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1. INTRODUCTION 

The first Congestion Management Program (CMP) for Los Angeles County was adopted by the 
Los Angeles County Transportation Commission (LACTC) in November 1992. Linking 
transportation, land use and air quality decisions for the first time, the CMP is designed to 
address regional congestion in a comprehensive manner. The first year CMP consisted of all 
the elements required under statute: a designated highway system with level of service (LOS) 
standards, transit analysis, transportation demand management, land use analysis, a capital 
improvement program, and a countywide transportation model. In addition to these core 
elements, CMP statute requires the preparation of deficiency plans when highway LOS standards 
cannot be maintained. 

The newly formed Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) is the 
successor agency to LACTC in its role as the Congestion Management Agency for Los Angeles 
County. The MT A has developed a countywide approach to meet deficiency plan requirements 
of the CMP. This approach determines long-range countywide congestion mitigation needs and 
local jurisdiction participation goals, identifies a toolbox of mobility improving measures through 
which to achieve these goals, and establishes a system for assigning credit to local jurisdictions 
for implementing these measures. 

This background study documents the development of this countywide deficiency plan for Los 
Angeles County, and provides detailed discussion of associated technical and policy issues. It 
is intended as a companion document to the 1993 CMP. In order to avoid duplication, 
references are made to the 1993 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County 
where appropriate. Copies of the CMP can be obtained by contacting the MT A's CMP Hotline 
at (213) 244-6599. 

1.1 STATUTORY REQUIREMENT 

California Government Code Section 65089.3 (b), provided in Appendix AA, specifies the 
necessary elements of deficiency plans. Deficiency plans are required when portions of the 
CMP highway system deteriorate to LOS F, or worsen within LOS F. In summary, a deficiency 
plan must include: 

(A) An analysis of the cause of deficiency. 

(B) A list of improvements necessary for the deficient segment or intersection to 
maintain the minimum level of service otherwise required and the estimated costs 
of the improvements. 
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(C) A list of improvements, programs, or actions, and estimates of costs, that will 
(i) measurably improve the level of service of the system, and (ii) contribute to 
significant improvements in air quality. 

(D) An action plan, consisting of improvements identified in (B) or (C) above and 
including a specific implementation schedule. 

Statute also provides guidelines for the determination of deficiencies, and agencies that must be 
consulted during development of the deficiency plan. Statute further specifies that the city or 
county must forward its adopted deficiency plan to the Congestion Management Agency for 
approval. 

1.2 STUDY BACKGROUND 

MTA developed the CMP in an open, participatory process. Since December 1990, staff has 
met monthly with a Policy Advisory Committee (PAC) on all aspects of the CMP. The PAC 
membership consists of representatives from local government, state and regional agencies, 
transit operators, environmental interests, and the private sector. A CMP Technical Forum has 
also met monthly to discuss technical and administrative aspects of issues discussed by the PAC. 
At least two contacts from each of the 89 local jurisdictions within the county received monthly 
updates on CMP development. Additionally, there have been ongoing meetings with individual 
jurisdictions, groups of jurisdictions, and other interested parties. These meetings and related 
activities will continue as the program is further refined through implementation. 

In March 1992, LACTC held a workshop to discuss CMP land use and deficiency plan 
requirements. In response to previous Commission direction, staff reported on various CMP 
deficiency plan alternatives that would not require a countywide fee. 

Testimony at the workshop was provided by individuals representing local jurisdictions, the 
private sector, and environmental interests. The testimony mirrored issues that had been raised 
previously, and subsequently, by the many interests tracking CMP development. The testimony 
discussed: 

• Countywide Deficiency Plan Approach - Because of the complexity and interrelatedness 
of transportation impacts, local jurisdictions could not bear the burden of addressing 
deficiencies by themselves. There was overwhelming support from both local 
jurisdictions and the development community for a countywide approach to meet 
deficiency plan requirements. 

• Effectiveness & Flexibility of Actions - Mitigation resulting through the deficiency plan 
must be effective at addressing congestion on the regional system. Furthermore, the 
program should remain flexible to accommodate new ideas, as well as the diversity of 
community characteristics within Los Angeles County. 
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• Minimizing Administrative Costs - The deficiency plan should be as simple as possible, 
focus on mitigation implementation, and build upon existing processes rather than 
creating new analysis or bureaucratic requirements. 

• Sensitivity to the Economy & Jobs - The program should be responsive to cycles in the 
economy. 

• Consistency and Fairness Among Communities & Developments - The program should 
establish consistent requirements throughout the county, and account for the cumulative 
impacts of growth rather than focusing on specific types or thresholds of development. 

• Promoting Inter-Jurisdictional Mitigation - The program should encourage mitigation of 
impacts that cross jurisdictional boundaries. 

• Transit Enhancing Land Use - Due to the impact of land use patterns on transportation, 
the program should create incentives for appropriate land use densities that make transit 
alternatives viable transportation options. 

In consideration of these issues, the Commission directed staff to develop a coordinated, 
countywide approach to meet deficiency plan responsibilities. Staff subsequently worked with 
the CMP Policy Advisory Committee, technical contacts from each local jurisdiction, and other 
interested parties to develop an effective and equitable approach for implementation of a 
countywide deficiency plan. 

1.3 REASONS FOR A COUNTYWIDE APPROACH 

A countywide approach, requiring the participation of all local jurisdictions, was selected as best 
able to address the issues listed above. After consideration of several alternatives, a countywide 
deficiency plan was selected based on the following benefits: 

• It is best able to account for and address the cumulative impacts of all types and sizes of 
development; 

• The high level of traffic congestion in Los Angeles County, and the long and interrelated 
travel patterns that exist, mean that a deficiency at any one location has multiple causes; 

• Many of the most effective mitigation strategies will require partnerships that combine 
the resources of multiple jurisdictions and other government agencies; 

• A uniform countywide approach provides certainty & predictability among jurisdictions 
as well as to the business community; and 

• It provides a framework which can be integrated with existing mitigation programs, and 
avoids delay to development approvals. 
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Alternatives considered to this uniform countywide approach can be generally described as 
project-by-project impact analysis and monitoring-based mitigation. 

Project-by-project or subarea impact analysis would require that development proposals (or 
combined proposals within an area) individually analyze travel demands generated by each 
project. This analysis would determine which specific CMP facilities will be impacted. If the 
development will cause the facility to drop below the level of service standard, a deficiency plan 
must then be prepared to mitigate that impact. 

The project-by-project analysis approach was rejected for several reasons. First, responsibility 
for cumulative impacts would be overlooked. Such impacts could be generated by numerous 
developments occurring below any threshold for analysis or by growth outside the impacted 
jurisdiction. Second, due to the long and interrelated travel patterns among the 89 local 
jurisdictions in Los Angeles County, project impact analyses will frequently cross several 
jurisdictional boundaries and require multi-agency negotiations that could substantially delay 
project approvals. Finally, individual project impact studies could result in duplicative or 
conflicting findings where multiple developments impact a single deficient facility, and would 
require significant administrative resources for study preparation and review. For these reasons, 
the project-by-project analysis approach was rejected in favor of the proposed program which 
requires uniform participation by all local jurisdictions. 

A monitoring-based mitigation approach was also examined. This approach differs from the 
uniform countywide program in that the values assigned to mitigation measures would be 
determined through individual monitoring of project effectiveness. This approach was viewed 
as infeasible since it would also be administratively burdensome to local jurisdictions, who 
would bear the monitoring responsibility for assessing project effectiveness. Project-level 
effectiveness monitoring is not necessary for the CMP, since such monitoring would duplicate 
system-level monitoring already provided through annual CMP highway and transit monitoring, 
established literature, and other ongoing case study project evaluations. 

1.4 STUDY APPROACH 

The basic intent of the Countywide Study was to develop a framework for the implementation 
of congestion mitigation, in order to avoid or address deficiencies on the regional transportation 
system. To accomplish this, the framework considered a number of issues such as how to 
accommodate the diversity of Los Angeles communities within the program. This framework 
also considered how to achieve a technically sound mitigation value system which is simple to 
implement by all local jurisdictions, versus a system of maximum technical sophistication but 
which therefore requires specialized staff for implementation at the local level. The paragraphs 
below summarize the approach to these issues; detailed discussion of the findings at each step 
is provided in following chapters. 

• The first step in developing this countywide approach was to quantify the size of the 
problem. This has been dubbed the "congestion gap," and refers to the magnitude of 
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deficiencies remaining on the CMP system after forecasting the impact of growth and the 
benefits of expected transportation improvements by the year 2010 (see Chapter 3). 

In general terms, MT A's model runs indicate that roughly 15% of the trips generated by 
new development within Los Angeles County through 2010 will contribute to CMP 
deficiencies. This represents the size of the congestion gap to be addressed through the 
deficiency plan. To put this into some perspective, this fifteen percent of new 
development trips is equivalent to 3% of all trips in 2010; the Air Quality Management 
Plan calls for the reduction of 10% of all trips within the same time frame. 

• The second step was to develop an equitable program for assigning responsibility for 
addressing this congestion gap. After thorough evaluation of options, monitoring new 
development activity was selected as providing the best indicator for attributing mitigation 
responsibility to individual jurisdictions (see Chapter 4). 

This will allow· the program to respond to economic cycles, increasing mitigation goals 
during periods of rapid growth and reducing goals during downturns. It will also ensure 
assignment of mitigation responsibilities to those jurisdictions that contribute to the 
impacts. It is proactive as it allows jurisdictions to plan for mitigation before the impact 
occurs. Finally, it controls for the variability of regional growth forecasts since 
mitigation goals are based on actual growth rather than assumed regional growth trends. 

• The third step in developing a countywide approach was to decide how to mitigate these 
deficiencies. Based on review of the range of mitigation strategies being developed 
throughout the region and the desire of many local jurisdictions to maintain flexibility for 
local characteristics, the countywide deficiency plan uses a "toolbox" approach to 
mitigation. Mitigation strategies fall into three broad categories -- land use, capital 
improvements, and transportation demand management (see Chapter 5). 

Each local jurisdiction may thereby select the actions it deems most appropriate for its 
community. Mitigation measures can be applied throughout the jurisdiction, in a 
subarea, or to a specific development. Jurisdictions can also work together on corridor 
or sub-regional strategies. Once the jurisdiction chooses its mitigation strategies, the 
basic requirement is that the overall value of the mitigation program be commensurate 
with the jurisdiction's mitigation goal as determined by new development activity. 

This system provides local jurisdictions with the flexibility for local choices and provides 
incentive for jurisdictions to participate in multi-agency corridor improvements by crediting local 
contributions to those improvements. Finally, this approach allows the program to broaden the 
range of mitigation options beyond "traditional" measures and promote non-capital improvements 
such as land use densification and parking management. 

Success of the program at improving transportation will require ongoing review and reevaluation 
of program elements during implementation. The MT A is committed to working with local 
jurisdictions to ensure smooth implementation of CMP requirements. MTA staff will be 
available to assist local jurisdictions at all phases of the deficiency plan process. 

