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1
Introduction

This technical paper describes a series of possible system and alignment design concepts for the Segment | MetroLink
extension. These concepts are to be reviewed and discussed with the expectation that a small set of candidate
concepts will be selected for further study. The latter activity would develop the details necessary to identify location,
operating characteristics, costs, and other impacts.

The ideas reflected in these possible concepts have been based on a review of previous cross-county corridor
planning documents, regional transportation plans, and related technical information.

2
Design Context

The task of defining possible alignment concepts has been undertaken in terms of a specific design context that
portrays conditions in which this work is to be developed.

The context has four basic elements:

1. Previous planning work for the Cross-County corridor has resulted in a decision by the East-West Gateway Coordinating
Council (EWGCC) that the general alignment for the MetroLink Segment | extension will be located along Forest Park
Parkway and Millbrook Boulevard, extend through the Clayton central business district (CBD) to the Citizens for Modern
Transit (CMT) rall right-of-way, and south to a terminus near |-44 in Shrewsbury.

2. The outcome of the current work is conceptual design (not preliminary or final design). It is, however, to be of sufficient detail
to clearly identify the location and characteristics of this transit project (rail line, stations, and associated improvements or
facilities). Such detail would provide the basis for preparing an accurate cost estimate and to assess the impacts of the
project.

3. The study addresses the Segment | extension of MetroLink. It must be designed in a way that anticipates the eventual
implementation of Cross County corridor Segments Il and lll, i.e., MetroLink extensions to the north (from the Clayton CBD)
and to the south (from the I-44 area) in the Cross-County corridor; and the possibility of a West St. Louis County corridor.

4. The design must consider financial resources. As such, the design needs to be cost-effective and address the needs in and
goals for the corridor,




3
Project Goals and a Planning Framework

The study area for this design study, shown in Figure 1, extends from the vicinity of the existing Forest Park MetroLink
station along the Forest Park Parkway/Millbrook Boulevard area to the Clayton CBD and then south along the CMT rall
right-of-way to the 1-44 area.

To begin considerations of possible broad design concepts, it is necessary to establish the planning goals that have
been articulated for this major transportation investment. These goals define the comprehensive relationships between
transportation, land-use, economic development and quality of life which are of highest priority to the citizens of the
corridor and the region as a whole.

Preliminary Planning Goals

The following ten goals (See Table 1) represent an interpretation of prior planning activities and public discussion
concerning the corridor. These goals are translated into various planning/design implications that give clarification and
guidance to the design activities.

Planning Framework

Using these preliminary goals as a guide, a three-part planning framework has been developed as a second step in
the concept identification and development process. These parts are: (1) the functional principles for this MetroLink
extension, (2) the urban design perspective for the corridor, and (3) the transit operational perspective.

Functional Principles

Segment | will expand the coverage area of the MetroLink system. This will increase the role that transit can play in
the overall regional transportation system. MetroLink will intercept major travel corridors (e.g., along I-64 and 1-44),
offering a new alternative travel path for trips destined to Clayton, City of St. Louis CBD, Forest Park, and other
important destinations. Segment | provides transportation service in the portion of the Cross-County corridor south of
I-64 where no freeways exist or are planned. As such, it would add needed transportation capacity supplementing
traffic capacity provided by major arterial streets (e.g., Brentwood Boulevard, Hanley Road, Big Bend Boulevard, and
others).

Within this broad context, previous Cross-County planning documents and other plans (e.g., Master Plan for the
Clayton Downtown) have articulated the functional principles for the proposed transit line, as follows:

1. Provide increased effective transportation capacity for the Cross-County corridor and region to serve existing and growing
travel demand - this means that LRT service needs to effectively interface with the I-44 and I-64 travel corridors and must be
coordinated with the arterial street system in a way which enhances transportation capacity; the service needs to provide
attractive travel times to existing and potentially new transit patrons.

2. Improve the accessibility for major activity centers in the corridor, supporting their continued economic well-being - this
means that transit must consider the total trip, including the local modes that connect LRT stations to actual points of origin
and destinations with stations located to access the activity centers.

3. Enhance the mobility of citizens in the Cross-County area and region as a whole - this means that transit service must link
residential areas with a broad range of destinations; such service needs to be convenient and understandable to the
potential users.
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TAELE 1: Prelininary Planming Goals

IVIFROVE REGIONAL WMOBILITY

Deervelop a comprehensre transportaton mult-modal stitegy, LRET must be planred as a part of'a larger
transportabon systern integrated wath the bus system

Provide rlti-modal (pedestiar, bicyele, and welacular) links betareen lizht rail stations and residerntial, cormrnercial,
and mshimbonal nses

STREMGTHEN THE ECONCIIC BASE CF THE
FEGION

oy |

Erhance existng and plarmed employrent orbusiness center
Strengthen easting core business area

FROVIDE COWWECTIVITY BETWEEN IWATCR.
DESTIMATIONS

Cormect corarmityeraplovrnent centers, educational centers, and residential centers
Cormect parks, recreation and other pubhc facilites

NAKE TRAWSIT FACILITIES ACCESSIBLE TO
THE IvL& ZIIO NOMEBER. OF FECOPLE

[ o | |

Locate station zo as to provide access to peblic facilities

Provide an adeguate ruraber of stations

L ligy the rail coridor adjacent to residential, coraraercial, and nstitobonal uses
Consider enhancements to bus service systern n coomimation with new LET lines

LINIVIZE THE HEGATIVE IVIPACT ON
SURRCUNDING COLLIUNITIES

|

Dlirareize displacernent of exsting residents and businesses

Chocse the method of construction (at srade, elevated, m o, bored turrel or ot and cover tureel) that coraplivaents
on the existing and planned sorroundings

Lmad the reduchon or elironation of existng developrnent as a result of new tansit facilibes

Create new parkland and open space where possible

If necessary, mutigate negatte 1pacts

EWHANCE LIVABRILITY, ACCESSIBILITY &WD
VIABILITY OF EXISTING WEIGHBORHCOODS
LWND BUSINESSES

OOoooOoono oy |

Bedevelop wacant and underutihzed land parcels

Preserve local wdentity, new developruent should be corapatible with local character

apport existing land use

Diervelop housing switable for those who work m the comrmmaty

Encourage drveraty in density, wes and character

Lecess neighborhoods to poovide easy access by foot, meluding use of LET nght-of-ways for bikeways and
pedestian ways

WIFROVE LIVABILITY, ACCESSIBILITY AHD
VIABILITY OF NEW CONIIUTHITIES

Encourage a mix of land uses withan the corgmmaty

& Nlovwr hazher deretty devvelopraent

apport developenent of housing suitable for those who work in the corarwmaty

Consider reducing parking requirements i balance with increased trareit service

Spport a pedestnianbicyele frendly exrirorenent, meluding use of LRT nght-ofwayrfor bikeways ard pedways

