency and require us to continually evaluate viable options to use more renewable energy 

to power transit and facilities operations.  Utilizing renewable energy presents opportunities to 

reduce GHG emissions and meet our adopted renewable energy policy goals.  

Metro currently operates the largest alternatively fueled fleet in the nation (and has 100% of its 

fleet transitioned to compressed natural gas, or CNG). Staff is committed to explore ways that 

will further improve our operations and reduce our environmental impact, specifically via cost-

effective methods. Staff has identified biomethane as a potentially viable alternative to CNG.  

Biomethane has the same chemical make-up and can be produced with the same fuel 

specifications as CNG. Biomethane currently has the lowest carbon intensity among alternative 

fuels included in the suite of options to comply with California’s Low Carbon Fuel Standard 

(LCFS), including CNG. The carbon intensity of a fuel is a measure of its GHG emissions over 

the lifecycle of production – including processes such as extraction, transportation, and 

combustion or use in a vehicle.  

Based on our current understanding of biomethane, use of this fuel has the potential to help 

Metro reach our renewable energy goals, reduce our agency’s GHG emissions, and generate 

revenue without changing our current fueling infrastructure, bus fleet, or maintenance 

operations.  However, because of the potentially complex nature of a transition to biomethane, 

there is a need to conduct a more detailed analysis to better understand the feasibility of the use 

of biomethane as an alternative form of fuel for our fleet.   

2. Summary of Biomethane as a Transportation Fuel 
Biomethane refers to pipeline quality natural gas that is conditioned from biogas, a renewable 

resource derived from a variety of sources including landfills and wastewater treatment plants.  

The biogas is subsequently upgraded and all impurities are removed before delivery to an end 
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user or injection into an existing natural gas pipeline.  The biomethane delivered to an end user 

such as Metro will meet the same specifications of the natural gas that is currently delivered to 

our agency via utility pipelines.  As a result, there are few infrastructure modifications and no 

vehicle modifications required if we shift to this fuel.  Further, the operation and maintenance of 

Metro’s existing fleet will be unaffected by the use of biomethane.   

Metro will likely be an attractive customer for biomethane producers because of the size of its 

fleet and the predictability of its fuel demand. For instance, transit agencies in Sweden have 

established themselves as “anchor customers” because of the constant high demand for fuel – 

this is common with transit agencies and one of the reasons that the natural gas vehicle industry 

continues to target transit fleets for potential conversion to CNG from diesel. Based on initial 

research, Metro may have sufficient demand to help spur the investment of or invest in its own 

biomethane production facility, depending on a variety of factors.  

Based on current information, while biomethane appears to be a viable fuel option for Metro, 

shifting from CNG to biomethane may be more challenging.  Further research and analysis are 

warranted regarding the implications of switching from CNG to biomethane. The following 

subsections outline the major issues that Metro will consider moving forward to understand the 

implications of switching from biomethane to CNG for its bus fleet. These issues are highlighted 

as follows: 

 Biomethane sourcing: Biogas can be derived from a variety of sources, including but not 

limited to waste resources such as from landfills, wastewater treatment plants, food 

processing waste, and manure (e.g., at dairy farms). Biogas can also be derived from 

purpose grown energy crops, or agriculture and forestry residue. Biogas is generally 

produced via anaerobic digestion, whereby microorganisms breakdown organic matter in 

the absence of oxygen. Facilities that are interested in producing biogas generally introduce 

an anaerobic digester and a collections system. 

 Operational impacts: For an end-user like Metro, no operational changes to its CNG fueled 

buses will be required. Neither the fueling stations nor the buses will require any 

modifications to compress or combust biomethane. The only operational impact would occur 

if Metro moves away from using CNG buses. 

 Fiscal impacts: There are multiple fiscal impacts that require consideration regarding 

biomethane: 

– Biomethane pricing: Biomethane is more expensive than the natural gas that Metro 

currently uses. Unless we have a deal with the provider to offset this price, then it may 

not make sense fiscally   

– Procurement: includes the relationship with the utility and biogas source.  