1993 Congestion Managemenr Program for Los Angeles County November 1993 



COUITTYWIDE DEFICIENCY PLAN BACKGROUND STIJDY PAGE 6 

1.5 DEVEWPMENT OF THE CURRENT PROGRAM VS. CONCURRENT 
EFFORTS AND FUTURE UPDATES 

The following chapters present the results of analysis and countywide deficiency plan 
development. Through this work, it should be recognized that bodies of knowledge, 
assumptions, and technical methodologies are continually evolving and improving. In addition, 
work is proceeding outside the CMP effort, such as MTA's pilot program of transportation 
demand management projects and Phase II TDM program, the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District's (SCAQMD) implementation of transportation control measures, and the 
Southern California Association of Government's (SCAG) ongoing Regional Comprehensive Plan 
development. 

The basic approach of this study was to establish the scope, responsibilities and procedures of 
a countywide deficiency plan for the CMP. Individual components of the program will continue 
to evolve over time, such as growth forecasts and regional plans and programs that feed into the 
deficiency plan, and methods for evaluating the effectiveness of transportation demand 
management measures. Such improvements will be incorporated into future updates of the 
deficiency plan based on the best available information at that time. 

In addition, the results of this study will feed back into updates of various regional plans by 
addressing issues such as implementability, the effectiveness of existing programs, and the 
applicability of analytical assumptions. The countywide deficiency plan will thereby evolve 
through experience - starting with a relatively simple, core program which can be reexamined 
and refined over time. 
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2. OVERVIEW OF DEFICIENCY PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 

This chapter provides an overview and brief description of the countywide deficiency plan. 
Detailed descriptions of each element and related issues are provided in the chapters that follow. 

2.1 SUMMARY 

As a countywide program, all local jurisdictions must participate in the deficiency plan process, 
regardless of the number of CMP intersections or congestion levels specifically within their 
geographic limits. 

The program involves each local jurisdiction tracking new development activity in order to 
establish its annual congestion mitigation goal. The goal links CMP deficiencies to development 
activity, and is set using a uniform point system (based on trips generated and impact to the 
CMP system). These points have become known as "debits". The local jurisdiction then 
implements mitigation measures, by selecting from a toolbox of capital, demand reducing, and 
land use strategies, with point values ("credits") assigned to each mitigation strategy. The 
jurisdiction is responsible for implementing sufficient credits to equal or exceed its debits. Both 
the debit and credit point systems will be refined over time. 

Local jurisdictions claim credits upon implementation of mitigation strategies. The actions for 
which credit can be claimed and the amount of credit is determined by the CMP mitigation 
toolbox and value system. If a local jurisdiction contributes partial funding to a mitigation 
project, the credit is based on the mitigation value of the project and the proportion contributed 
by the jurisdiction. The credit system is discussed in Chapter 5. 

Local jurisdictions are responsible for tracking and annually reporting new development activity, 
and must also report their implementation of mitigation actions. The MTA is responsible for 
assessing the effectiveness of mitigation actions, and refining the program accordingly through 
biennial CMP updates. 

Since mitigation goals are determined for each jurisdiction based on annual total new 
development activity, there is no required linkage of mitigation to project-by-project development 
approvals. A jurisdiction may therefore choose to implement mitigation actions which are not 
related to new development. Each jurisdiction has the flexibility to choose the strategies -
multi-jurisdictional, citywide, subarea, or project-specific - it deems most appropriate. 

Funding for implementation of mitigation actions can be from any source programmed by the 
local jurisdiction, such as State Proposition 111 (Section 2105) and Federal Surface 
Transportation Program (STP 110%) formula allocations, Propositions A & C local return, and 
private contributions or assessments. Projects funded through MT A discretionary sources, such 
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as State Flexible Congestion Relief (FCR) funds, do not count toward meeting local jurisdiction 
deficiency plan obligations. 

Local CMP conformance is determined by participation in the program, defined by: (1) tracking 
new development act1v1ty, (2) selecting commensurate m1t1gation strategies, and 
(3) implementing selected mitigation strategies. First year CMP conformance requirements 
(highway and transit monitoring, TDM ordinance and land use analysis program implementation) 
also continue. 

2.2 ROLES & RESPONSIBILITIES 

In keeping with the original goals for the program, this approach minimizes the administrative 
responsibilities and analysis requirements for local jurisdictions. MTA bears the bulk of the 
responsibility for analy~ing the regional impact of growth and the effectiveness of improvement 
strategies. 

Local jurisdictions are responsible for: 

• Tracking new development activity, from which the jurisdiction's annual congestion 
mitigation goal is calculated; 

• Selecting and implementing strategies commensurate with its mitigation goal; and 
• Annually reporting these activities to the MT A. 

The MT A is responsible for: 

• Developing the countywide impact and mitigation point systems; 
• Assisting local jurisdictions in selecting mitigation strategies; 
• Reviewing reports from local jurisdictions as part of CMP conformance determination; 

and, 
• Evaluating countywide congestion levels and the effectiveness of mitigation strategies, 

and refining the program accordingly. 
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3. FORECASTING THE COUNTYWIDE CONGESTION GAP 

A key component in development of a countywide deficiency plan is effective use of the CMP 
travel demand forecasting model, which has been downloaded from the SCAG/LARTS regional 
model. The SCAG/LARTS model was developed to simulate travel patterns throughout the five 
county Southern California region. The model therefore has limited ability to replicate 
conditions on specific facilities (e.g., individual CMP arterials) and to reflect improvements 
resulting from certain mitigation strategies such as traffic signal synchronization and 
transportation demand management. 

In view of the model's system-level perspective, the deficiency plan study was structured so that 
the role of the model was generally restricted to analyzing the impact of countywide growth on 
the transportation system (macro-analysis). Given the flexibility provided by the countywide 
deficiency plan, the effectiveness of mitigation projects in offsetting this impact was analyzed 
categorically, through project-specific case studies (micro-analysis). In other words, the model 
was used to define the magnitude of the long-range congestion problem; project case studies 
were used to define the effectiveness of solutions. This approach is described in detail below. 

3.1 DEFINITION OF THE CONGESTION GAP 

Under statute, a CMP highway segment or intersection becomes deficient when Levels of 
Service standards (defined in Los Angeles County as LOS F, or existing conditions if already 
at F) are not maintained. Through development of this study, the term "congestion gap" has 
evolved as a convenient expression for the magnitude of CMP deficiencies expected throughout 
Los Angeles County by the year 2010. 

Technically, deficiencies are interpreted as an increase in traffic demand resulting in a volume­
to-capacity ratio greater than 1.00 on any given CMP route. In order to improve the accuracy 
of the travel demand model on individual CMP routes, a post-model adjustment module was 
developed for the purpose of this study. This module compares model-generated traffic 
estimates to actual CMP traffic counts collected for each route. These base year model 
adjustments are then applied to future year modelling scenarios, resulting in substantially more 
reliable traffic volume and level of service estimates on individual CMP routes. 

There are several ways of presenting this congestion gap. One approach would be to identify 
the specific street and freeway segments on the CMP system which are expected to become 
deficient. However, such detail would not be an appropriate representation of the congestion 
gap given the long range perspective of socioeconomic forecasts. Furthermore, the countywide 
model is intended to provide a broad picture of congestion on the countywide system rather than 
facility-specific analysis. As a result, the model was used to measure overall congestion impacts 
to the CMP system. 
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The countywide deficiency plan therefore focuses on totalling individual facility deficiencies into 
countywide aggregates, such as the total mileage of "deficient" CMP routes, rather than focusing 
on the specific facility. The intensity of this congestion gap is also expressed, using the total 
vehicle-miles of demand which cause these deficiencies. The specific results of this approach 
are presented in Section 3.4. 

3.2 ACCOUNTING FOR STATUTORY EXCLUSIONS 

Statute specifies that certain factors be excluded from the determination of deficiencies. In 
recognition of the overall organization of the program, the following points describe the handling 
of exclusions in the baseline forecast of deficiencies. Pursuant to statute, therefore, these factors 
are not included in the definition of the congestion gap: 

• Interregional travel - Defined as "through" trips with neither origins nor destinations 
within the county, interregional travel does not contribute to forecasts of deficiencies. 
Interregional trips are excluded from the travel demand model through traffic assignment 
of a restricted trip table (see "trips originating outside Los Angeles County," below). 

• Highway Construction, Rehabilitation and Maintenance - Does not contribute to forecasts 
of deficiencies in the model, and is also excluded from the traffic counts and LOS 
analysis used to calibrate the model. 

• Freeway Ramp Metering - Does not reduce forecasts of deficiencies in the model. 
Delays on arterials due to freeway ramp metering are also excluded from the CMP LOS 
analysis (by using the intersection capacity utilization (ICU) method). 

• Traffic Signal Coordination - Does not reduce forecasts of deficiencies in the model. 
Delays on arterials due to traffic signal coordination are also excluded from the CMP 
LOS analysis (by using the ICU method). Traffic signal synchronization is also a credit 
strategy as described in Chapter 5. 

• Trips Originating Outside Los Angeles County - Does not contribute to forecasts of 
deficiencies, and is excluded from the travel demand model through traffic assignment 
of a restricted trip table. Combined with interregional travel, discussed above, the total 
result of these exclusions on the travel demand modelling is that only trips which 
originate within Los Angeles County are assigned to the highway network when 
forecasting traffic volumes. 

Other exclusions identified in statute are related to land uses, and are accounted for through 
tracking of actual development activity. The handling of these land use-related exclusions is 
discussed in Chapter 4. 
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3.3 2010 BASELINE FORECAST ASSUMPTIONS 

This section summarizes the basic input assumptions which detennine the magnitude of the 
congestion gap. These assumptions are also directly related to the mitigation credit system 
since, in general, factors which are included in the baseline forecast will not qualify for credit 
toward mitigation of the congestion gap. Assumptions which feed into the 2010 forecasts are 
continually evolving (see Section 1.5 for further discussion). As a result, baseline assumptions 
will continue to be reexamined and incorporated through biennial CMP updates. 

3.3.1 Socioeconomic Data. Socioeconomic data input to the model is provided by the Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG) and reflect the year 2010 forecasts used in the 
1989 Regional Mobility Plan, including jobs/housing balance policies. This data includes single 
and multi-family dwelling units, population, retail and non-retail employment, and median 
household income. Countywide between 1990 and 2010, these figures indicate a 15% increase 
in population (from 8. 9 to 10.3 million residents) and a 15 % increase in employment (from 4. 7 
to 5.4 million jobs). 

3.3.2 Highway & Transit Network. Freeway and rail transit capital improvements included 
in the baseline forecast are taken from the adopted LACTC/MTA 30-Year Plan. Bus routes and 
operating assumptions are also consistent with the 30-Year Plan, roughly increasing the peak bus 
fleet from the current 2,500 buses to 3,600 buses by 2010. 

3.3.3 Transportation Demand Management (mM). The baseline forecast reflects an 
estimate of current trends in changing travel patterns due to TOM activities such as SCAQMD's 
Regulation 15 and other programs, in order to incorporate a conservative estimate of TOM 
effectiveness. This was input to the model as a 5 % reduction in commute trips and a 1 % 
increase in non-work related trips. Conservative estimates were also input for small changes in 
rideshare and transit costs relative to driving alone, for variables such as passenger pickup times, 
transit fares, and parking costs. No policy-based assumptions were made regarding increases 
in car/vanpooling or transit ridership. 

3.4 2010 DEFICIENCY FORECAST RESULTS 

This section provides technical documentation of travel demand modeling of countywide 
deficiencies through the year 2010. This "congestion gap" refers to the magnitude of 
deficiencies remaining on the CMP system after forecasting the impact of growth, and the 
benefits of expected transportation improvements by the year 20 IO. 