CREATEPEDESTRIAN-AND TRAWSIT -
FRIEWDLY DEVELOFIWVENT &RCUND TRANSIT
STATIONS

OOoOOooOooOoo OoOoOoog

Locate high density rate we developenent clos: to tansit stope and wonates

Consider reducing parking requirernents for developenent withan reasonable walkang distance of new fransit stabions
Laocate pedestrian-onented public nses on the ground floor

Increase levels of public armenities

Integrate open space and provide places for social interaction

FPronde multi-modal access to stations

FROVIDE CONHMECTIVITY BETWEEN THE
STATIONS &ND SURROUNDING CCWINUNITY

OOOooOooOoooo

Cormect neizhborhoods and transit stope with direct pedestrian wallaays

Prode contirmous, safe and interesting pedestrian cormections from parking areas, bus stops and sidenralks
Prode contirmons connections from bicyele rontes and bicyrle fiendly facilibes

Pronde access for people with disabihties

Pronde good directional siznage

Flare stahons in areas of ixed use desveloprients

Iilirarnize the distance between a binlding enfrance and the transit stop

Separate vehicular and pedestrian access to transit facihities

10.

FPRCWOTE DEVELOFMENT AMD
EEDEVELOMWVIENT M CONITUNCTICN WITH THE
NEW LIGHT FAIL CORRIDICE.

OO

O

Encourage a i of land uses within the corgmmity

& llowr hagher deresity desveloprnent, especially transit-onented developrnent, whee consistent with local land-use
plans

apport developenent of housing switable for those who work in the corarwmaty

Poszible rmodificatons in traffic access and parking requirernents to be coominated with fransit service and facilibes
Spport a pedestnianbicyele friendly exsarorznent




Urban Design Perspective

Segment | would be constructed in a largely built-up urban corridor. In order to be an asset in the fullest sense, the
engineering design must be guided by and be interactive with an urban design perspective or framework. Such a
perspective would define critical relationships between land use and new transit facilities; cultural, historic, and
architectural values to be respected and reflected by design; and overall quality, scale, and harmony in architectural
themes and materials used in transit facilities.

Figure 2 illustrates an urban design framework for the corridor. This recognizes that the corridor contains highly
distinctive areas. In general, these are:

1. Forest Park Station through University City. Area dominated by the presence of existing upscale residential neighborhoods,
educational institutions, and Forest Park.

2. Clayton and Galleria Area. This area is a mixed-use segment that includes the Clayton CBD; major commercial/retail areas,
including the Galleria; and residential uses. The Clayton CBD, place of work for 20,000 to 25,000 persons, is a compact,
high-density area. It is second only to the St. Louis CBD in the region concerning its concentration of office activities.

3. Richmond Heights to Shrewsbury. This area is the most diverse, with many types of development. It includes
business/industrial uses, significant commercial centers, and residential neighborhoods. The area includes significant
redevelopment projects in areas along Hanley Road and Big Bend Boulevard in Brentwood, Maplewood and Shrewsbury.
The alignment follows potential right-of-way that is very different from the other two segments in that it will use land that
previously was a railroad right-of-way. The other two areas will use mostly public street rights-of-way. From an urban design
perspective, these locations present very different relationships with adjacent land-use and properties and coordination of
other traffic.

Because of these corridor characteristics, the urban design framework includes both strategies to minimize the
negative impacts that a transit facility could have on high-value residential neighborhoods to strategies that would
seize upon the new transit accessibility to promote desirable growth and development.

Operational Perspective

The third part of the planning framework concerns operational perspectives. These address the operating relationship
between Segment | and other parts of the MetroLink system (existing and future) and between Segment | and other
modes.

MetroLink Operations

As noted earlier, Segment | will extend from the existing MetroLink line at the Forest Park station. Further, it will be
designed in a way to provide for future extensions: Segments Il and Ill in the Cross-County corridor; and possibly
West St. Louis County corridor.

The implication of these connections is both physical and operational, i.e.:

1. The proposed Segment Il extension will be a southward extension from I-44 into South County. Segment | needs to be
aligned to allow a feasible linkage to the south-oriented right-of-way, probably along a railroad corridor.

2. The proposed Segment Il extension will be a northward extension along the CMT right-of-way toward Florissant. A future
junction in the west edge of the Clayton CBD needs to be planned. This area could also be the connecting point for a west
county corridor.

3. The junction at the Forest Park station, as well as future Segment I/l function in the Clayton CBD, must recognize
operational requirements in terms of LRT train headway and needed capacity. This could entail the need for a third track to
minimize conflict between MetroLink trains operating on different routes and provide holding areas/turnaround capability for
LRT trains. These requirements will be developed as part of the operations plan to be prepared later in this study.
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Multimodal Operations

Based on previous Cross-County studies, the proposed Segment | may have at least nine stations, plus the Forest
Park station. At each of these stations, local modes of access would need to be included in the design concepts. As a
general planning perspective, such modal access by station would be as follows:

O Station Local Access

1. Forest Park

e Pedestrian/bicycle
Forest Park circulator
Bi-State bus
Park-n-ride
Kiss-n-ride

2. Skinker Boulevard
e Pedestrian/bicycle
e Bi-State bus
e Forest Park circulator and/or Washington University shuttle

3. Big Bend Boulevard
e Pedestrian/bicycle
e Bi-State bus

4. . Clayton CBD (east)
e Pedestrian/bicycle
e Bi-State bus

5. Clayton CBD (core)
e Bi-State bus (major)
Park-n-ride(1)
e Pedestrian/bicycle

6. Galleria
e Pedestrian/bicycle
e Bi-State bus

7. Eager Road/l-64
e Bi-State bus (major)
e Park-n-ride (major)
e Kiss-n-ride

8. Manchester Road
e Pedestrian/bicycle
e Bi-State bus

9. Maplewood (Big Bend Boulevard)
e Pedestrian/bicycle

Bi-State bus

Park-n-ride (possible)

Kiss-n-ride

10. 1-44 (Shrewsbury)
e Bi-State bus (major)
e Park-n-ride (major)
e Pedestrian/bicycle
e Kiss-n-ride



Another key aspect of multi-modal operations concerns the potential joint use of public street right-of-way. The LRT
could be located at-grade on public streets. This would entail sharing the right-of-way with other traffic. At the broad
concept level, this could include the following operating conditions:

a. LRT tracks separated from other traffic by unmountable barriers; this could be used only where there is no need for cross or
left-turning traffic (across the track zone) or pedestrian/bicycle crossings.

b. LRT tracks separated from other traffic by mountable medians; this would be used in areas where cross or left-turn vehicle
traffic and/or pedestrian/bicycle traffic needs to be permitted.