– LCFS revenue: Metro is currently opted into the LCFS as an obligated party dispensing 

CNG. Displacing CNG with biomethane will impact the potential revenue that could be 

earned from credits that Metro would generate in the future.  
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 Environmental impacts: There are significant environmental benefits of using biomethane 

– it has the same air quality benefits as natural gas; however, it also has significant GHG 

reduction potential, as noted previously. Biomethane is also a renewable resource that can 

help Metro increase its renewable portfolio. Based on the current suspension of using 

biomethane to comply with Renewable Portfolio Standards (RPS) in the electricity 

generation sector, this may be an optimal time for biomethane producers to seek out 

transportation markets for their product. This could work in Metro’s favor, as it would 

increase its renewable energy profile, while also providing an opportunity to fuel providers 

seeking demand for their supply. 

 Policy impacts: Metro has established internal goals and priorities related to renewable 

energy consumption that will be affected by a decision to transition to biomethane. Despite 

the many positives associated with switching to biomethane for the bus fleet, there is also 

the potential that switching could have an impact on Metro’s relationship with its utility 

providers.  

Based on Metro’s initial review of the potential to transition to biomethane, we outlined three 

potential options: 

 A rapid transition to biomethane in the next 1-2 years: A rapid transition to biomethane 

will likely offer Metro the most cost competitive biomethane purchasing – and enable us to 

maintain the potential for revenue from the LCFS; however, the potential impacts to other 

operational impacts within Metro requires advance planning that will delay the 

implementation of a rapid transition for at least one year based on our current best 

estimates. 

 A scheduled transition to biomethane over a defined time period: Although this 

approach minimizes impacts to Metro operations, it reduces the potential for more 

competitive pricing. As noted previously, Metro’s fleet is particularly attractive to biomethane 

producers because it has high volume demand. Through a measured transition, Metro 

would likely need to provide the appropriate assurances to the biomethane producer with a 

clearly defined schedule for increased consumption. Metro could also use the measured 

transition approach as a way to solicit multiple bids for the procurement of biomethane – this 

would help introduce cost control measures and potentially offset the higher costs of not 

transitioning more rapidly. A slower implementation schedule would allow Metro’s operations 

staff to plan for the transition to biomethane, while also providing our procurement team to 

consider bids from multiple suppliers. 

 No transition to biomethane: In this third pathway considered, Metro could continue to run 

its fleet of buses using conventional natural gas. Although this is the path of least resistance, 

Metro has a goal of reducing the environmental footprint of its operations through the 

introduction of renewable energy and achieving lower emissions from buses. In order to 

achieve these goals through its bus operations, and assuming that there are no changes to 

CNG buses, then Metro will have to explore alternatives that will reduce air quality pollutants 

and GHG emissions.  
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3. Biomethane Implementation Plan 

3.1. Introduction 

Metro’s fleet of transit buses is a major part of the agency’s operations. As such, fleet 

operations will be an important target in Metro’s strategy to improve the sustainability of our 

operations. Although Metro already operates the largest fleet of alternative fuel buses in the 

United States, we continue to seek opportunities to reduce our GHG emissions. Metro staff 

have conservatively estimated that a transition to 10% biomethane consumption in our fleet of 

transit buses will reduce our GHG emissions by 12,000 MT CO2e annually.1  

In Fall 2012, Metro staff initiated research into the feasibility of transitioning Metro’s fleet of 

buses to lower emitting alternatives, with a focus on biomethane. This report outlines the initial 

findings of Metro’s research and outlines the next steps regarding the possibility of biomethane 

as a fuel for Metro’s transit buses.  

Metro staff have identified two likely pathways for Metro to transition to biomethane. These 

pathways, intended to position Metro at the forefront of innovative GHG reduction strategies 

amongst transit agencies, also provide flexibility and adaptability amidst a somewhat uncertain 

clean fuels market. These pathways are summarized as:  

 Pathway 1: Metro purchases and conditions biogas 

 Pathway 2: Pipeline injection of biomethane on Metro’s behalf 

These pathways are introduced in more detail in the following sections. For each pathway, 

Metro staff has outlined the following information: 

– Overview 

– Potential Sources / Partnerships 

– Impacts on Operations 

– Potential Costs 

Following the discussion of the two main pathways considered for biomethane use in our transit 

fleet, Metro staff have outlined some of the potential ways to offset the costs associated with a 

transition to biomethane.  