3.4.1 Modeling Statistics. For the purpose of defining the magnitude of traffic congestion 
forecasts, three modeling scenarios were prepared: 

• .l22il - Reflects current travel patterns and the operating transportation system, and is 
primarily used for comparison with year 2010 forecasts. 
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• 2010 No Build - Illustrates the potential magnitude of increases in travel demand if year 
2010 socioeconomic activity were to occur without any improvement to the existing 
( 1990) transportation system. 

• 2010 Baseline - As described in Section 3.3, this represents the best estimate of traffic 
conditions and is based on regional growth forecasts, LACTC/MTA 30-Year Plan 
improvements, and a conservative estimate of TDM effectiveness. 

Exhibit 1 summarizes the results. As shown, roughly 6 million additional trips each weekday 
(35,807 - 29,582) are expected by the year 2010. If no transportation system improvements 
were provided to accommodate this growth, peak period highway speeds would deteriorate 
substantially from 23 mph in 1990 to 14 mph in 2010. However, with expected regional 
transportation improvements, peak speeds will remain close to existing levels (22 mph}. 

EXHIBIT 1- CONGESTION GAP FORECAST RESULTS 

' ' ' ' 

LACounty · Weekday Statistics (unless 1990 2010 No Build ,, 
2010 Baseline 

otherwise indicated) / ••·· •••.· ,·. ' 
' ·.• ·. ',, ' 

' ' ,' ,' '. 

A. Person Trips Generated (OOO's) 29,582 35,807 35,807 

B. Vehicle Trips Generated (OOO's) 20,565 24,938 24,333 

C. PM Peak Average Speed 23 mph 14 mph 22 mph 

D. Vehicle Miles Travelled, VMT 167,063 218,389 202,912 
(OOO's) 

E. 1990-2010 Total VMT Increase Due to n/a 51,326 35,849 
Growth (OOO's) 

F. VMT on CMP segments at Level of 17,562 33,744 23,093 
Service F - L.A. Origins only (OOO's) 

G. Deficient VMT (F-E, OOO's) n/a 14,188 5,531 

H. Deficient VMT as a % of Total VMT n/a o/a 15.4% 
Increase Due to Growth (G+E) 

These results indicate that ongoing transportation programs will be critical to maintaining 
mobility through the county over the next twenty years. However, despite these mobility 
improvements, portions of the regional highway system are likely to continue to degrade. These 
findings suggest that the magnitude of the "congestion gap" is manageable, and therefore allows 
flexibility in addressing this gap. 

3.4.2 Interpretation of the Congestion Gap. Despite this maintenance of system-wide 
performance, levels of service on portions of the CMP system are expected to worsen. As 
shown in Exhibit 1 (Line F), in 1990 about 17 .6 million vehicle-miles were travelled on portions 

]993 Congestion Managemenr Progromfor Los Angeles County November 1993 



COUNTYWIDE DEFICIENCY PLAN BACKGROUND STUDY PAGE 13 

of the CMP system operating at LOS F. In 2010, this is expected to increase to 23 .1 million 
vehicle-miles travelling on LOS F segments. Under the statutory definition of deficiency, the 
difference of roughly 5.5 million vehicle miles of demand contribute to deficiencies. Note that 
as discussed in Section 3.2, these figures result from traffic assignment of trips originating 
within Los Angeles County only; trips originating outside Los Angeles County were not 
assigned. 

In general terms, these model runs indicate that roughly 15 % of the trips generated by new 
development within Los Angeles County through 2010 will contribute to CMP deficiencies. 
This represents the size of the congestion gap to be addressed through the deficiency plan. To 
put this into some perspective, this fifteen percent of new trips is equivalent to 3 % of all trips 
in 2010. The Air Quality Management Plan calls for trip reduction of 10% of all trips within 
the same time frame. 

Based on an estimated average vehicle occupancy of 1.47 in the year 2010, this 5.5 million 
vehicle miles is equivalent to roughly 8.1 million daily person-miles of deficient travel demand. 
For simplicity, the countywide deficiency plan uses the term "point" when referring to one 
person-mile of travel demand. The countywide congestion gap is therefore equivalent to 8.1 
million points. Chapter 5 provides a complete discussion of the reasons for measuring the 
congestion gap in terms of person-miles, and use of the point system for assigning values to 
mitigation strategies. 
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4. DETERMINATION OF LOCAL JURISDICTION MITIGATION GOALS 

Having defined the magnitude of the congestion gap countywide, the deficiency plan uses new 
development activity as the mechanism for each local jurisdiction to determine its individual 
responsibility. The benefits of new development activity reporting and the linkage between this 
reporting and the countywide congestion gap are discussed below. 

4.1 ANNUAL NEW DEVEWPMENT ACTIVITY REPORTS 

4.1.1 Implementation of New Development Activity Reporting. New development activity 
reporting will provide an equitable and efficient method for determining each jurisdiction's share 
of congestion mitigation. Each local jurisdiction will be responsible for the following: 

1. Track new development activity through building permits issued for residential dwelling 
units and square footage of other land uses. 

2. Annually total new development activity within each category, subtracting permits issued 
for CMP-exempted land uses. 

3. Use the annual totals to calculate the jurisdiction's congestion mitigation goal, using the 
worksheet provided by MT A. The jurisdiction may optionally adjust its mitigation goal 
based on building demolitions. 

4. Document the congestion mitigation goal as part of the local implementation report. 

4.1.2 Reasons for Using New Development Activity Reports. After thorough evaluation of 
available options, new development activity reporting was selected as the best mechanism for 
determining local deficiency plan responsibilities. 

One key benefit of new development activity reporting is that it accounts for the cumulative 
impacts of development activity. By using annual totals, mitigation goals will be based on all 
sizes and types of development, and not restricted by a project size threshold. Another benefit 
of annual new development reporting is its responsiveness to economic cycles. Land 
development activity relates to overall economic cycles, and is thereby tied to both impacts due 
to development and the availability of resources to provide mitigation. 

Development activity tracking will also assign mitigation responsibilities to those jurisdictions 
whose growth increases demand on the regional transportation system, thereby maintaining 
geographic linkage between impacts and mitigation. Mitigation goals based on new development 
activity correspond to increases in trip generation from the jurisdiction in which this growth 
occurs. Use of new development activity reports also controls for the variability of regional 
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growth forecasts, since mitigation goals are based on actual growth rather than assumed regional 
trends. 

New development activity reporting also provides a direct mechanism for accounting for CMP 
statute's land use-related exclusions: 

• Low and very low income housing 
• High density residential near rail stations 
• Mixed use development near rail stations 
• Projects with development agreements prior to 7/10/89 
• Buildings damaged in the April 1992 Los Angeles civil unrest 

New development within these categories are excluded from the congestion mitigation goal 
calculation, and therefore do not increase the jurisdiction's deficiency plan responsibilities. 

Finally, new development activity reporting allows the deficiency plan to proactively implement 
mitigation. Construction typically takes at least one year after issuance of a building permit, 
followed by the time needed to achieve full occupancy. With mitigation goals based on building 
permit issuance, the implementation of deficiency plan mitigation will coincide with the 
increased travel demands that accompany development occupancy. 

4.1.3 Background. In researching new development activity reports, staff reviewed existing 
jurisdiction-level reporting of land development activity. This review found a lack of uniformity 
in present monitoring, due to varying definitions for land use types and methods for determining 
square footage. As a result, MT A staff will work with jurisdictions to finalize standardized 
reporting procedures. 

4.1.4 Other Methods Considered. Other methods were also considered for determining 
individual jurisdiction mitigation goals. These methods, discussed below, were rejected as 
inadequate for meeting the objectives of the countywide deficiency plan. 

One method reviewed, trend-line analysis, would allocate mitigation goals to jurisdictions based 
on interpolation of congestion forecasts between 1990 and 2010. Using this method, each 
jurisdiction would be assigned trip reduction targets for specified years such as 1995, 2000, etc. 
This method however, would not be responsive to real growth cycles. Exhibit 2 illustrates the 
difference in responsiveness between trend-line analysis and new development activity. As 
shown, trend-line analysis could result in mitigation responsibilities which may be excessive or 
inadequate, depending on the level of growth actually occurring at the time. 

Another method reviewed, socioeconomic data, would use changes in jurisdiction-level 
population and employment to establish mitigation goals. However, while jurisdiction-level 
population data is generally available, accurate employment data is more difficult to obtain. 
U.S. Census data is collected too infrequently for CMP purposes, and other data sources are not 
widely accepted as accurate. Finally, socioeconomic data would be reactive; by the time 
population and employment figures indicate growth, congestion impacts have already occurred 
which could make mitigation more difficult. This delay is also aggravated by the period of time 
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required to collect, approve and disseminate socioeconomic data, which would further limit the 
ability to incorporate this information into the deficiency plan in a timely manner. 

4.2 LINKAGE OF CONGESTION GAP TO DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 

New development activity reports will track a number of land use classifications. This 
information will be used to establish each jurisdiction's mitigation goal, expressed in points 
reflecting the traffic impacts of different land uses. This section discusses the approach to 
linking the countywide congestion gap to the impacts of individual development types. 

In summary, the approach converted employment forecasts (jobs) to development (square 
footage) by using employment-by-industry statistics and typical employee densities for various 
land uses. This conversion was then used to estimate the level of new development needed 
within various land use categories to support year 2010 employment forecasts. Each land use 
category was then assigned a proportion of the countywide congestion gap, based on the relative 
trip impacts of each land use category. The details of this approach are presented below. 

4.2.1 Increase in Residential Development Units From 1990 to 2010. The increase in 
residential development from 1990 to 2010 is measured in terms of single family dwelling units, 
multiple family dwelling units, and group quarters. This data is provided by SCAG, and based 
on the 1990 Census and adopted 2010 Growth Management Plan forecast. The total increase 
over the 20 year period is estimated at roughly 827,000 dwelling units. 

EXHIBIT 3 - R~IDE1'lTIAL HOUSEHOLD ESTIMA T~, 1990 AND 2010 

. .· ·.· 
. •· . 

, ·•• Residential Category 1990 ··, .. .2010 
····•··· .. 

. 
. .. •· . 

Single Family 1,538,036 1,798,706 

Multi-Family 1,625,307 2,160,392 

Group Quarters 172,065 203,649 

4.2.2 Estimating New Non-Residential Development From 1990 and 2010 Employment. 
Long-range growth forecasts for the region are based on socioeconomic variables (population 
and employment) rather than land development. As a result, the first step in assigning the 
congestion gap to new development activity requires an estimate of the amount of new 
development likely to occur in Los Angeles County through the year 2010. This estimate was 
developed through the following sequence of steps: 

A. Disaggregate total county employment by type for 1990 and 2010. 

B. Assign employment types to land use categories. 
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C. Derive floor area per land use type from employment density ratios (square feet per 
employee for each land use category). 

D. Validate the Countywide employment/floor area relationships. 

F.ach of these steps is described below. 

A. Disaggregate Total County Employment by Type for 1990 and 2010. 1990 employment for 
Los Angeles County, by Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) code, was provided by SCAG 
(SIC codes are the uniform employment classification system developed by the federal 
government for statistical reporting). Total employment for the year 2010 was also provided 
by SCAG from the adopted regional growth forecast. Since 2010 employment is not forecast 
for individual industries, the percentage of employment within each SIC code in 1990 was used 
to estimate 2010 employment by SIC code. Exhibit 4 shows the results. 