Relative to the preceding item (b), this operating concept could include shared use lanes in which other traffic would
travel along the track zone with LRT trains. This would be similar to the old street car trolley operation. However, to
enhance LRT speeds (avoid delays from other traffic) and minimize accident potential, LRT trains could be kept
separate. Travel along the track zone would, of course, be permitted for emergency access or in after-hours periods
when LRT trains are not in operation and for track access, street maintenance, or other service purposes; but during
normal operating hours, LRT trains would operate in their own lanes.

Joint use in public streets would also include special operations at traffic signal intersections. In this location, LRT
trains would pass through the intersection under their own signal phase (e.g., their own "green" light). Such LRT signal
phases could be given priority over signal phases allocated to movements by other traffic.

At other locations, where traffic signals do not exist and are not warranted, street crossing of the LRT tracks would be
operated similar to a railroad crossing with gates and warning lights. Other traffic would be stopped for the LRT train.

Finally, there is another multi-modal aspect to the concept design. This concerns possible shared use of right-of-way
for bike/pedestrian paths and trails. In locations such as the CMT right-of-way, it may be possible to integrate paths
and trails along with the LRT tracks. Such paths and tracks. Such paths and tracks would be separated from the LRT
tracks with fencing or other barriers for safety reasons

4
Design Policy Considerations

Other documents prepared for this project will describe detailed design polices and standards. For the purposes of a
concept discussion, certain design policies/standards need to be highlighted at this point because of their impact on
concept identification.

Width and Height

The LRT will use space within streets and other available right of way. The following design standards should be used
to guide concept development.

Width of one track zone - 15 feet.

Width of two track zones with tracks side by side (no passenger platform) - 31 feet (desirable), 28 feet
(minimum).

Minimum width of single side passenger platform - 10 feet.

Minimum width of double side (center) platform - 16.5 feet.

Vertical clearance (shared right of way) - 18 feet.

Vertical clearance (LRT only right of way) - 15 feet.

Minimum length of station platform - 200 feet.

o O

O OO0 O0O0

The above dimensions represent current MetroLink (BSDA) standards.



Vertical Grades

Recognizing the topographic conditions of the study area, the alignment concepts will need to include various sections
in which the LRT tracks will be on vertical grades.

Overall, the selection of grades is a very sensitive matter because of its affect on LRT speeds, operating efficiency,
safety, and cost. Further, the effects of weather is a significant consideration in choosing the proper slope for LRT
tracks.

Current Bi-States Development Agency standards prescribe a preferred grade of 3.5 percent, and a maximum grade of
6%, i.e., vertical grade change of 3.5 to 6 feet vertically for 100 feet of horizontal distance. At each end of an upward
slope in the LRT tracks, a proper vertical curve must be included to provide needed "rounding” of the transition between
changes in vertical slope.

From the perspective of national design experience, other transit agencies (e.g. Baltimore, Pittsburgh and Portland)
define similar standards in the 4 to 7% range. Some agencies (e.g. Pittsburgh) allow grades up to 9%. These are used
with caution and are applied to short lengths of track (up to 500 feet long).

Thus, typical changes in grade from ground surface to under ground (e.g. cut and cover construction) or vice versa will
require 600 to 800 feet in horizontal distance. For a possible underpass at a major cross street (e.g., Skinker at Forest
Park Parkway), the total length of transition from ground surface to under the cross street and back to ground surface
would require approximately 1,700 feet (assuming no station/stop). Another situation could entail rising from ground
level to the elevated CMT right-of-way. This would require 600 to 800 feet of horizontal distance to accomplish the
grade change.

The above dimensions are approximate, since they do not reflect the specific elevations of corridor topography or the
impacts of utilities, which could require that LRT underpasses or below-grade alignments be deeper (i.e., to allow utility
lines to pass over the top of the LRT structure). If the LRT tracks must be deeper, it would require more distance to
make vertical grade changes.

Another important reality of LRT grade changes is the presence of "transition structures.” These are the facilities
required to support the sloped sections of track where vertical grade changes are being made. When the LRT is going
to an above-grade alignment (above ground), transition structures are the "bridges"” supporting the tracks as they go
uphill. For most of the length of such structures, other traffic cannot cross underneath because the clearances would
typically be too low. When LRT is going below ground, the transition structures are the retaining walls that surround the
"hole in the ground" through which the tracks pass as they descend underground. Again, these retaining walls typically
block other traffic from crossing over the track zone.

The need for transition structures requires careful planning and location of grade changes. In some locations, the
transition structures could cause unacceptable impacts on other traffic or land use functions.

Horizontal Curvature

Finally, the LRT track needs to adhere to certain standards concerning horizontal curvature. LRT technology has the
flexibility to operate high speeds (55 mph) or at slower speeds (e.g. 25-35 mph) when in an at-grade/street location.
Horizontal curvature is a function of the specifics of the location and the turning capabilities of the equipment. The
selection of curvature has a significant impact on LRT speed and operating efficiency; and is a very important design
consideration.

As an indication of the range of possible curvature, the following should be considered; in consists of up to six cars the
minimum horizontal curve radius will not be less than 82 feet and not less than 296 feet in tunnel areas. Also, when
switches are used for diverging LRT movements, the recognized industry standard (practice) is that switches are to be
located on tangent track sections, not on curved track.




5
Overview of Corridor

To provide specific information for planning, various land-use, transportation, topographic, ad right-of-way inventories
have been made. These have recorded key existing conditions and identified certain opportunities and constraints that
are relevant to design concepts. These results are briefly summarized here.

Transportation Systems

Figure 3 summarizes essential information about the transportation systems relative to the street system, current
traffic volumes, and the configuration of Bi-States bus routes in the corridor. The key findings are as follows:

o The streets that may be used for LRT locations are mostly under the jurisdiction of St. Louis County, the City of
Clayton, or the City of St. Louis.

o Lane widths?) of key streets are:

o Forest Park Parkway 4 lanes

Millbrook Boulevard 4 lanes

Brentwood Boulevard 6 lanes

Forsyth Boulevard 6 lanes (including parking)

Carondelet Avenue 6 lanes (including parking)

Eager Road 2 lanes (at CMT bridge)

Skinker Boulevard 4 lanes

o Big Bend Boulevard 4 lanes

o Traffic volumes on the arterials range from 20,000 to 30,000 vehicles per day. The highest volume is on
Brentwood Boulevard (south of I-170) where volumes are in the 40,000 to 50,000 vehicles per day range.

o Traffic signals are operated by the local jurisdictions with St. Louis County having control over the majority of
signals to be encountered. To a large extent, these signals do not operate within a system context, although
some major arterials have closed loop signal systems that achieve progressive traffic flow through a series of
signalized intersections.

o Bi-State bus service exists along most arterial streets in the corridor. The Clayton CBD contains the largest
concentration in that 12 routes enter the area (#17, 47, 51, 52, 55, 62, 63, 64, 66, 68, 93, 97, 252). Routes
primarily travel on Brentwood and Forsyth Boulevards with primary bus stop zones on Forsyth between
Meramec and Central and on Central between Forsyth and Carondelet.

o Some Bi-state bus routes could be changed due to the presence of a new LRT line. Routes 55 and 93 could be
changed because they would duplicate the service provided by the LRT line. Other service changes would be
likely. These details will be part of the operations plan to be developed later in this study.