Overview of Metro’s Demand for Natural Gas 

Prior to the in-depth discussion of the likely pathways for Metro to introduce biogas, we provide 

a brief overview of Metro’s demand for compressed natural gas (CNG). Metro currently 

consumes about 50 million therms of CNG annually to fuel its fleet of more than 2,200 buses. 

                                                
1 Metro staff assumed 10% of conventional natural gas consumption in transit buses would be displaced by biomethane. Metro staff also accounted for the 

electricity that would be required to operate the biogas conditioning and upgrading equipment. GHG emissions factors for electricity and natural gas were 
taken from climate registry data reported online at  http://www.climateregistry.org/tools/carrot/carrot-public-reports.html. 

http://www.climateregistry.org/tools/carrot/carrot-public-reports.html
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Metro has 11 divisions around Los Angeles County that have fueling infrastructure; however, 

only 10 of these divisions use significant quantities of CNG. The consumption of each division is 

about 10% of the total fleet consumption, which is equivalent to about 420,000 therms monthly.  

For the sake of reference, landfill gas collected from waste facilities has a lower content of 

methane (CH4) than what is required for operating buses. The landfill gas needs to be upgraded 

and conditioned. For the purposes of this report, we assume that biogas has a methane content 

of 60% and that a facility has a methane capture rate after conditioning and upgrading of 87%. 

In other words, if a landfill is capturing 1,000 therms, then it can produce 522 therms of natural 

gas for compression and use in a transit bus. 

3.2. Pathway 1: Metro Purchases and Conditions Biogas 

Overview 

In this pathway, Metro would purchase biogas from a local or regional facility that captures 

methane (e.g., a landfill or wastewater treatment plant). Moreover, Metro would assume 

responsibility to condition and to upgrade the biogas for pipeline injection or delivery and use as 

a transportation fuel. Metro staff identified several sub-pathways, as described here: 

 Pathway 1a: Biogas delivery to Metro / Biogas conditioned at Metro facility. Metro 

builds pipeline and conditioning facility at a Metro-owned site (e.g., Division) to dispense 

biomethane. Additional considerations: Other equipment needed on-site such as storage 

tanks, alignment/interface with bus operations (e.g., compression facilities, fueling 

demands).  

 Pathway 1b: Biogas conditioned at collection site / Biomethane delivered to Metro. In 

this scenario, Metro would build a conditioning facility at the biogas collection site to enable 

pipeline injection and delivery to Metro facilities. Additional considerations: By injecting into 

a pipeline, Metro becomes an Energy Service Provider (ESP) or must use broker who will 

sell biomethane at a premium and has agreements with SoCalGas to provide energy into 

pipeline (storage, contracts, etc). 

 Pathway 1c: Metro procures biogas / SoCalGas conditions biogas on Metro’s behalf. 

This pathway is similar to Pathway 1a; however, rather than Metro assuming responsibility 

for conditioning and upgrading the biogas, Metro opts into a special tariff. As part of the 

service, SoCalGas will design, install, own, operate, and maintain a biogas 

conditioning/upgrading facility on or adjacent to the tariff service customer’s premises and 

charge the tariff service customer the fully allocated cost of providing the service under a 

long term (10 to 15 year) agreement. SoCalGas will not own the biogas entering the facility 

or the processed renewable natural gas leaving the facility. 

Potential Sources and Partnerships 

The focus of this pathway is identifying local or regional sources of biogas which could displace 

Metro’s current consumption of fossil-based natural gas in our fleet of transit buses. Due to cost 
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concerns (as discussed in more detail later), Metro staff focused research on identifying 

potential biogas sources in close proximity to Metro’s divisions that use CNG. To help filter the 

potential local sources of biomethane, we assumed that a landfill would need a potential of at 

least 1,390 standard cubic feet per minute (scfm).2 We identified the landfill gas facilities that 

met this threshold using the Waste to Biogas Mapping Tool available through the US 

Environmental Protection Agency’s website.3 The mapping tool provides the operating 

company, address, and estimated biogas capacity of landfills in a given area.  

The map below shows Metro divisions that have CNG refueling infrastructure (blue markers) 

and the location of the landfills that met the aforementioned threshold of 1,390 scfm (red 

markers).  