EXHIBIT 4 - 1990 AND 2010 EMPWYMENT BY SIC CODE 

. 

1990 2010 Increase . 
.· . . 1990~2010 

. 

. 

I SIC Code · Employment ')!j Employment II 
'' . 

. . 

Agriculture 13,118 0.3 15,35 I 2,233 

Mining 8,724 0.2 10,209 1,485 

Construction 170,591 3.7 199,633 29,042 

Manufacturing 880,397 19. I 1,030,280 149,883 

Transportation/Utilities/ 223,997 4.9 262,131 38,134 
Communication 

Wholesale 321,899 7.0 376,701 54,802 

Retail 724,500 15.7 847,843 123,343 

Finance, Insurance and 315,303 6.8 368,982 53,679 
Real Estate 

Services l,657,L96 36.0 1,939,326 282,130 

Government 291,002 6.3 340,544 49,542 

Total 4,606,727 100.0 5,391,000 784,273 

B. Assign Employment Types to Land Use Categories. The next step was to assign each SIC 
code to a land use category commonly used by local jurisdictions. The SIC data is broken down 
into many detailed categories corresponding to hundreds of employment types. The numerous 
categories can be aggregated, up to the most condensed format which includes 10 major 
industries. 
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Appropriate land use categories were then chosen. After balancing the need for simple and 
uniform local development tracking with the need to select uses which reflect varying traffic 
generating characteristics, the following land use categories were selected: 

• Commercial (e.g., retail sales; service commercial uses}, divided into two size classes 
(less than 300,000 square feet and more than 300,000 square feet) 

• Free Standing Eating and Drinking Establishments (e.g., bars and restaurants) 

• Lodging (e.g., hotels and motels) 

• Industrial (e.g., manufacturing, wholesale activities, light and heavy industrial and 
warehousing uses) 

• Office (except medical office), divided into three size classes (less than 50,000 square 
feet, 50,000 to 300,000 square feet and more than 300,000 square feet) 

• Medical Facilities (e.g., hospitals, clinics, medical offices, skilled nursing facilities) 

• Government Facilities (e.g., offices and other facilities) 

• Institutions/Educational Facilities (e.g., public and private schools, churches) 

• Other (e.g., recreational uses and all other uses not fitting into one of the above 
categories) 

Detailed descriptions of each land use category are provided in Appendix Hof the CMP. Where 
a land use category is divided into size classes, the selected division points correspond to break 
points in trip generation rates. 

Each employment SIC code was then assigned to a land use category. Where employment 
within a major industry occurs in more than one land use category, SIC codes were further 
broken down into more detailed sub-categories. For example, the services SIC code includes 
employment which occurs in office, hotel, commercial and institutional (e.g., school) land uses. 
The results of this detailed SIC/land use correspondence are provided in Appendix BB. 

C. Derive Non-Residential Floor Area Using Employment Density Ratios. Literature was then 
reviewed to obtain estimates of the square feet of building area provided per employee 
("employment density") for each land use category. Density factors were assembled from 
studies prepared by a variety of sources, including the Institute of Transportation Engineers, the 
Federal Highway Administration, Caltrans, and the San Diego Association of Governments. 
Other specific references included the Building Owners and Managers Association (BOMA) 
International "1990 BOMA Experience Exchange Report" data for Los Angeles, and Gruen 
Gruen + Associates' "Employment Densities by Type of Workplace." 
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These sources produced a range of estimates from which typical values were selected, as shown 
in Exhibit 5 below. 

EXHIBIT 5 - EMPLOYMENT DENSITY FACTORS 

Typical Value 
Land Use Category (sq.ft. per employee) 

Commercial 
Typical commercial uses 530 
Lower density commercial uses 850 

Eating and Drinking 120 

Lodging 890 

Industrial 650 

Office 240 

Medical Facilities 290 

Government Facilities 200 

Institutions/Educational 500 

Other Varies 

The floor area equivalent of employment was calculated by multiplying the number of employees 
in each SIC category by the appropriate employee density factor. In a few cases (e.g., 
agriculture, mining and construction, freight forwarding), only a small portion of employees 
regularly occupy buildings. In such cases, the percentage of employees in buildings was 
estimated. For example, it was estimated that only 5 % of agriculture and mining employees 
work within buildings, and were assigned to the industrial land use category. 

Appendix BB shows the floor area equivalent of each SIC code for 1990 and 2010 based on this 
estimation technique. The resulting countywide totals are summarized in Exhibit 6. 
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EXHIBIT 6 - SUMMARY OF EMPWYMENT AND BUILDING AREA IN WS 
ANGELES COUNTY BY LAND USE CATEGORY, 1990 AND 2010 

Land Use 1990 2010 Change 
. 

1990-2010 
. 

Employment 1000 sq.ft. Employment 1000 sq.ft. Employment 1000 sq.ft. 

Commercial 693,435 369,251 811,489 432,115 109,686 62,863 
0 - 300 KSF 166,163 194,451 28,320 
> 300 KSF 203,088 237,663 34,543 

Eating & Drinking 188,741 22,648 220,873 26,504 32,132 3,856 

Lodging 37,971 33,794 44,435 39,547 6,464 5,753 

Industrial 1,617,016 881,146 1,892,305 1,031,157 275,289 150,01 I 

Office 984,157 235,094 1,151,705 275,118 167,548 40,024 
0 -50 KSF 28,305 33,124 4,819 
50- 300 KSF 115,572 135,248 19,676 
> 300 KSF 91,216 106,746 15,529 

Medical Facilities 343,913 99,735 402,463 116,714 58,550 16,979 

Government Facilities 325,121 63,610 380,471 74,440 55,350 10,829 

Institutions/ 311,968 155,984 365,079 182,540 53,111 26,556 
Educational Facilities 

Other (1) 66,831 6,001 78,209 7,022 11,378 1,022 

Total (2) 4,569,153 1,867,264 5,347,029 2,185,157 777,876 285,961 

(I) Floor area estimated for illustration purposes only; floor area for this category is not used in the congestion gap 
allocation. 
(2) Total does not include employment located within Group Quarters land use category. 

The final task in this step was to estimate the retail commercial and office floor areas that fall 
into the building size classes noted above. For retail commercial buildings, this was done by 
reviewing data for all retail centers in Los Angeles County as listed in the National Research 
Bureau, "1993 Shopping Center Directory," Western Volume (see Appendix CC). This data 
indicates that 45 % of retail space is provided in centers under 300,000 square feet and 55 % in 
centers over 300,000 square feet. For offices, listings for Los Angeles County in "Black's 
Office Leasing Guide," Summer 1989, were reviewed (see Appendix DD). This indicated that 
12 % of office space is located in buildings under 50,000 square feet, 49% in buildings of 50,000 
to 300,000 square feet, and 39% in buildings over 300,000 square feet. 

D. Validate Countywide Employment/Floor Area Relationships. The relationship estimates 
shown in Exhibit 6 were tested against actual land uses in the city of Pasadena, which is one of 
the few cities in the county that has a complete 1990 inventory of non-residential floor area by 
land use category. To test the accuracy of the countywide estimation, Pasadena's inventory was 
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subtotaled into the nine CMP land use categories. These floor areas were then divided by the 
employment density factors in Exhibit 5. As shown in Exhibit 7, below, the resulting total was 
107,239 employees, compared to 114,585 employees as estimated by SCAG. This constitutes 
a difference of about 6%. 

Future updates to the deficiency plan will provide an exceptional opportunity to review and 
revise the employment density factors, by comparing the annual development activity tracking 
by local jurisdictions to changes in employment figures compiled by SCAG. 

EXHIBIT 7- FLOOR AREA VALIDATION TEST FOR THE CITY OF PASADENA 

Land Use Category Floor Area 
. 

Calculated Actual Employment 
(sq. ft.) Employment 

. 

Commercial 8,075,936 16,159 

Eating & Drinking 442,601 3,688 

Lodging 1,503,038 1,689 

Industrial 4,085,541 7,497 

Office 11,830,478 47,313 

Medical 1,510,702 5,209 

Government 2,199,262 12,180 

Institutional/ 4,354,570 7,249 
Educational 

Other 863,287 6,256 

Total 34,865,415 107,239 114,585 

4.2.3 Assigning the Congestion Gap to Units of New Development. This section describes 
the methodology used to disaggregate the countywide congestion gap to units of new 
development. The steps described below correspond to the rows shown in Exhibit 8. 

In addition to the specific land use categories listed, Exhibit 8 includes an "Other" category for 
uses which do not fit within any of the categories. Application of this category is discussed at 
the end of this section. 

A. 1990-2010 Increase <Units). This row indicates the development equivalent of the SCAG 
socioeconomic forecast, resulting from the employment by Standard Industrial Code 
analysis. These figures are expressed in dwelling units or thousands of square feet, as 
appropriate for each land use category. 
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EXHIBIT 8 
ASSIGNMENT OF 
CONGESTION GAP 
TO LAND USE CATEGORIES 

Variable 

Unit of Measure 

1990-2010 Increase (Units) 

Weekday Trip End Generation per Unit 

Average Trip Length 

Pass-By/Linked Trip Adjustment Factor 

Gross VMT Generated per Unit 

Gross 1990-201 o Total VMT Generated (OOO's) 

1990-201 0 Reconciled Total VMT (OOO's) 

1990-201 o Contribution to CMP System VMT (OOO's) 

Deficient VMT (OOO's) 

Congestion Gap as Percent of New VMT 

Points per unit 

REFERENCE FACTORS: 
1. Proportion of Total VMT on CMP System: 53% 
2. Average Vehicle Ridership: 1.438 

Single Multiple 
Family Family 

Residential Residential 

Dwelling Unit Dwelling Unit 

260,670 535,065 

10 7 

7.64 7.64 

1.0 1.0 

76.40 53.48 

19,915 28,616 

7,986 11,475 

4,232 6,082 

1,232 1,770 

6.80 4.76 

Retail Retail 
Group Commercial Commercial Eating & 
Living 0 - 299 KSF 300+ ksf Drinking Lodging 

Bed 1000 sq.ft 1000 sq.ft. 1000 sq.ft. 1000 sq.ft. 

31,584 28,320 34,543 3,856 5,753 

3 70 45 100 10 

7.42 7.14 7.41 7.53 8.10 

1.0 0.5 0.6 1.0 1.0 

22.26 249.90 200.07 753.00 81.00 

703 7,077 6,911 2,903 466 

282 2,838 2,771 1,164 187 

149 1,504 1,469 617 99 

43 438 428 180 29 

'', 

1.98 22.23 17.80 66.99 7.21 
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EXHIBIT 8 
ASSIGNMENT OF 
CONGESTION GAP 
TO LAND USE CATEGORIES 

Variable 

Unit of Measure 

1990-201 o Increase (Units) 

Weekday Trip End Generation per Unit 

Average Trip Length 

Pass-By/Linked Trip Adjustment Factor 

Gross VMT Generated per Unit 

Gross 1990-201 o Total VMT Generated (OOO's) 

1990-2010 Reconciled Total VMT (OOO's) 

1990-2010 Contribution to CMP System VMT (OOO's) 

Deficient VMT (OOO's) 

Congestion Gap as Percent of New VMT 

Points per unit 

REFERENCE FACTORS: 
1. Proportion of Total VMT on CMP System: 53% 
2. Average Vehicle Ridership: 1.438 

Office 
Industrial 0 - 49 ksf 

1000 sq.ft. 1000 sq.ft. 