OO0 O0OO0OO0OO

In addition to the above which summarizes existing conditions, previous planning studies included estimates of
potential future conditions. The latter included ridership estimates for the Segment | MetroLink extension. Results were
as follows for estimated yr. 2015 conditions:

o Overall line ridership = 25,000 person trips per day

o Work trips represented about 50 to 60% of the total daily trips.

o Highest passenger boarding locations would be - Clayton CBD, Eager Road, and |-44 stations.

o Park-n-ride potentials would be the greatest at the Eager Road and [-44 stations.

o Local/feeder bus transfers to LRT would be greatest at the Clayton CBD, I-44, and Manchester Road stations.

Topography

Figure 4, summarizes principal topographic information in terms of elevation data for various points in the corridor.
This indicates the significant elevation changes, especially in the Clayton CBD.

Streets in the Clayton CBD have some sections where grades are in the 6 to 10% range. This affects Forsyth,
Carondelet, Bonhomme, Brentwood, and Meramec. This means that grades are near the limit of safe and reasonable
design for LRT.
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SUMMARY OF RIGHT OF WAY ELEVATIONS BY LOCATION

FIGURE 4

(Corridor Topography)
DESCRIPTION TRACK
(Station) COMMENTS

_LOCATION

Gay Ave. (Extended)(B46+00

j .

1

2 Forest Park Blvd (BEU +35) Highway Underpass

3 Erentwood Blvd (RB3+00) Highway Underpass

4 Clayton Rd. (F93+89) Highway Underpass

] Linden Ave (709+32) Highway Underpass

i kurt Ave (Extended)(714+00)

7 I-64/ Eager Rd.(730+00) Highway Overpasses

g Hanley Rd.(7FEE+00) Highway Underpass

9 West Point Rd (Extended)(785+00)

11 Manchester Kd (791+25) Highway Underpass

11 Barold Ave (794+50) At Grade

12 Flora Ave (B09+00) At Grade (former hwy overpass)
13 La Clede Station Kd. (B12+35) At Grade (former hwy overpass)
14 Union Pacific RR({830+40) FFE Overpassipartly filled)

15 |Big Bend Rd.(337+00) 44 [P OradE

1h W, Br. River Des Peres{B88+00) 4410

Forsyth @ Bemiston

CILDfS”EEt

18 Farsyth i@ Central CIL of Street
19 Farsyth @ Meramec CIL of Street
2l Forsyth @ Erentwood 5889 CIL of Street
2 Carondelet & Eemiston L L CIL of Street
22 Carondelet @ Central EL CIL of Street
23 Carondelet & Meramec 584 CIL of Street
24 Carondelet @ Brentwood h75 IL of Street




Current LRT equipment specifications used by BSDA require trains to negotiate vertical grades up to 7%. Further, the
change in grades, for track design, requires the use of vertical curves to "round-off" the transition. Such curves could
cause significant differences between track level and the grade of the adjacent roadway pavement. These conditions
will need to be examined in more detail to identify these relationships as they would affect the design of LRT with an
at-grade concept.

Right of Way

As discussed earlier in this report, the LRT will be located on a combination of rights of ways - some in public streets
and a significant portion in the CMT right of way or easement.

Figure 5 illustrates key features of the CMT right of way/easement. It is largely an above grade embankment. This
means, it goes over crossing streets. The one exception is I-64 where the CMT is under the freeway.

The right of way/easement ranges in width generally from 40' to 100'. The significant feature of the CMT right-of-way is
that Union Electric has located a high voltage electric transmission line in the right of way/easement. This line includes
tall, steel towers that are located throughout the length of the right of way/easement from Forest Park Parkway to 1-44.
The poles are generally located in the center of the right-of-way. The specific distance from edge of right-of-way varies
from pole-to-pole. The LRT design will need to identify where/how the tracks can safely pass by these towers. It may
be necessary to consider relocation of poles where an appropriate alignment can not be developed.

6
System and Alignment Design Concepts

All of the preceding discussion is a preamble to the discussion of a set of possible system and alignment design
concepts.

The concepts are described in terms of the three geographical area, i.e., (1) Forest Park station through University
City; (2) Clayton and the Galleria Area; and (3) Richmond Heights to Shrewsbury. This is done because the conditions
in each area are significantly different. Furthermore, the choice of concept in one area is somewhat independent from
that for the other two areas. However, at the boundaries between segments, alignments need to fit together to form a
compatible alternative for the entire corridor.

Possible Overall Concepts

Within the corridor, as defined by Figure 1, there is a combination of streets, which could be used for the alternative
concepts. Along with these horizontal locations, there are various possible vertical locations. The task of identifying
concepts is to merge horizontal and vertical locations together.

The possible horizontal locations are depicted by the various right-of-way opportunities. Figure 6 illustrates all of these
locations in the corridor. In the Forest Park and Clayton areas, there are several possible choices (i.e., not all streets
shown would be used for an alternative concept). In the Richmond Heights to Shrewsbury area, the location is primarily
the CMT right-of-way/easement, except for some alignment alternatives south of Big Bend Boulevard.

Along with horizontal location, there is a set of five basic vertical location concepts as follows (see Figure 7):

o Elevated - LRT guideway structure and track would be above ground grade or even be over other transportation
facilities. The LRT structure needs to generally allow at least 14.5 feet clearance underneath for other traffic,

where necessary.
o Surface - LRT tracks located at ground surface. These could be in streets sharing right of way with other traffic
or in a separate right of way, such as the CMT.



FIGURE 5

SUMMARY OF RIGHT OF WAYWIDTH BY SEGMENTS
(Citizens for Modern Transit Right of Way)

SEGMENT

LOCATION-No
[Stationing)

LOCATION-So
[Stationing)

WIDTH

COMMENTS

151t ME and 25 ft. W of fommer CiL.