 

Figure 1. Metro Divisions (blue markers) and Nearby Landfills (red markers) 

 

                                                
2 Generally, biogas capture is measured in units of standard cubic feet per minute (scfm); this is more common than therms or other metrics.  

3 Available online at: http://epamap21.epa.gov/biogas/index.html. Accessed April 2013.  

http://epamap21.epa.gov/biogas/index.html
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Company Address City 

Biogas 
potential 

scfm/yr 

Notes 

Operating Industries Inc.  900 Potrero Grande Dr Monterey Park 4,000 
 

Scholl Canyon Sanitary Landfill 3001 Scholl Canyon Rd Glendale 6,242 
 

Azusa Land Reclamation Co. Landfill 1211 West Gladstone St Azusa 2,270 
 

Lopez Canyon Sanitary Landfill 11950 Lopez Canyon Rd San Fernando 2,150 
Being used in microturbines; generation 6 
MW 

Sunshine Canyon City/County Landfill 14747 San Fernando Road Sylmar 7,679 
Partnering with DTE Energy to produce 20 
MW energy (five turbines on-site planned) 

Savage Canyon Landfill 13919 East Penn Street Whittier 1,145 
 

Puente Hills Landfill 13130 Crossroads Pkwy South Industry 28,220 
Gas-to-energy project, produce 50 MW; 
biogas conditioning closed in 2007 

BKK Sanitary Landfill 2210 South Azusa Avenue West Covina 11,986 
Closed; still have landfill gas collection in 
place 

Calabasas Sanitary Landfill 5300 Lost Hills Road Agoura 5,693 
 

 

Impacts on Operations 

Transitioning Metro’s bus fleet to biomethane under this pathway may require facility 

modifications. Although neither fueling stations nor buses will require any modifications, a 

biogas conditioning and upgrading facility may need to be sited on Metro property. Siting factors 

include size of the facility, hookups to existing utility connections and/or compression facilities, 

and associated storage tanks and other equipment. If for some reason the flow of biomethane 

or biogas is interrupted or cannot meet the demand of the bus fleet at that division, natural gas 

will still be available through existing utility hookups and Metro will be subsequently billed by the 

utility as occurs today. 

Metro will likely have to incorporate on-site storage of biogas to accommodate a consistent flow 

of biogas. Under current conditions, when demand for natural gas ceases at a Metro facility, the 

flow from the pipeline ceases as well. This is optimal considering the non-linear nature of bus 

fueling operations. However, under the proposed pathway, the flow of biogas from the source 

and biomethane from the conditioning facility is constant. There is no off switch, although some 

landfills may have mechanisms for diverting captured biogas (note: generally, wastewater 

treatment plants do not). Therefore, the excess biomethane would need to be used or stored. 

Other options for this excess gas are co-generation plants and storage tanks. Currently, some 

biogas conditioning facilities have microturbines or fuel cell plants built in to utilize excess 

biogas. There will be additional costs and operational considerations such as heat and electrical 
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output as part of these scenarios, but benefits include electrical generation and useful heat 

output.  

Potential Costs 

The cost elements that we must consider for Pathways 1a, 1b, and 1c are generally similar, but 

have some differences.4 Metro staff have identified the following cost elements:  

 Biogas procurement 

 Costs of biogas conditioning facility  

 Potential pipeline costs 

 SoCalGas tariff (applies only to Pathway 1c) 

Biogas Procurement 

For the sake of reference, natural gas spot prices are currently around $4/MMBtu today. Metro 

staff anticipate that we should be able to enter into a contract to procure biogas for less than the 

SoCal Border Wholesale Market price. The commodity cost of biogas (i.e., excluding any clean-

up costs or delivery charges) from a landfill operation should be lower than the commodity cost 

of natural gas spot prices for several reasons.:  

 Biogas has a lower methane content, thereby lowering the value of the fuel. Generally, 

landfill biogas has around 60% methane and requires conditioning and upgrading for 

consumption in a transit application or for pipeline injection. If Metro were to bear the costs 

of conditioning and upgrading the fuel (see next subsection), then Metro staff anticipate that 

we should be able to purchase the biogas at a significant discount.  