150,011 4,819 

7 20 

9.n 9.06 

1.0 1.0 

68.39 181,60 

10,259 875 

4,114 351 

2,180 186 

635 54 

6.08 16.16 

~-

Office Office Institutional/ 
50-299 ksf 300+ ksf Medical Government Educational Total 

1000 sq.fl 1000 sq.ft. 1000 sq.ft. 1000 sq.fl 1000 sq.ft. 

19,676 15,529 16,979 10,829 26,556 

13 9 25 30 11 

9.06 9.18 7.60 7.85 7.85 

t.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 

118,04 82.62 190.00 235.50 86.35 

2,323 1,283 3,226 2,550 2,293 89,402 

931 514 1,294 1,023 920 35,849 

494 273 686 542 487 19,000 

144 79 200 158 142 5.5:3_1_ 

·. 15% 

10.50 7.35 16.90 20.95 7.68 
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EXHIBIT 8 
ASSIGNMENT OF 
CONGESTION GAP 
TO LAND USE CATEGORIES 

Variable 

Unit of Measure 

1990-2010 Increase (Units) 

Weekday Trip End Generation per Unit 

Average Trip Length 

Pass-By/linked Trip Adjustment Factor 

Gross VMT Generated per Unit 

Gross 1990-2010 Total VMT Generated (OOO's) 

1990-201 O Reconciled Total VMT (OOO's) 

1990-201 O Contribution to CMP System VMT (OOO's) 

Deficient VMT (OOO's) 

Congestion Gap as Percent of New VMT 

Points per unit 

REFERENCE FACTORS: 
1. Proportion of Total VMT on CMP System: 53% 
2. Average Vehicle Ridership: 1.438 

Other Notes 

Daily Trips 

n/a 

1 

7.93 

1.0 

7.93 

n/a 

3.18 Reconciled with County Model to eliminate trip end double counting. 

1.69 Adjusted for% of total VMT on CMP system (reference factor 1). 

. 

0.71 Adjusted for average vehicle ridership (reference factor 2) 
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B. Weekday Trip End Generation per Unit. This row lists trip generation rates used for 
each land use category. The rates were drawn from two resources, the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) "Trip Generation" and San Diego Association of 
Governments (SAND AG) "Traffic Generators." The results of this evaluation, illustrated 
in Appendix EE, are as follow: 

• The Single Family Residential rate is taken from consistent ITE/SANDAG 
references. 

• The Multi-Family Residential rate averages SANDAG apartment and 
condominium rates, judged to be more characteristic of Los Angeles County 
travel characteristics than the ITE condominium rate. 

• The Gro~p Living rate averages ITE retirement community and congregate care 
rates. 

• The Retail Commercial 0-299,999 sq. ft. rate is consistent with the SANDAG 
community shopping center rate. In addition, Appendix EE illustrates net ITE 
shopping center traffic generation rates after adjusting for pass-by and linked trips 
(discussed further in Step D). This illustration indicates a net trip generation rate 
of roughly 35 trips per 1000 sq. ft., which is consistent with the net result (70 x 
0.5) shown in Exhibit 8. 

• The Retail Commercial 300,000+ sq. ft. rate averages SANDAG regional and 
super regional shopping center rates. As above, review of comparable ITE rates 
after pass-by and linked trips indicates a net rate of roughly 27 trips per 1000 sq. 
ft., consistent with the (45 x 0.6) rate shown in Exhibit 8. 

• The Eating and Drinking rate uses the ITE/SANDAG quality restaurant rate, with 
no pass-by/linked adjustment (Step D). This combination of factors was selected 
based on the premise that quality restaurant trips are likely to be destination rather 
than linked trips. Alternatively, higher trip generation rates could be used to 
reflect high-turnover or fast food uses, but such higher rates would be offset by 
higher proportions of pass-by/linked traffic. 

• The Lodging rate averages ITE/SANDAG hotel and motel rates. 

• The Industrial rate consolidates several documented ITE/SANDAG trip generation 
categories, such as light industrial, manufacturing and warehousing. 

• The Office rates apply ITE General Office rates from the midpoint within each 
square footage range. 

• The Medical rate averages ITE medical office and hospital rates. Compared to 
SANDAG rates, this average implies a weighting toward the hospital rate. This 

1993 Congesrion Management Program for Los Angeles County November 1993 



COUNTYWJDE DEFICIENCY PLAN BACKGROUND STUDY PAGE 27 

is appropriate since this consolidated category does not distinguish shorter trip 
lengths for medical offices (relative to hospitals). 

• The Government rate applies the SANDAG civic center rate (in light of the 
limited sample size in the corresponding ITE category). 

• The Institutional/Educational rate consolidates ITE educational (elementary 
through college) and church rates. 

C. Average Trip Length. Data provided by SANDAG was used to separate trip productions 
and attractions for each land use category into the following purposes: home-work, 
other-work, and non-work. These proportions were then multiplied by average trip 
lengths for each purpose, in order to calculate an aggregate average trip length for each 
land use category. Factors are shown in Appendix FF. 

D. Pass-By/Linked Trip Adjustment Factor. This factor adjusted trip generation/length 
estimates to account for trips which are already on the transportation system, and was 
applied to retail uses only. Pass-by trips are those stopping at retail uses "on the way" 
to another destination, and are more predominant at smaller retail centers. Linked, or 
diverted trips are those which are also already on the transportation system, but make a 
small detour to patronize the retail use. The basis for the specific factors shown in 
Exhibit 8 are discussed in Step B, above. 

E. Gross Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT} Generated per Unit. ( = B x C x D) This row 
calculated the net VMT per dwelling unit or 1000 square feet. The term "gross" is used 
to distinguish these figures from the "reconciled" figures in Step G. 

F. Gross 1990-2010 Total VMT Generated. (=Ax E) This row calculated the total VMT 
contributed by projected growth within each land use category, by multiplying the 
1990-2010 growth estimates by the per-unit VMT for each category. 

G. 1990-2010 Reconciled Total VMT. (Gc.tecory = Featecory / Froca1 x Gr~ This row 
eliminated the potential for double counting trip ends by reconciling the individual land 
use-based VMT totals with the total VMT produced by the regional travel demand model 
(Gr~- The VMT contributed by growth in each land use category was adjusted 
downward to equal the countywide total produced by the model. 

H. 1990-2010 Contribution to CMP System VMT. ( = G x Proportion of Total VMT on 
CMP System) The reconciled VMT contribution from each land use category was then 
adjusted down to reflect the proportion of these trips that are travelled on the CMP 
highway system. This adjustment was based on traffic assignment by facility type in the 
travel demand model, and compared against federal Highway Performance Monitoring 
System (HPMS) statistical data. 
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I. Deficient VMT. (Ic.rqory = Hc.rqo,y / Hrou1 x Ir01a1) This row proportioned the deficient 
travel demand countywide, output from the travel demand model (Ir~, to each land use 
category. Deficient travel demand countywide is defined as: 

2010 Daily Congestion on CMP segments - 1990 Daily Congestion on CMP segments 

Where "Congestion" is defined as VMT in excess of capacity on segments with 
V/C ratios greater than 1.00. 

J. Con~estion Gap as Percent of New VMT. (= I / G) This figure is presented for 
information only, and indicates the proportion of new trips generated between 1990 and 
2010 which contribute to deficiencies countywide. 

K. Points per Unit. (= I/ Ax Average Vehicle Ridership) This "bottom line" provides 
the factors which will be used to determine local jurisdiction mitigation goals, indicating 
the "points" per dwelling unit or per 1000 sq. ft. of new development. This row results 
from dividing the total deficient VMT contributed by the land use category by the growth 
expected within that category. For comparability with the mitigation strategy values, 
points are expressed in daily person-miles rather than vehicle-miles. Average Vehicle 
Ridership is therefore factored into the Points per Unit. 

The resulting factors indicate the portion of travel demand from each land use that causes 
deficiencies. The points resulting from new development activity are directly comparable to the 
mitigation value points, also based on person-miles, as discussed in Chapter 5. 

4.2.4 "Other" Uses. In addition to the specific land use categories listed, Exhibit 8 includes 
an "Other" category for uses which do not fit within any of the categories. The sequence of 
factors listed in each row for this category have been structured to allow point calculation ner 
daily trip for special uses, and is based on the following methodology: 

• Calculation of points per daily trip generally follows the same sequence of calculations 
as the specified land use categories, with the following exceptions. 

• Row C, the average trip length figure, uses the overall average for all purposes 
determined by the travel demand model. 

• The Row G reconciliation adjustment ( = Eo.i.e, / FrOlal x GrouU accounts for the likelihood 
that a project-specific trip generation estimate for an "Other" use would overestimate net 
VMT contribution in the same magnitude as the individual land use categories evaluated 
above. 

• Row I ( = HOiiier / Hrou1 x Irota0 reduces the VMT contribution per trip to reflect the 
proportion of these trips that are travelled on the CMP highway system. 
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• Row K (= Ix Average Vehicle Ridership) is the resulting "Points per Daily Trip" for 
Other uses. This factor must be multiplied by a project-specific estimate of weekday trip 
generation, consistent with the procedures set forth in ITE "Trip Generation" or 
SANDAG "Traffic Generators," whichever is deemed more accurate by the local 
jurisdiction. 
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5. MITIGATION STRATEGIES AND CREDIT SYSTEM 

The preceding chapters have defined the magnitude of CMP deficiencies through the year 2010 
(the "congestion gap") and how each jurisdiction determines its individual level of responsibility 
for addressing this gap. This chapter discusses the range of available mitigation strategies, and 
presents the system for crediting local implementation of these strategies. 

5.1 IMPROVEMENTS NECESSARY TO MAINTAIN THE LEVEL OF SERVICE 
STANDARD 

As previously discussed, the congestion gap has been determined to be 5.5 million daily vehicle 
miles in the year 2010. The following assessment estimates the magnitude of improvements that 
would be required in order to fully eliminate this countywide congestion gap and maintain the 
level of service standard. 

One approach to making such improvements would be to construct additional highway lanes as 
needed to provide capacity in excess of demand. In such an approach, specific locations of 
deficiencies on CMP freeways or arterials would be identified through either traffic monitoring 
or forecasts. Capital improvements would then be designed and constructed, adding capacity 
on either the deficient facility or on parallel highways in order to eliminate the deficiency and 
maintain the level of service standard. 

The cost to provide this mitigation can also be estimated. The recently opened 1-105 freeway 
was constructed at a cost of roughly 21 million dollars per lane-mile. Since a freeway lane is 
typically designed to carry approximately 20,000 vehicles per day, mitigating the countywide 
congestion gap of 5.5 million vehicle miles exclusively through freeway construction would cost 
approximately 6 billion dollars. This is therefore an order-of-magnitude estimate of the cost to 
maintain the level of service standard through the year 2010. 

In order for this cost estimate to be realized, mitigation would need to be constructed in the 
precise locations of deficiencies. Actual elimination of deficiencies throughout the county could 
therefore actually cost more, since highway design and construction standards would likely 
require that capital improvement projects extend beyond each precise location of deficiency. 