1 Gay Ave. (Exended){G46+00% Forest Park Bivd{BED+35) 40 ft. Begin Line Relocation for -1 70.
CMT Property.
a0ft. +- MEand 1511, 5WW of fonmer
2 Forest Park Blvd(BE0+358) Brentwood Blvd (B2 3+00) b5 . ]
ChT Property.
a0ft. +- MEand 141, 5WW of fonmer
3 Brentwood Blvd(G33+000) Clayton Rd{Ea3+390 5 1. Il
CMT Property.
. a7 ft. ME and 43 1t SV of fonmer CiL.
4 Clayton Rd(E93+390 Linden Ay e(TO9+32) 100 ft. CMT Prapetty.
. kurt AvelExtended) a2, ME and 62 ft. SV of former CIL.
a Linden Ave(T09+33 714+00) 150 . CMT Property.
av . NE and 43 ft. SV of formmer CIL.
] kurt AveiExtended) (7 14+00) l-BdfEager Rd(F30+00) 100 ft. CMT Property.
a7 ft. ME and 43 ft. 5V of former CiL.
7 l-Gd/Eager Rd(730+00 Hanley Rdi{7aE+00% 100 . CMT Property.
d Hanley Rdi76E+000) Wanchester Ry 91 +25) 40 1. Easement from Sunnen.
2| Manchester Rd(f 91 +24) Bartold Ave(7 94 +400 40 1. Easement from Sunnen.
10 Bartold Ave(7H4+40% Flora Ave(3049+00) 40 1. Easement from Sunnen.
Laclede Station RHd
11 Flora Ave(809+00) 517+35) 40 1. Easement from Sunnen.
12 Laclede Station RdiB12+35) Union Pacific BR (3.30+480 40 1. Easement from Sunnen.
. . . a7 1. NE and 43 ft. SV of formmer CiL.
13 Union Pacific RRE{830+50) Hig Bend RdiB37 +00) 100 . CMT Property.
14 |pig Bend RarEz7+00 Wi Br. River Des Peres ot |GMT Property.

(8 56+00)
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Figure 7
Vertical Locatlon Concepts
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o Below Grade (cut and cover) - LRT tracks would be located in an underground structure (like a box). The track
would be located at only moderate depth so that the top of the LRT "box" would be typically only 5 to 10 feet
below the surface. Such depth allows construction to occur in a cut and cover fashion. The latter entails
excavating an open trench for a limited distance, which varies with specific situations. This could be in the range
of 300 to 1000 feet. The box structure is constructed and the ground surface is restored. Such construction can
involve significant utility modifications.

o Below Grade (open cut) - Similar to item (3) except that the LRT track structure would not be covered, but left
open. This would require barriers/fencing along the top of the retaining walls (opening) for safety purposes.

o Below Grade (tunnel) - LRT tracks would be below grade, but at significant depths (possibly 25 feet or more). In
this case, the LRT "box" can not be constructed by excavating an open trench, but must be bored through
soil/rock.

These vertical alignment concepts have uniquely different impacts on LRT construction, operation, and cost as well as
varying impacts on the surrounding community.

Using these concepts for overall planning purposes, it is possible to identify certain combinations of horizontal location
with vertical design types. The following matrix suggests combinations that would be reasonable for each area of the

corridor.

Vertical Alignment Concepts

1. Below Grade/Tunneling - This is a concept to be used only where it is necessary, because of very high cost. It is suggested
that the topography in the Clayton CBD would be the only location where such conditions may exist.

2. Below Grade/Open Cut - This concept could save construction cost in some cases. It could be used in locations where
there would be minimal cross traffic or where the need for surface restoration was not essential. These latter conditions
would not apply in the Clayton and Galleria area.

3. Elevated - This concept could have limited application. It would not seem desirable in the Forest Park station through
University City area because of its visual, aesthetic, and negative urban design impacts. This area is largely residential with
mostly low-rise buildings. An elevated structure would be out of place.

In the Clayton CBD core, an elevated structure would have a very negative visual, aesthetic, and urban design impact. The
exception, however, would be to locate an elevated LRT structure along the south edge of the CBD adjacent and parallel
with the existing Forest Park Parkway structure.

4. Surface - Placing LRT at-grade would be potentially possible in most areas. As noted previously, there will be certain design
challenges in the Clayton CBD core due to topography.

Specific Alternative Concepts

Based upon these overall combinations, a set of specific alternative concepts have been identified for discussion.
These are summarized by Table 2. Highlights of these concepts are discussed in the following section.

Forest Park Station through University City

The horizontal alignment is basically the same for all alternatives in that the Forest Park Parkway and Millbrook
Boulevard rights-of-way are involved. There are possible options concerning the placement of tracks in the right-of-

way.



Tahle 2

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVE CONCEPTS - SEGMENT 1

Aliznment Alternatives Yertical Aliznment
Area mection Horizontal A]ig;mnent Ele Sur BG. BG/ BG/ OPﬁnns-'Nntes
Forest Parle |(1) Dletrolink: Cormection at Forest (A5 Mletrolind: to Forest Parle Parlosay to west of = * Swatch east of exsting station, with new platfornre under Forest Parl: Parlosay
through Parlc (B Iletrolinds to Forest Patk Patlosay to west of X * Wlove exsting platforre 174 tmiles east, switch location just east of DeBaliviere
City (& DeBalrriere - Slanker (A% Forest Parl Parlosay = * Twn options &) tracks in median, b tracks at south edge of roadway
For each at grade option, through lane undetpasses could be considered for
(B Forest Park Parlosay o X * Under Forest Park: Parlosay pavernent for out and cover, open ot could bein
of road pavernent
(3 Slanker - Big Bend (A MWillbrook Boulevard A * Two options a) tracks i median, b) tracks at south edze of roadway
For each at grade option, through lane underpasses could be considered for
(B Whllbrook Boulevard o X * Under Ivillbrook Blvd. pavement for ot and cower, open ot could be m median
paveErTEnt
(4 Big Bend - Pershing (40 INidlbrook Boulevard A * Two options a) tracks in median;, b) tracks at north edoe of roadway
(B Widlhrool: Bouleward x X * Under Wiillbrook Blwd. pasemernt for ot and cover, open ot could be i median
paverrent
(> Pershung - IWaryland (A% Forest Parl Parlosay = * Under westhound lanes of Forest Parle Parlossy




Tahle 2
SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVE CONCEPTS - SEGMENT 1