 Metro is in a position to provide landfills with a revenue stream that are otherwise flaring 

captured gas.  In California, landfills are required to capture biomethane. Landfills can use 

the captured gas or flare it. Today, the regulatory environment in Southern California makes 

it difficult for biogas collection facilities to use the gas in energy production. In the past, 

facilities have simply combusted the captured biogas in reciprocating engines; however, due 

to air quality regulations, it is increasingly expensive and often cost-prohibitive to install 

engines that meet emission requirements. Furthermore, landfills are prohibited from injecting 

biogas into the pipeline.5 As a result, many landfills are simply flaring the captured product.  

 Metro is also in a strong bargaining position because it has a large and consistent demand 

for natural gas to fuel our transit bus fleet. In other words, Metro can use a significant 

amount of biogas that landfills are producing, thereby limiting the administrative barriers of 

having multiple purchasers of biogas from a single source.  

 Metro would also be in a position to work with the landfill producer to share the revenue 

associated with LCFS credits (discussed in more detail in the following section).  

                                                
4 It is important to note that we assume that any facility which Metro partners with will already have biogas recovery equipment installed. 

5 The CEC and CPUC are seeking to resolve the issue of biomethane quality for injection into the pipeline per Assembly Bill 1900.  
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 A landfill biogas to transit fuel project would be an appealing and innovative strategy to 

reduce transit-related and regional greenhouse gases while making use of the country’s 

landfills.  

Costs of Biogas Conditioning Facility 

There are two main cost components for a biogas conditioning facility: 1) the initial capital costs 

of the facility and 2) the ongoing maintenance costs of a biogas conditioning facility.  

 We estimate capital costs of about $3-5 million for a medium- to large-sized (i.e., about 

1,400 scfm) biogas conditioning facility at a landfill or on-site at one of Metro’s divisions.  

 We estimate ongoing operational costs for the biogas conditioning facility of about $1-1.5 

million annually 

As noted previously, it is likely that Metro – in coordination with its biogas supplier – will have to 

install a storage facility because of the constant production of biogas from landfills. Conditioned 

biomethane can be stored in tanks designed for pressurized gas at an additional cost. For 

example, a 5,000 PSIG 3-pak storage tank costs about $75,000 and holds 36,000 scfm of gas. 

Potential Pipeline Costs 

The costs of building a pipeline can vary significantly depending on where the pipeline being 

installed. We use a general estimate of pipeline construction of $1 million per mile. Assuming 

that the delivery of biogas to Metro requires a pipeline, that there are no major configuration 

changes required at Metro Division facilities, and based on the proximity of landfills to Metro’s 

facilities, we estimate potential costs of $2 million to $10 million. 

Tariff through SoCalGas  

SoCalGas has requested approval from the California Public Utilities Commission to establish a 

new tariff to offer Biogas Conditioning/Upgrading Services. Under this service, SoCalGas, will 

design, install, own, operate, and maintain a biogas conditioning/upgrading facility on or 

adjacent to the tariff service customer’s premises and charge the tariff service customer the fully 

allocated cost of providing the service under a long term (10 to 15 year) agreement (as shown in 

the diagram below). SoCalGas will not own the biogas entering the facility or the processed 

renewable natural gas leaving the facility. SoCalGas’ role will be to process the tariff service 

customer’s biogas and condition/upgrade it to the gas quality level(s) contractually specified by 

the tariff service customer. SoCalGas will conduct an initial technical and economic feasibility 

analysis of the design, installation, operation and maintenance of the gas conditioning 

equipment. A site assessment and detailed information about the quality and quantity of biogas 

are included in this analysis as well. The potential tariff service customer will pay for this initial 

feasibility analysis.  Approval for this tariff is expected by August 2013.  
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The deal is structured so that the tariff customer pays no capital costs upfront. The capital costs 

may include laying pipeline, building the facility, and projected operations and maintenance over 

the lifetime of the project. The tariff customer pays a monthly bill for the life of the project, with a 

CPI escalator (2-3%). The tariff customer also must pay for electricity to run the facility. In 

previous scenarios, the cost of electricity is about 2/3 of the entire cost to the tariff customer.  

SoCalGas staff has provided Metro with rough estimates of the costs of these services. In order 

to take 1,400 scfm of raw biogas (estimated demand in previous section) and upgrade it to 

natural gas quality for expected biomethane output of about 375,000 MMBtu/Year costs about 

$165,000 per month over 15 years ($29.7 million). In addition, the parasitic load for the biogas 

conditioning facility is about 5.5 million kWh per year or an additional $660,000 annually in 

electricity costs. Therefore, the total monthly cost of dispensing biomethane is approximately 

$220,000 plus the cost of purchasing the raw biogas and associated pipeline extension costs. 