However, a capital intensive approach to mitigating deficiencies such as described above is 
unlikely. Funding of a capital improvement program of this magnitude may be problematic, and 
could also conflict with environmental, economic, and other social policy goals. Given these 
issues, the countywide deficiency plan has developed a more flexible approach which pursues 
multimodal strategies for addressing the countywide congestion gap. 
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5.2 TOOLBOX OF MITIGATION STRATEGIES 

The process of developing the deficiency plan has made clear that there is not a prescribed set 
of mitigation strategies that will be effective for every community in Los Angeles County. The 
range of strategies already being pursued, and the diversity of individual communities and 
priorities have dictated the need to maintain flexibility in dealing with regional congestion. 

As a result, the countywide deficiency plan takes a "toolbox" approach to mitigation strategies. 
Each local jurisdiction may select the actions that it determines most appropriate, as long as the 
overall value of its mitigation program achieves its mitigation goal as determined by new 
development activity. Each jurisdiction may therefore select strategies that apply citywide, to 
districts or project-specific - directed toward either existing activities or future growth -
whichever it deems most appropriate for that community. This will also allow the deficiency 
plan to be easily integrated with other local or regional improvement programs. 

This system provides local jurisdictions with the flexibility for local choices, and also provides 
incentive for jurisdictions to participate in multi-agency corridor improvements by crediting local 
contributions to those improvements. In addition, consolidating mitigation options across land 
use strategies, demand management, transit and capital improvements will allow the program 
to broaden the range of mitigation options beyond "traditional" capital improvements and 
promote non-capital strategies such as focused land development and parking management. 

However, providing this flexibility will require that each local jurisdiction make decisions 
regarding which strategies to pursue. MTA will therefore assist local jurisdictions with 
developing effective programs which are sensitive to local characteristics. MTA staff will also 
work with individual local jurisdictions to document credit for actions already underway as well 
as to select additional toolbox strategies which will achieve the jurisdiction's mitigation goal. 

Descriptions of each of the available mitigation strategies for the countywide deficiency plan is 
included in Appendix G of the CMP. These strategies, and their benefit in addressing 
congestion on the regional transportation system are summarized below: 

5.2.1 Land Use Strategies. Land use strategies focus on integrating complementary land uses 
(such as homes and shops), and on concentrating activity in areas that can be efficiently served 
by transit. Effectively locating land uses reduces the demand for travel on the CMP system, 
thereby addressing regional traffic congestion. The strategies are: 

• Residential development around transit centers 
• Commercial development around transit centers 
• Residential development along bus transit corridors 
• Commercial development along bus transit corridors 
• Residential mixed use development around transit centers 
• Commercial mixed use development around transit centers 
• Residential mixed use development along bus transit corridors 
• Commercial mixed use development along bus transit corridors 
• Residential mixed use development 
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• Commercial mixed use development 
• Child care facilities integrated with development. 

5.2.2 Capital hnprovements. Capital improvements provide the basic infrastructure for 
moving people. Highway improvements reduce delays on the CMP system by increasing the 
capacity for vehicle movement, either directly on the CMP system or by providing capacity on 
alternate routes. Transit and ridesharing capital improvements similarly benefit the CMP 
system, by providing the infrastructure for travel by modes other than driving alone. Providing 
this infrastructure allows people to travel throughout the region without a car, within competitive 
or even reduced travel time, and reduce demands on the regional highway system. The 
strategies are: 

• High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lane construction on CMP routes and other major 
arterial streets 

• General use highway lane 
• Grade separation 
• Freeway on/off ramp addition or modification 
• Urban rail station 
• Commuter rail station 
• Goods movement facility 

5.2.3 Transportation Systems Management. Transportation systems management (TSM) 
strategies improve operational efficiency of the existing highway system without significantly 
increasing right-of-way requirements, and at costs significantly lower than capital improvements. 
TSM strategies reduce regional traffic congestion by reducing delays and smoothing stop-and-go 
traffic flow, including preference and priority for transit, on regionally significant highway 
facilities. These strategies include: 

• Traffic signal synchronization on CMP routes and other major arterials, including 
prioritization for transit 

• Traffic signal surveillance and control 
• Peak period parking restriction for through traffic lanes 
• Bottleneck intersection tum lanes or signal improvements on CMP routes 
• Bicycle path or lane 
• Park & ride facility 

5.2.4 Transit Service. Transit service strategies encourage more efficient use of the CMP 
highway system by providing high occupancy vehicle service, thereby moving more people in 
fewer vehicles. Transit strategies include local funding of bus transit services and bus capital 
purchases for the purposes of operating service. This category also includes flexible feeder 
services which maximize utilization of regional fixed-route bus and rail operations. These 
strategies include: 

• New local or commuter bus service 
• Feeder service to rail stations or multi-modal transit centers 
• Shortening of headways due to additional buses on a route 
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• Service restructuring through route or schedule modifications 
• Subscription bus or buspool service 
• Local shuttle 

5.2.S Transportation Demand Management. Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
strategies include programs and the provision of supporting facilities to promote travel by modes 
other than driving alone, including telecommunications programs. As with land use strategies 
and transit services, TDM actions address traffic congestion on the CMP system by reducing the 
demand for travel. In addition, TDM actions promote more efficient use of the CMP system 
by increasing the number of people travelling in the same or fewer vehicles. The strategies are: 

• Ridesharing operations such as trip reduction programs, telecommuting programs, 
transportation management organization/associations (TMO/TMA), video conferencing, 
and rideshare marketing programs. 

• Ridesharing sup~rt facilities such as passenger loading areas; vanpool, bicycle, and 
pedestrian access; carpool and vanpool preferential parking; and transportation 
information areas (adopted by jurisdictions as part of the 1992 CMP). 

• Bicycle & pedestrian support such as bicycle parking facilities, showers and clothes 
lockers for bicyclists. 

• Ridesharing incentives such as transit, vanpool, bicycle and carpool subsidies; alternative 
work schedules. 

• Parking management & pricing programs such as parking surcharges and parking cash 
out programs. 

• Telecommunications strategies such as employer-based telecommuting programs, 
telework centers, business/education videoconferencing centers, and remote access 
systems. 

5.3 DETERMINING THE AMOUNT OF LOCAL JURISDICTION CREDIT 

Once a jurisdiction has selected a set of mitigation strategies from the toolbox, the local 
jurisdiction calculates and documents the overall mitigation value of the specific projects being 
implemented. The following basic steps will be used by local jurisdictions to determine the 
amount of credit for each project: 

1) Look up the per-unit credit factor of the mitigation strategy (Appendix G of the CMP). 

2) Calculate the project value, by multiplying the strategy credit factor by the project scope. 

3) If more than one agency is involved in project implementation, enter the percentage 
participation of the local jurisdiction. 

4) Use the current milestone in project implementation to determine the increment of project 
credit which can be claimed. 
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Sections 5.4 through 5.6 discuss the issues which were addressed through development of each 
step. 

5.4 APPROACH TO ASSIGNING MITIGATION VALUE FOR EACH STRATEGY 

5.4.1 Definition of Mitigation Points. Developing a system of values for multi-modal 
mitigation strategies requires a specific and consistent definition of the basis for credit. For the 
countywide deficiency plan, this definition is: 

Person-miles of travel demand accommodated, or reduced, by the project on a 
typical weekday. 

To simplify discussion of the values assigned to various mitigation measures, the term "point" 
is used. One point is equivalent to one person-mile, consistent with the definition used to 
express impacts related to development activity discussed in Chapter 4. Note that this definition 
is stated in terms of person travel rather than vehicle travel. This distinction is subtle but 
significant, and therefore merits some background discussion. 

One measure for assigning credit to mitigation could be the ability to eliminate deficiencies and 
restore the level of service standard. However, in practical terms there are many locations on 
the regional transportation system where deficiencies cannot feasibly be eliminated, frequently 
due to cost, restricted rights-of-way, environmental, or other considerations. In addition, strictly 
measuring the effectiveness of mitigation from the perspective of level of service could result 
in highway-oriented improvements when transit or other strategies are also desirable. As a 
result, statute acknowledges that deficiency plan strategies may not directly eliminate all 
deficiencies, but instead "measurably improve the level of service of the system," (emphasis 
added). This allows the deficiency plan the flexibility to incorporate multi-modal mitigation 
measures which, while not necessarily eliminating traffic congestion at every point on CMP 
highway routes, will provide measurable improvement to mobility on the regional transportation 
system. 

To summarize the use of performance measures in the countywide deficiency plan: level of 
service (LOS) is the pe,formance standard, and as such, triggers the need for the deficiency plan 
when this performance standard is not maintained. LOS also defines the magnitude of "deficient 
travel demand," by quantifying the number of trips that cause CMP segments to become 
deficient and the mileage over which this travel occurs. This deficient travel demand is 
expressed in person-miles of travel (known as the countywide "congestion gap"). Person-miles 
of travel is then also used as the peiformance measure for mitigation, and measures the level of 
multi-modal mobility provided by each mitigation strategy. 

Defining the value of mitigation measures in terms of mobility rather than traffic congestion is 
a significant step. While working toward the same goal, this requires a change in perspective 
from "vehicles delayed" to "persons served." Use of weekday person-miles as a performance 
measure allows the credit system to consistently measure the effectiveness of multi-modal 
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transportation alternatives in providing mobility. Specifically, the use of person-miles provides 
the following advantages: 

• Applicable to Multi-Modal Strategies. It allows non-automobile strategies to stand on 
the merits of their own person-carrying effectiveness, rather than simply in terms of their 
effect on highways. 

• Directly Measurable. It allows simple, direct monitoring of strategy effectiveness, using 
statistics which are readily available for multi-modal projects, such as: 

passenger miles for transit services 
traffic volumes and vehicle miles travelled for highway improvements 
reduced traffic generation for land use strategies (combined with typical trip 
lengths) 
ridesharing levels for demand management programs 

This minimizes the assumptions, modelling and subjective estimates needed to forecast 
the number of vehicle trips that would have occurred without the mitigation strategy, 
such as would be needed to convert transit passenger mile increases to vehicle trip 
reductions. 

• Reflects Trip Length. It accounts for the fact that longer trips have greater impacts on 
the transportation system by incorporating the length of trip affected. For example, it 
results in a differential level of credit for a downtown shuttle passenger boarding 
compared to a commuter express boarding, while allowing credit for both. In contrast, 
simply using "trips" would not account for the different impacts of these boardings on 
the regional transportation system. 

• Quantifiable at Both Project and System Level. It can be applied at both a project level, 
to evaluate a broad range of strategies (as discussed above), as well as a system level for 
measuring the performance of the transportation network as a whole (e.g., the 
countywide congestion gap). 

• Allows Allocation of Credit. It allows assignment or division of credit along a single 
trip, among the agencies that implement improvements. For example: A commuter 
travels 20 miles (daily round trip) between home and downtown via express bus, then 
uses a downtown shuttle to travel I mile between the express stop and her office. As 
reflected in standard passenger-mile statistics, credit is assigned as 20 points to the 
agency funding the express service and 1 point to the shuttle operator. 

5.4.2 Objectives of the Credit System. Using the credit definition provided in Section 5.3. l, 
the countywide deficiency plan could avoid assigning values to each mitigation strategy. Instead, 
mitigation projects could be evaluated individually to determine the benefit provided by each 
project. However, there are several reasons for assigning values to the toolbox of strategies at 
this time, including to: 
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• provide certainty and consistency in the amount of deficiency plan credits awarded to 
local jurisdictions; 

• simplify assessment of local CMP conformance, by minimizing the need for case-by-case 
assessment of mitigation efforts; 

• assist local jurisdictions in the initial screening of mitigation actions, by providing a 
consolidated multi-modal toolbox of options and values; 

• base values on readily reported measures of project scope (such as lane-miles), to take 
advantage of existing reporting mechanisms; and, 

• establish a basic system that can be refined and expanded over time. 