(Continued)
Alionment Alternatives Yertical Alignment
Area secton Horizontal A]ig;ﬂment Ele Sur BG. BG/ BG/ OPiinns.-'Nntes
Clayton and |1y CBD-east end to Brendwood (A Forsyth x o X X% Two options: surface or below ground, surface would have median location,
Galleria Boulevard be cut and cover wath the potential that the Benmston to Brentwood section would
(B Carondelg Avernie x o X X% Same options as for Forsyth
() Bonhormme Avermie with the seciion fom Forsythto | X0 X X X % Bame option as for Forsyth esteept section from Forsyth to Bonhorme at Hanldesy
of Bonhormime at Harley to be alang north edge of elevated or tunnel concept
Patloray
(L ForsythTvleramec/Shaw Parls Dinve ®ooX X * Underground from east end thra CBD core to Memmee, along Ileramec
auttace south of Bonhotrtre atd hecorres elevated at Shaw Parl Dive, follows
Forest Parl: Parlosay, or on surface through CBD core to Memmec, south on
aligntrertt at shawParls Drive
(Ey Carondele/Deramec’ Shaw Park Dirive noOR X * mameas for Forsyth
(F) BonhormmeTvleramec’=haw Patls Drive o X X * marne as for Forsyth, except the east end (at Forsyth) to Bonhotne at Hanley
or tnnel concept
(5) Forest Parle Parlosay X * Beginz as surface aligmiment, crosses Forsyth at grade then becorres elevated
Patloway
(&) Brentwood Boulevard comridor- (A Bremtwood Boulevard firom Forsyth, Carondelet, or x * Under southbound lanes of Brentwood Blwd. | tames west alang south edoe of
Forsyth to CWT night of way to Galleria Drive, then west to CIVT nght-of-ssay elevated to cross ower Forest Parle Pardoway to the CWVIT nght-of-way
Forest Park Padlosay) (B Brentwood Boulevard from Forsyth, Carondelet, or = * West side of street in Brentwood Blwd. | tums west along south edge of Shaw
to Galleria Drive, then west to CIVT noht-of-way elevated to cross over Forest Patlc Patloway to the CIVT right-of-way
(Y Brentwood BoulevardTvlryland Averme from X * Two options fom intersection of Brentwood Blvd. & Forsythe (2) north on
Bonhotme to CIT near [- 170 Ladue Foad IWbryland, west on Ivlryland, (b west on Forsyth watd 1t joins Maryland, there
CWT to link to the CIT: (&) contirme west on lvbryland witil mtersecting the CIWVIT,
ot Ivlatyland to Gay Averne, then south on Gay to CWVIT right-of-way
(L) Forest Parls Parloway = * Thizs 12 a contiruation ofthe elevated alignment along the north edge of Forest

thii the Clayton CBDy, west of Brentwood Blwd. the trackes would rize up further
Forest Parl: Parlosay to the ChT noht-ofway




Tahle 2
SUMMDMARY OF ALTERNATIVE CONCEPTS - SEGMENT 1

{Continued)
Aliznment Alternatives Yertical Aliznment
Area mection Horizontal A]ig;mnent Ele Sur BG. BG/ BG/ OPﬁnns-'Nntes
Claytonand (3 Forest Parls Parloaay to Gallena (A Brentwood Boulevard = * Followe median location along Brerdwood Blvd. to Gallena Parloasy then east
Calletia Patlosay (ihchudes Breftwood CIVT right-of-weay
and CMT right-of-ssay)
(B Brentwood Boulevard from Forsyth, Carondelet, or X XK X * Beginz as below grade, cotres to sutface tnorth of Shavw Parls Ditve, toms west
to Forest Park Parlosay west to CRIT mtaw Parlc, becomes elevated to be ower Forest Park: Parlosay to connect to
sde of Bremtwood Boulevard
() Brentwood Boulerard from Forsyth, Carondelet, or oA X * Two options: () begms below grade, cones to surface along west side of
to CIT right-of-weay elevated at rridpoirt of Clayton Comporate Certer, over patlang 1ot &t south end
nght ofway, (b} begins bhelow grade comes to surface in median location, begins
near the Vendian Dive intersection, clitnhs to the CWT elevated right of way
at the southeast comidor of Brentwood Blwd. and Watlans Drive
(L CWIT to Brerdwood comdor x o X * south on CIWT, at Brentwood, elevate over [- 170 to follow path just east of
through possthle deweloprrent areas, then east ower I-170 0 CWVIT along Gallena
Richimond (1) Gallena Parlosay to Flora ray CIWT Right-of-Way = * In nght ofway a ground lewel
to () Flota to Union Pacific Failroad ((AY CIVT Fight-of-Way X * Below grade through the Sunnen Business Parls
(B CIIT Right-of-Way by * Flevated through Sunen Business Parlc
(31 Union Pacific Failroad to Deer [(AY CIVT Fight-of-Way A * At gradeactoss Big Bend Boulerard and Ozxford Boulerard (wath significart
Creek irtersection genmetrics), then begin elevated section over Deer Creels
(B CWIT Fight-of-iiay X * Flevated through this area of Waplewood
(4 Deer Creelto Lansdowne (A CWT Fight-offWay and BHNREF Fight-of-Way * Elewated over [-44 on alignment east of Laclede Gas Cormpany tanlkes to rail
Eiver Des Peresand tertriral station notth of Lansdowne Averme
(B Mew artenal stret alignement Big Bend Boulevard (at | 2 * Joit nght-ofway use wath new roadway and LET oudeway in parallel plus new

Eiver Des Peres Boulewvard at Lansdowne A wetnie

(ezsting [-44 e at shrewebury Avenue to be closed)

For etther altematives (A) or (B), new access to and from the west on [-44 13
oould be prowvided wia one of the three options: (3) new rarmps to and fom west
Ave.;, () new carmecting street located east of Shrewsbury Ave. wath four new
"HOV" ramps to LET station south of I-44 or to North of T-44




The alternative concepts could be:

1.

2.

At-Grade Location (See Figure 8)
Both tracks in a median location between just west of DeBaliviere to Pershing. (See Figure 9)

Both tracks along the south edge of roadway (see Figure 9) between just west of DeBaliviere to Skinker and on
widened right-of-way along the south edge of Millbrook Boulevard to Big Bend and crossing to the north side of
Millbrook Boulevard from Big Bend to Pershing.

For either at-grade locations, through lane underpasses could be considered for both Skinker and Big Bend
Boulevards. In concepts, at least one lane in each direction would be placed in an underpass so that traffic would not
be stopped at the intersection. These would add traffic capacity for north-south traffic flow.

Dividing the tracks by putting one on each side of the roadway is not desirable because of the need to construct two
sets of overhead wires and inconvenience to traffic flow, especially right turns

Underground (cut and cover){See Figure 10}
a. Under the existing roadway pavement from DeBaliviere to Pershing.

b. Under the area outside of the south curb line between DeBaliviere and Big Bend, and under the parkway on the
north side of the pavement along Millborook Boulevard from Big Bend to Pershing.

c. For both below grade alignments clearance over the River Des Peres tunnel will be a consideration.

d. For the section from Pershing west to the east edge of the Clayton CBD has only one concept is practical, i.e., below
grade (cut and cover) under the west bound side of the Forest Park Parkway pavement.

Underground (open cut)

These options are essentially the same as described for cut and cover; except that the alignment could not be "under” the
Forest Park Parkway or Millbrook Boulevard pavements. It could be in a median location or along the south edge of the
roadway. The open cut could be "bridged" at certain locations to permit vehicle and/or ped/bike cross access.