As a reference, the average monthly cost of dispensing CNG at a given bus division ranged 

from about $150,000 to $240,000. 

3.3. Pathway 2: Biomethane Injected into Pipeline on Metro’s Behalf  

Overview 

In this pathway, rather than dealing with a local provider of biogas, Metro would contract with a 

3rd party Energy Service Provider (ESP) because SoCalGas does not offer biomethane. In this 

case, the biomethane would still be delivered to Metro via the natural gas transmission and 

delivery system of SoCalGas. As part of its contract with an ESP, Metro would stipulate a 

percentage of biomethane as part of the pro forma. This biomethane, like the natural gas, would 

be injected into the pipeline on Metro’s behalf. Elements of this pathway include contracts terms 

with an ESP and administrative agreements with utility.  

Potential Partnerships 

SoCalGas maintains a list of participating ESPs pre-approved to supply “Core” customers such 

as Metro.6 If Metro were to form an agreement with a non-listed ESP, that entity would have to 

go through an approval and agreement process with SoCalGas which can take several months.  

In this scenario, Metro enters into an agreement with an ESP which can provide biomethane for 

injection directly into the pipeline. One of the primary differences between this pathway and the 

previously discussed pathway is the source of biogas. There are currently restrictions on 

injecting landfill-derived biogas into pipelines in California; however, these restrictions do not 

exist in other states. In other words, a biogas producer in another state (e.g., Texas or 

Washington) can capture landfill gas, condition it and inject it into the pipeline locally and have 

this gas delivered to California for use by a customer such as Metro.  

                                                
6 The list is available at http://www.socalgas.com/for-your-business/natural-gas-services/energy-service-providers/customer-core-list-of-

esps.shtml. 

http://www.socalgas.com/for-your-business/natural-gas-services/energy-service-providers/customer-core-list-of-esps.shtml
http://www.socalgas.com/for-your-business/natural-gas-services/energy-service-providers/customer-core-list-of-esps.shtml
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This would require an agreement between the biomethane injector (Metro) and SoCalGas in 

order for this to occur, as well as an interconnection fee which can cost up to $2 million 

depending on where a local connection capable of receiving pipeline quality gas exists in 

relation to the site. At many sites, this local connection already exists due to previous 

installations of biogas conditioning and injection programs.  

If Metro contracts with an ESP to inject biomethane into the pipeline on its behalf, there are 

protocols that must be followed, as outlined by SoCalGas. Generally, these include a number of 

contracts including a Master Services Agreement, ESP Agreement, Storage Contract, and 

others. 

As part of the pro forma, Metro should insist on a minimum percentage of biomethane (equal to 

or greater than fuel demand of one bus division) to be injected into pipeline on our behalf. It is 

also recommended that Metro stipulate a percentage of ownership of RINs and LCFS credits as 

part of this deal.  

Additionally, under Pathway 1, if Metro is injecting the biomethane into the pipeline rather than 

dispensing it at its bus divisions, it is recommended that Metro go through an experienced 

broker with contracts with SoCalGas already in place to buy, sell, and inject pipeline quality gas 

on the behalf of its customers.  

Impacts on Operations 

In Pathway 2, there are no impacts on operations or modifications to existing facilities. Further, 

there would be no discernible difference between the natural gas that would be delivered to 

Metro’s facilities.   

Potential Costs 

If Metro were to contract with an ESP to inject biomethane on its behalf, Metro staff are 

operating under the assumption that the long-term contract with the ESP would link to the SoCal 

Border Wholesale Market price for natural gas. Apart from this, Metro does not anticipate any 

additional costs to procure biomethane. 