In order to further the certainty provided by the credit system, the program will not retroactively 
revise credits assigned to local jurisdictions based on the analysis of future CMP updates. Since 
credits are based on the best current information, this will allow cities to move forward with 
implementation of strategies without concern that future studies might penalize jurisdictions that 
are willing to pursue innovative programs. Furthermore, since credit will be claimed 
incrementally (see Section 5.6), credits will nonetheless be distributed methodically over time. 

5.4.3 Methodology for AS§igning Value to Mitigation Strategies. The basic approach used 
by MTA to assign a value to each of the mitigation strategies is as follows: 

1. Describe the strategy in detail, including minimum standards and thresholds if necessary. 

2. Select a unit of measure for project scope which is a simple yet critical characteristic of 
the project (such as dwelling units provided in a land use strategy, employees served by 
a ridesharing program, or lane-miles added by a highway project). 

3. Estimate the direct travel effect of the action based on available studies (such as ridership 
on transit projects, trips eliminated by demand management programs, delay reduced by 
traffic flow improvements, or capacity added by highway projects). 

4. Express this travel effect in "points" per unit (per dwelling unit, per employee, etc.). 
This is referred to as the strategy's credit factor. 

The results of this value assignment are provided in Appendix G of the CMP, including detailed 
methodologies for each individual strategy. The following discussion describes the general 
approach to assigning credit factors to the various types of strategies: 

• Land use strategy credits were based on the reduced traffic generation resulting from the 
strategy, when compared to typical development of a similar nature (for example, how 
much less traffic is generated by a residential development near a transit center compared 
to the same development located elsewhere). This traffic reduction was multiplied by 
average trip lengths and vehicle ridership to determine credit factors. 
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Anticipated strategy benefits were derived by incorporating similar work completed by 
the Natural Resources Defense Council, South Coast Air Quality Management District, 
California Air Resources Board and the federal Environmental Protection Agency and 
Department of Transportation. In addition, case studies representing both national and 
local findings were reviewed. These studies consistently documented traffic reduction 
related to the land use characteristics reflected in the toolbox of strategies. 

• Highway capital improvement credits were based on the typical traffic volume carried 
and the length of the improvement (for example, credit for construction of traffic lanes 
was organized "per lane-mile"). In the case of "spot" improvements, such as grade 
separations, an area of influence (such as the distance to the next major intersection) was 
estimated. The additional traffic flow accommodated was multiplied by average vehicle 
ridership to determine credit factors. 

Quantification of the "persons accommodated" by these improvements was drawn from 
a number of sources, such as the Highway Capacity Manual, and travel statistics from 
throughout Los Angeles County regarding observed maximum traffic flows and traffic 
peaking characteristics. 

• Rail transit capital improvement credits are directly measured by the passenger miles 
carried by the service, simplified to station-specific boardings. 

• Transportation systems management credits were based on the typical traffic flow 
improvement due to the project, in terms of the additional persons accommodated over 
the length of the improvement. As with highway capital improvement strategies, 
quantification for these improvements were drawn from several sources which identified 
typical travel characteristics. Local case studies were also drawn upon for factors such 
as traffic flow improvement due to traffic signal synchronization and park-and-ride lot 
utilization. 

• Transportation demand management credits were based on reduction in vehicle miles 
travelled (VMT) due to the program. These strategies include a variety of programs, 
such as carpooling and parking management, that reduce single-occupant travel by 
increasing usage of several alternative travel modes. Detailed mode split analysis was 
therefore conducted to estimate VMT reduction from each strategy, based on extensive 
research and case studies. These VMT reduction estimates were then multiplied by 
appropriate average vehicle riderships to determine credit factors. 

• Transit service improvement credits are directly measured by the passenger-miles carried 
by the services. Passenger-mile data submitted annually through the federally required 
Section 15 reporting is a primary resource for this information. 

5.4.4 Calculating Value Based on Project Scope. The credit factors provided in Appendix G 
of the CMP are expressed in "points per unit" for each strategy. In order to apply these to 
actual projects, the credit factor is multiplied by the project scope. 
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This approach to credit calculation reflects the greater value of larger projects. For example, 
linking credit to the number of persons served allows a jurisdiction to claim more credit for a 
city-wide ridesharing program than for the same type of program applied to a single development 
only. 

5.5 CRITERIA FOR LOCAL JURISDICTION CREDIT 

The following definitions clarify the amount of credit and circumstances under which credit can 
be claimed by local jurisdictions. 

5.5.1 Implementation Start Date for Receiving Credit. Local jurisdictions may claim credit 
for actions implemented after January I, 1990. This date was chosen for several reasons. First, 
1990 is the modeling base year which was used to forecast the congestion gap in the year 2010. 
Also, 1990 was a census year and therefore provides the most recent comprehensive 
socioeconomic data available. Finally, growth has been low between 1990 and 1992, when 
CMP highway counts were taken. Level of service deterioration during this period was 
therefore relatively insignificant. 

5.5.2 Funding Sources. Credit may be claimed by the jurisdiction which funds implementation 
of the improvement. This provides a simple means of allocating credit for multi-jurisdictional 
projects that involve several local jurisdictions. Linking credits to the funding agency also 
avoids double-counting of improvements that are implemented through regional programs 
assumed in the baseline modelling. 

Linking credit claims to the funding agency facilitates inter-jurisdictional mitigation, by allowing 
a local jurisdiction to claim credit for improvements located outside its geographic boundaries. 
Traditionally, the inability of agencies to construct improvements outside their jurisdiction has 
reduced the likelihood of inter-jurisdictional mitigation measures. By linking deficiency plan 
credits to the funding agency, jurisdictions that contribute funds to a neighboring jurisdiction to 
construct an improvement are entitled to credit for their contribution. 

This criteria also relates to regional funding sources. Local jurisdictions may claim credit for 
actions implemented through local jurisdiction funds, but not for actions funded through regional 
discretionary sources (such as those administered by MTA). Examples of non-creditable 
regional discretionary sources include state Flexible Congestion Relief and Traffic Systems 
Management, Proposition C discretionary, and federal discretionary !STEA funds. 

Where a jurisdiction contributes local match to a regional discretionary project, the local credit 
is based on the mitigation value of the project and the proportion contributed by the jurisdiction. 
For example, a jurisdiction contributes 25 % local match to a project which is 75 % funded 
through regional discretionary sources. The jurisdiction is entitled to 25 % of the mitigation 
value associated with the project. 

The key basis for this funding eligibility criteria is the financial assumptions which feed into the 
2010 baseline modeling, provided by the LACTC/MTA 30-Year Integrated Transportation Plan 
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(30-Year Plan). This criteria avoids double counting of actions that mitigate the countywide 
congestion gap. Two key connections to the funding assumptions in the April 1992 30-Year 
Plan are: 

• Although the 30-Year Plan presumes local contributions to rail projects, such local 
contributions will be given deficiency plan credit as an incentive for participating in and 
accelerating those projects. 

• Strategies funded through special federal grants or other sources not considered in the 
30-Year Plan are eligible for deficiency plan credit. 

The one exception to the local funding source criteria is the Phase II TDM Program. If a 
jurisdiction participates in the MTA Phase II TDM program, all actions are creditable regardless 
of funding source. This exception is due to the fact that while the 30-Year Plan devotes 
substantial regional resources to TDM program activities, the congestion gap forecast did not 
reflect the benefits of the Phase II TDM program. 

5.5.3 Transfers of Credit Between Local Jurisdictions. There will be situations in which 
local jurisdictions may desire to transfer deficiency plan credits to or from another local 
jurisdiction. Beginning in 1995, the countywide deficiency plan will not restrict such transfers. 

A hypothetical example in which transfer may occur would be where one jurisdiction is willing 
to fund a multi-jurisdictional improvement that passes through several other jurisdictions, but 
is unable to obtain approval from one of the affected jurisdictions. The funding jurisdiction may 
wish to transfer the credit as an incentive for the other jurisdiction to approve the project. Such 
an example of multi-jurisdictional transportation improvement would further the goals of the 
deficiency plan. 

Another hypothetical example would be a jurisdiction which is unable to implement mitigation 
within its surrounding area to offset its development. The jurisdiction would then desire to 
"purchase" credits from another jurisdiction, possibly located outside its immediate area. This 
scenario is unlikely in the first years of the deficiency plan for the following reasons. Given the 
wide range of strategies included in the deficiency plan toolbox, it is highly unlikely that any 
jurisdiction will be unable to implement cost effective strategies within its control. MTA staff 
will also be assisting local jurisdictions in developing such strategies. Furthermore, jurisdictions 
will probably desire to retain their credit in the initial program years, in order to establish a 
buffer to accommodate future growth. Given this, local jurisdictions are unlikely to transfer 
funds to another jurisdiction without a clear benefit to the jurisdiction's constituents. 

Credit transfers cannot be allowed during 1994 due to the technical and administrative review 
that will be required of all credit claims, prior to approving each jurisdiction's base year credit 
total. As with other elements of the countywide deficiency plan, this issue will be reexamined 
through program updates. 
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5.6 IMPLEMENTATION MILESTONES 

The final factor affecting credit amount is the stage of project implementation. Credit is claimed 
incrementally along project development timelines. This provides a means to credit progress 
toward projects that take several years to complete, but require substantial development effort 
and resources up front. This approach promotes long term strategies by apportioning credit over 
time, rather than encouraging only short term strategies by awarding credit in one lump sum at 
the time of completion. 

Conversely, it provides an excellent means for monitoring implementation of strategies. An 
alternative would be to award the entire credit at the planning stage of an improvement. 
However, such an approach would require a monitoring program in order to ensure that the 
project is actually completed, which would increase administrative burdens. By apportioning 
credit over the stages of project development, the program is self-monitoring and provides 
incentive for follow-through on each project. 

Credit milestones are linked to existing project reporting processes, such as Proposition A and 
C Local Return Three-Year Plans, and Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) 
project reports. Incremental credits apply to all strategies, based on standard milestones such 
as policy adoption, initiation of project development, and complete implementation. Each 
milestone is worth a percentage of the total project value. Beyond these standard milestones, 
however, different strategies (such as land use, TDM, and capital) vary in existing reporting 
mechanisms, level of project certainty, and level of effort required at each point in project 
development. The specific milestones used, as well as the percentage of total project value that 
can be claimed at each milestone, therefore vary among the strategies as shown in Appendix G 
of the CMP. 

The use of credit milestones also creates an incentive for jurisdictions to track and report on 
improvement projects that have not typically been reported in a comprehensive manner. Local 
jurisdictions and MTA, at the request of SCAG and SCAQMD, currently expend considerable 
effort and resources annually compiling reports that demonstrate the implementation of 
Transportation Control Measures. The availability of deficiency plan reports which uniformly 
document and quantify strategy implementation will assist in streamlining this process. 