At the east end of this area the new LRT line will connect to the existing MetroLink tracks. There are two options that could
be used. Both of these options are affected by a key design standard and operational requirements. For design, the
standard prescribes that switches be located on tangent tracks, not on curves. For operations, the requirement is to provide
track space for two or more routes crossing each other without creating delays or lowered level of service.

Option A. This alignment would be below grade under DeBaliviere and Forest Park Parkway. However, because of the
operational and design requirements, the new Segment | tracks, with switches from existing tracks, must occur well east of
DeBaliviere. This requires moving the existing station platforms about 1,000 feet east and adding a third track to stop/hold
trains moving westbound from the existing MetroLink line to Segment I. In this scheme, all trains would stop at the same
platforms. Platform access to the street level would remain at DeBaliviere.

Option B. This alternative would retain the location of the existing Forest Park station platforms. The switches to the
Segment | tracks would occur east of these platforms (about one-quarter mile on straight track). The new tracks would veer
to the south, going underground (cut and cover) along Forest Park Parkway and continuing to a point west of DeBaliviere,
where tracks would change grade back to the ground surface or stay underground, per the concepts described previously.

With this track alignment, additional platforms serving the Segment | tracks would be located just east of DeBaliviere at a
point roughly parallel to the existing Forest Park station platforms. The two sets of platforms would be connected via a
north-south pedestrian way allowing convenient and safe linkage between the two stations. The existing platforms would
retain its access to the ground at DeBaliviere north of Forest Park Parkway. However, the new platforms would have
pedestrian surface access at a point on the south side of Forest Park Parkway. This would then eliminate the need for
passengers walking into Forest Park to cross the parkway at grade. It could be a much safer concept for pedestrians.

For each of these options, the plans would be coordinated with possible new development being considered in the
vicinity of the Forest Park station by BSDA. Such development would reflect transit-oriented land-use concepts in
which convenient and attractive linkages to MetroLink and other transit would have high priority..
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Clayton and the Galleria Area

There are a number of possible combinations of horizontal and vertical alignments. These schemes reflect a key
conclusion that has resulted from the review of previous planning documents: alignments penetrating Shaw Park are
omitted. At-grade alignments in Shaw Park would have a highly disruptive effect on activities and physically impact
parkland. Underground (cut and cover) would have a negative impact on existing vegetation (primarily the many large
trees).

Tunneling could be considered, but would be very expensive. Furthermore, the alignment still must reach the CMT

right-of-way, which is above grade (not at ground level). For a tunnel or below-grade (cut and cover) alignment, the
length of the transition structure would make the Shaw Park location impractical. The structure, if built, could extend
through a significant part of Shaw Park.

For this area, the alignment concepts can be considered in three sections: through the Clayton CBD core, connecting
the Clayton CBD core to the CMT right-of-way, and location of the Galleria station.

1. Clayton CBD Core (See Figures 11, 12 and 13)

O Forsyth Boulevard. This alignment would extend from the Forest Park Parkway just north of Forsyth as an at-
grade alignment (in a median location) or below grade (cut and cover) through the CBD to Meramec Avenue. There
could be a station near the east end (Ritz Carlton Hotel) and in the core (between Central and Meramec). The core
station could entail joint development with St. Louis County facilities. For the below grade options, the topography in
the blocks from just east of Bemiston and to the west may require tunneling rather than cut and cover. This is
because the steep grades along Forsyth may cause the LRT track to be deep.

From Forsyth and Meramec, two alignment options are possible:

Option 1: Turn down Meramec to Forest Park Parkway at grade or below grade. Because of the downward hill, the
alignment would transition into an elevated concept at a point south at Bonhomme. At Shaw Park Drive, the tracks
would be high enough to allow vehicle traffic underneath; the elevated section would turn west along the north edge
of Forest Park Parkway.

Option 2: Continue along Forsyth (at-grade or below grade) to Brentwood and turn onto Brentwood and
continue south (at-grade or below grade). At a point, south of the Bonhomme intersection, the
underground alignment option tracks would emerge at grade surface and continue at grade to Forest
Park Parkway.

O Carondelet Avenue. This alignment would be the same as described for Forsyth Boulevard with options to extend
to Brentwood Boulevard or turn south on Meramec Avenue to Forest Park Parkway.

o0 Bonhomme Avenue. This alignment is the same as described for Forsyth except that since Bonhomme begins at
Hanley Road, other alignment concepts would be needed to make the connection to the alignment at the east edge
of the Clayton CBD. This would involve an location along the north side to Hanley where it would connect into
Bonhomme. The linkage between Forsyth to Hanley could be elevated or underground (tunneled); an at-grade
connection is not possible.

o Forest Park Parkway. This would follow an alignment along the north edge of Forest Park Parkway (see Figure
14). It would not be possible to use a below-grade alignment (cut and cover) under the actual roadway because of
the existing bridge structure along the parkway.

For this alignment, stations could be located at the east edge of downtown on a site just south of Forsyth and in the
block between Central and Meramec. The latter could be developed in conjunction with a new 1,200-space parking
garage being developed by St. Louis County and could include an attractive pedestrian connection at second level

linked to Bonhomme Avenue.
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Figure 14
Typical Cross Sections
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2. Linkage to CMT Right-of-Way

Most of the alignments through the Clayton CBD core would pass through the common point (at various
levels, however) of Brentwood Boulevard and Shaw Park Drive. The linkage to the CMT right-of-way
could be accomplished in the following ways.

Forest Park Parkway. This would entail the continuation of the elevated alignment parallel to the north edge of the
parkway. Just west of Brentwood, a vertical grade change would be included to elevate the LRT tracks over the
Forest Park Parkway and descend into the CMT right-of-way south of the parkway. This would necessitate using
some land in the City of Clayton's maintenance yard.

A below-grade option for this alignment would not be possible because of insufficient length to change
vertical elevation. The alignment could be below grade (cut and cover) at Brentwood and extend west,
parallel to the parkway. It would need to go under the parkway to then rise up to the elevation of the
CMT track bed. This change would need to be placed north of the CMT bridge over Brentwood
Boulevard. There is not sufficient length to achieve this change.

Brentwood Boulevard. The alignment could have five options:

Option 1: At-grade on Brentwood Boulevard, from approximately Bonhomme Avenue, with both tracks
on the west side of the road. At a point just south of the Clayton Corporate Center's main drive, the
tracks would start rising on structure, with a curve up to access the CMT right-of-way north and west of
the CMT-Brentwood Boulevard bridge.

Option 2: This is similar to option 1 except that the tracks would be in a median location. The elevated
section would swing into the CMT via a alignment through an area on the east side of Brentwood
Boulevard, i.e., the southeast corner of Brentwood and Watkins.

Option 3: At-grade on Brentwood (from Bonhomme) with both tracks in a median location; the tracks
would extend south on Brentwood Boulevard through the Clayton Road intersection to Galleria
Parkway, and east on Galleria Parkway to the CMT right-of-way.