3.4. Revenue/Cost Offsetting Potential 

There are two fundamental strategies that Metro can employ to help offset the potential costs of 

transitioning to biomethane, particularly as they apply to Pathway 1 (and each subpathway): 

 Revenue from regulatory markets i.e., LCFS market and the RFS2 market 

 Grants from funding agencies e.g., CEC or SCAQMD 

Revenue from Regulatory Markets 

Low Carbon Fuel Standard 

Metro currently has a LCFS credit balance of about 150,000 credits. At this point in time, Metro 

has not taken the steps to monetize these credits. However, credits are currently trading for 
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about $35-40/credit. Based on Metro’s initial conversations with brokers and other market 

participants, it may be challenging to sell the entire balance of Metro’s credits in the near-term 

future as a financing mechanism. In other words, the potential value of Metro’s current account 

balance is upwards of $6 million; however, that is dependent on Metro’s ability to move a large 

volume of credits.  

The carbon intensity of biomethane is considerably lower than conventional fossil-based CNG. 

As a result, the consumption of biomethane as a transportation fuel has the potential to earn a 

significant number of LCFS credits.  

As noted previously, Metro already has a credit balance of 150,000 LCFS credits based on its 

use of CNG in its fleet of transit buses. Biomethane in the transportation sector has significant 

potential to generate credits. Today, Metro earns credit as the owner of the fueling station that 

dispenses CNG. However, the entity that generates the credit for biomethane is the producer. In 

order for Metro to earn additional credits, we would have to enter an agreement with the biogas 

provider indicating what is called an obligation with transfer.  

The table below highlights the potential LCFS credit generating opportunities under various 

scenarios:  

 Under the business-as-usual (BAU) scenario, Metro continues to earn credits by dispensing 

natural gas.  

 For Pathway 1, Metro staff assumed a 100% transition to biomethane by 2015 from a local 

in-state landfill. We assumed a carbon intensity of about 11 g/MJ.  

 For Pathway 2, Metro staff assumed a 100% transition to biomethane by 2015 from an out-

of-state landfill. We assumed a carbon intensity of about 29 g/MJ.  

 

Year 
CNG 

(BAU) 

Pathway 1: 

Biogas (in California) 

Pathway 2:  

Biogas (out-of-state) 

2013 90,000   

2014 88,000   

2015 83,000 348,000 264,000 

2016 79,000 343,000 260,000 

2017 73,000 337,000 254,000 

2018 67,000 331,000 248,000 

2019 61,000 325,000 242,000 

2020 53,000 317,000 233,000 

Total (2015-2020) 416,000 2,001,000 1,501,000 
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Federal RFS2 Market: RIN Generation 

Biogas also has the potential to generate Renewable Identification Numbers (RINs), the 

currency that the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) uses to administer the Federal 

Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS2). In order to generate RINs, the facility producing biogas 

needs to register as a RIN-generating entity with the US EPA. Biomethane is categorized as an 

Advanced Biofuel under the EPA’s RFS2 program and can generate RINS in this category. 

Today, biodiesel and sugarcane ethanol are the most common fuels used to comply with the 

RFS2 requirements of the Advanced Biofuel category.  

Potential Grant Funding 

Metro staff have identified two potential sources of grant funding to help offset the additional 

costs of delivering and conditioning biogas that we would incur if we pursued Pathway 1:  

 Metro could collaborate with a partner and apply for money under the CEC’s Alternative and 

Renewable Fuel and Vehicle Technology Program (funded via AB 118). Biomethane as a 

transportation fuel has received a significant amount of funding to date, which is likely to 

continue in the coming years.  

 Metro could also seek opportunities to fund a biomethane project through the Clean Fuels 

Program, administered by SCAQMD’s Technology Advancement Office.  

4. Next Steps 
The near-term focus of Metro staff is to conduct the following outreach:  

 Engage potential local suppliers in substantive discussions regarding the potential to provide 

biogas to Metro. These discussions need to address the following items: 

– What is the potential supply to Metro? And what is the length of contract that the landfill 

can guarantee delivery of the biogas? Furthermore, what price is the biogas supplier 

seeking?  

– Would biogas conditioning occur at the landfill for injection? Or on-site at one of Metro’s 

facilities?  

– What is the arrangement regarding LCFS credits or RINs?  

 Based on the outcome of conversations with local suppliers regarding the potential to supply 

biogas to Metro, determine feasibility of Pathway 1. If Pathway 1 (and its sub-pathways) are 

not viable, then Metro can immediately engaged with a short list of ESPs that would be 

willing to supply us with biomethane.  
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Begin dispensing biomethane
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