Option 4: Underground (cut and cover) along Brentwood Boulevard, extending south to Galleria
Parkway and east to the CMT right-of-way.

Option 5: At-grade on Brentwood Boulevard (from Bonhomme) to Shaw Park Drive, west along north
side of Forest Park Parkway with rise to an elevated section over Forest Park Parkway to the CMT right
of way in the vicinity of the City of Clayton public works yard.

In these sections along Brentwood Boulevard (north of Clayton Road), there would be no stations.

As an alternative to the southward alignment through the Brentwood/Shaw Park Drive intersection, other
concepts could use of Maryland Avenue. These would locate the LRT, at-grade or underground (cut and
cover), along Maryland Avenue via linkage north along Brentwood Boulevard (from Forsyth, Carondelet, or
Bonhomme) or west via the extension of Forsyth past the Clayton High School to Maryland Avenue. Along
Maryland Avenue, the alignment could access the CMT right of way just east of the 1-170/Ladue Road
interchange; or could turn down Gay Avenue and intersect the CMT right-of-way further south.

3. Galleria Station

The locational consideration affecting this section is where to position the station to have optimal impact. The
Galleria is a major activity center, with substantial trip generation. The area along the east side of Brentwood
from Clayton Road south is a potential development area.

e CMT. The alignment would stay on the CMT right-of-way with; a station located at a point just south of Clayton

Road; convenient pedestrian connections to land uses west of I1-170 would be needed along with Bi-State bus
interface facilities.



O Brentwood Boulevard. As noted previously for the section north of Clayton Road, the tracks could be aligned on
Brentwood Boulevard. Two options could be considered:

Option 1: At-grade on Brentwood to Galleria Parkway. Then east on Galleria Parkway, under 1-170, and
then via an up-grade to the CMT right-of-way.
Option 2: Below grade via the same alignment as Option 1.

For both options, the station would be positioned on Galleria Parkway east of Brentwood Boulevard. Below-
grade pedestrian ways would be needed to allow safe access to the Galleria side of Brentwood and to
connect to Bi-State bus interface and facilities would be needed along Brentwood Boulevard.

o Joint Development. With an alignment on the CMT right-of-way north of Clayton Road, the tracks could rise via an
elevated structure over 1-170 and follow an alignment parallel to and just east of the Brentwood Boulevard right-of-
way. This would be through a possible joint development zone between Clayton Road and Galleria Parkway. A new
station would be incorporated in the new development. The elevated structure would go over 1-170 along Galleria
Parkway back to the CMT right-of-way. The station area plan could include needed pedestrian linkages to the
Galleria and to bus interface facilities.

Richmond Heights to Shrewsbury Area (See Figures 15, 16 and 17)

For the section from Galleria Parkway south to Big Bend Boulevard, there is only one basic alternative: in the CMT
right-of-way. There could be specific location adjustments in this area in terms of the location of the electric
transmission line towers and the LRT tracks.

Stations would be located at Eager Road and at Manchester Road. At Eager Road, there is a potential for joint
development involving the expansion of retail and office land uses. A major park-n-ride facility would be considered.
Traffic access needs for such a facility could require significant roadway modifications. The Manchester Road station
would be located to conveniently access major industrial land uses.

In the section thru the Sunnen Business Park (Flora Avenue to Union Pacific Railroad), there are two options: (1)
below grade (cut and cover); or (2) elevated. Consideration of open cut or surface alignments would not be feasible,
given the layout of the development and ground level site roadways and parking areas.

Further south at Big Bend Boulevard, a station would be located to link to the commercial center in the area just north
of Deer Creek. It is possible that this station could be the southern terminus. Park-n-ride facilities could be located in
this vicinity.

The alternative would be to continue Segment | further south. A significant consideration for this southern terminus is
freeway access to and from the west on I-44. These ramps are missing at the existing Shrewsbury Road/I-44
interchange. Ramp access is available further west at Laclede Station Road, but do not provide the direct, convenient
access essential to the new LRT station, for both park-n-rider and bus transfer patrons.

Concepts include two significant elements at this point in the corridor: (a) the extension of the LRT tracks over I-44 to
a convenient terminus in Shrewsbury and (b) a freeway interchange modification.

For the LRT track alignment, the tracks could follow two options: (1) the CMT alignment over Deer Creek and over |-
44 at a point just east of the gas reservoir to the rail right-of-way (BNSF) just west of the River Des Peres, or (2) be
combined in a right of way with a new major arterial street linking Big Bend Boulevard (at Oxford) to River Des Peres
Boulevard at Lansdowne Avenue. The terminal station for Segment | could be just north of Landsdowne Avenue. The
area between |-44 and Landsdowne just west of the River Des Peres could be a joint development opportunity. A
park-n-ride and major Bi-State Bus transfer center could be located in this vicinity.

For the freeway interchange modification, three basic alternatives could be considered:

1. New interchange. As indicated in the Cross-County Major Transportation Investment Analysis reports, a new |-44
interchange could be positioned to the east of Shrewsbury Road. This would entail development of a new arterial to serve
as the connecting roadway. It would extend from the existing intersection of Big Bend/Oxford to the intersection of
Landsdowne/River Des Peres Boulevard. Existing ramps at Shrewsbury Avenue would be removed.

2. Modified interchange. The existing interchange at Shrewsbury Road would be modified to include two new ramps to and
from the west. This could involve typical diamond ramp and/or possibly partial cloverleaf configurations.



Figure 15. Richmond Heights to Shrewsbury- 2000
Possible Surface Locations
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Figure 16. Richmond Heights to Shrewsbury- 2000
Possible Elevated Locations
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Figure 17. Richmond Heights to Shrewsbury-
Possible Below-Grade Locations




3. Special HOV ramps. The existing interchange could be modified to the extent of providing limited-use ramps for buses and

park-n-riders. The ramps could be aligned to access the transit stations and not the arterial street system. Ramps could use
a flyover configuration from a location just east of Shrewsbury Road.

Alternative Station Locations

Along with the alternative alignment concepts discussed above, there are possible alternatives associated with the
number and location of LRT stations. These possibilities could be:

1. Washington University Station - an option could be to consolidate the Skinker Boulevard and Big Bend Boulevard stations
into a single station at the north edge of the campus midway between these two streets. The station could more directly
access the campus core; pedestrian connections could be improved over Millbrook Boulevard to neighborhoods to the
north.

2.

Hanley Road Station - an option to the Eager Road station could be a station farther south near Hanley Road. This location
would be in proximity to business park developments in Brentwood. However, it would be farther from 1-64/US 40.

1. This represents a special case in that major parking facilities exist in the Clayton CBD. St. Louis County is planning
a new parking structure. Users of such parking could transfer to MetroLink at the Clayton CBD station.

2. excluding any right or left turn lanes