5. 7 ADDITIONAL POLICY ISSUES REGARDING THE CREDIT SYSTEM 

A number of other issues were addressed during development of the countywide deficiency plan, 
including the following: 

5.7.1 Balance Between Debits and Credits. One issue discussed during program development 
was whether the mitigation responsibilities assigned to each individual local jurisdiction was 
justified, given the variability of forecasts and the system-level perspective of the technical 
analysis. This discussion was also prompted by the need to define "measurable improvement" 
as referenced in CMP statute. 
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This issue was addressed by examining the overall deficiency plan debit/credit system. The 
resulting conclusion is that as a whole, implementation of credit points equal to debit points may 
not fully eliminate the Congestion Gap. This is largely due to the flexibility to make 
improvements not directly located on the CMP highway system. 

Development-related debits are based on the portion of travel that occurs on the CMP highway 
system, approximately 50% of all travel, and only the travel that contributes to deficiencies. 
On the other hand, credits are based on the full travel benefit of each strategy (such as trip-miles 
reduced) without reducing the amount of credit for the portion of this travel that would have 
otherwise occurred on the CMP system. 

The one exception to credit based on full travel benefit is in the area of highway capital 
improvements located off the CMP system. The deficiency plan case studies, presented in 
Chapter 6, indicated that highway capital improvements located off the CMP system could make 
up a significant portion of local deficiency plan credits. In addition, this type of improvement 
could include a wide variety of projects from construction of a new arterial immediately adjacent 
and parallel to a CMP route, to widening of a non-CMP arterial that provides the only access 
to an isolated development. As a result of this potential diversity, combined with the 
significance of the issue as shown in the case study results, credit factors for these improvements 
were based on benefit to (traffic removed from) the CMP system. 

Overall, the resulting debit/credit system and balance was deemed appropriate for the countywide 
deficiency plan based on its effects in the following areas: 

• Quantifying the full benefit of relatively new credit strategies such as land use and 
demand management incorporated the most complete case study and methodological 
resources available, and will continue to require review and revision as further 
information becomes available. Based on review of the available literature, it was 
determined that attempting to further isolate these benefits on and off the CMP system 
would require an additional dimension of technical sophistication which may not be 
achievable within a countywide credit system. Limiting the analyses to the full benefit 
of strategies allowed technical discussions to focus on the central issue of overall strategy 
benefit. 

• In light of the potentially significant effect of off-system highway improvements, 
restricting the credit allowed for this category will ensure the regional benefit of such 
projects and make appropriate use of available travel demand modeling tools as the basis 
for determining this benefit. 

• While monitoring measurable improvements, the resulting overall debit/credit balance 
creates a buffer, or margin of error, between the levels of responsibility mandated under 
the program from local jurisdictions and the levels that could be reasonably assigned on 
a technical basis. 

S. 7.2 Policy Weighting of Credit for Certain Strategies. The credit assigned to each 
strategy reflects objective technical evaluation of the mobility improvement provided. A point 
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of discussion during development of the countywide deficiency plan was whether particular 
strategies (such as demand management and land use) should receive credit greater than their 
technical value in order to promote the implementation of such strategies. 

This issue was discussed with both the Policy Advisory Committee and technical staff on several 
occasions. Weighting was not pursued, largely based on the recognition that creating incentives 
for any strategy by increasing its value would reduce the overall program effectiveness in 
addressing the countywide congestion gap, by reducing the total level of effort required of local 
jurisdictions. 

5. 7 .3 Exclusion of Exempted Land Uses from Credit Strategies. By statute, certain land use 
projects are exempt from the requirements of the CMP program. Because of the project specific 
nature of these exemptions, it was not feasible to forecast their effects in the determination of 
the "congestion gap". Instead, the "exemption" called for in statute will occur at the time a 
building permit is actually issued, since the project will not be assessed a "debit" for deficiency 
plan mitigation purposes. 

This special treatment under statute raised the issue as to whether statutorily exempt projects 
should also be eligible for mitigation credit, and staff evaluated the feasibility of distinguishing 
exempt from non-exempt land uses within the land use strategies. The Policy Advisory 
Committee and technical staff discussed the issue extensively and determined that allowing credit 
for exempted land uses will provide opportunities for a local jurisdiction to continue to pursue 
all available land use strategies while maintaining simple administration of credits for the 
jurisdiction. Allowing credit for all land use strategies irrespective of statutory exemptions will 
also promote consistency with the regional jobs/housing balance goals adopted by SCAG and 
included in the Trip Reduction Handbook from SCAQMD. 
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6. WCAL Th'IPLEMENT ATION CASE STUDIES 

In order to evaluate the level of effort required from local jurisdictions, two case studies were 
prepared. The first case study, developed with the City of Culver City, compiled an estimate 
of the City's 1990-94 credit claims. These credits were then compared to actual development 
activity during several previous years, in order to provide examples of the short-term or year-to­
year balance between development debits and improvement credits. The second case study, 
developed with the City of Burbank, estimated long-term debit and credit balances through 2010. 
Both case studies also provided an opportunity to review strategy qualifying criteria and 
reporting procedures. 

This chapter documents the case study findings which were prepared during development of the 
countywide deficiency plan. As such, in some cases the credit factors and definitions used have 
been subsequently revised. These revisions did not alter the conclusions presented below. 

6.1 SUMMARY 

The short term case study indicated that the credit claims entitled to Culver City for the 1990-94 
period exceed annual development activity goals by factors of 3.1 to 4.8 or higher. In other 
words, these four years of ongoing transportation improvements would keep pace with CMP 
obligations, satisfying at least 3 to 5 years of mitigation needs. 

The long term case study indicated that based on current estimates, transportation improvements 
by the City of Burbank will exceed deficiency plan goals by nearly 30%. Credits for alternative 
transportation improvement scenarios would also approximate CMP goals, while involving 
significantly different mixes of improvements. 

The credit claims for each city are approximate, and would actually require additional review 
by MTA staff to verify project schedules, funding commitments, etc. However, these case 
studies do indicate that ongoing and planned transportation improvements could meet CMP 
deficiency plan obligations. 

Caution should be used in generalizing these results to the county as a whole. Until the 
deficiency plan is implemented, there will be no way to determine whether these two cities are 
typical, more aggressive or less aggressive than other jurisdictions in implementing regional 
transportation improvements. However, the case studies do provide an indication of the level 
of effort required to make improvements that offset prototypical goals. 
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6.2 CONCLUSIONS AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS 

The case studies demonstrate that the flexibility provided by the deficiency plan provides local 
jurisdictions with a variety of methods to meet mitigation goals. In addition, the Burbank case 
study illustrates how the deficiency plan framework could provide a basis for the City to 
examine tradeoffs in pursing one category of improvement versus others. As a result, the 
following conclusions were reflected in the 1993 CMP: 

1. The proposed local jurisdiction deficiency plan goals are appropriate, since the effort 
required in the case studies are reasonably within the abilities of the local jurisdictions. 

2. Flexibility in the selection among capital, demand management and land use strategies, 
and relative credit values, are consistent with the objectives of the deficiency plan. 

3. With the base of credits provided since January 1990, it is reasonable to require a 
positive credit balance with each annual local implementation report. 

4. Adjustments to new development activity reports should be allowed for all building 
demolitions after June 1, 1994. 

As with other elements of the program, the effect of these recommendations will be monitored 
through implementation of the CMP and reviewed through future program updates. 

6.3 CASE STUDY #1 - CULVER CITY 

6.3.1 Purpose and AppR"oach. The Culver City case study provides an example of short-term 
debit/credit balance. Culver City staff reviewed building permit activity during fiscal years 
1987-88, 1988-89, and 1992-93. These years were expected to represent years of high 
development activity (87-88 and 88-89) and low development activity (92-93). The CMP 
mitigation goals that would be incurred by these levels of development were calculated and 
compared to the estimated 1990-94 credits attributable to the City. 

It should be reiterated that the CMP deficiency plan will not require tabulation of building permit 
data before June 1994. This case study simply used building permit data from previous years 
in order to provide "real world" examples of the level of development that could occur within 
a jurisdiction from year to year. This case study also assisted in refining strategy definitions and 
data requirements, and in streamlining reporting procedures. The case study also allowed staff 
to examine inter-departmental coordination requirements at both the City and MTA. 

6.3.2 Assumptions. The following assumptions were made for the purpose of this case study: 

• Since documentation was not available, no distinctions were made regarding building 
demolitions which were occupied within 12 months prior to demolition (for debit 
adjustment). In order to illustrate the sensitivity of mitigation goals to demolition, 
alternative mitigation goals were prepared for one scenario in which adjustments were 
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allowed for all demolition and another scenario in which no demolition adjustments were 
allowed. 

• The 1990-94 credit claims did not include many of the strategies reported by the City in 
its 1993 transportation control measures expeditious implementation report. These 
strategies were deemed insignificant to the City's overall credit total. 

6.3.3 Findings. The following figures summarize the results of the Culver City case study: 

1987-88 Congestion Mitigation Goal: 
1988-89 Congestion Mitigation Goal: 
1992-93 Congestion Mitigation Goal: 

1990-94 Credit Claims: 

With Adjustment for 
All Demolition 

3,897 
2,156 

(27) 

18,812 

With No Adjustment 
for Demolition 

6,120 
3,827 

127 

18,812 

These figures show that Culver City's 1990-94 credit claims, annualized, exceed the mitigation 
goals associated with historical development activity by at least 20% if debit adjustments are 
allowed for all demolition. If no debit adjustments are allowed for demolition, annualized 
credits would achieve 76% or more of CMP goals. 

A schematic CMP local implementation report, including both development activity debit 
scenarios and transportation improvement credits, is provided in Appendix GG (pages GG-2 
through GG-9). Regarding the credit claims, the following observations should be noted: 

• Credit for the CMP TDM Ordinance is calculated from the new construction square 
footage reported in the development activity report (page GG-9). For this illustrative 
1990-94 claim, the square footage shown in the "Project Scope" column is based on the 
conservative 1992-93 building data. 

• Transit service credit is based on the increase in average weekday passenger miles on 
Culver City Municipal Bus Lines between 1990 and 1993 as reported in its annual federal 
Section 15 report. The reported system-wide increase of2,219 weekday passenger miles 
(page GG-9) represents a 6% increase over 1990 levels. This increase departs from the 
countywide trend in transit ridership, which has decreased in recent years. 

• Overall, credit for Culver City's improvement program consists of 58% transportation 
systems management, 30 % highway capital improvements, 12 % transit services, and less 
than 1 % demand management. 

An issue raised by both case studies relates to adjustments for building demolitions. An early 
draft of the 1993 CMP stated that building demolitions could only be used to adjust annual 
mitigation goals if the building being demolished contained an active use within 12 months prior 
to issuance of the demolition permit. The case studies allowed staff to review the related 
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administrative requirements and consistency of this criteria with the use of new building 
construction as the basis for debit calculation. This review found that documenting the prior 
occupancy of demolished buildings citywide would be a significant burden to local jurisdictions, 
outweighing the value of such tracking for the deficiency plan. 

Based on this review, the criteria were revised to allow adjustments for any demolition during 
the new development reporting period. Adjustments may therefore be claimed for any 
demolition after June 1, 1994. 

6.4 CASE STUDY #2 - CITY OF BURBANK 

6.4.1 Purpose and Approach. The City of Burbank case study provided a long-term 
comparison of debit and credit balance. Development activity debits were estimated from year 
2010 land use projections provided by the City, from a market-based analysis of likely 
development activity. Transportation improvement credits were based on an estimated program 
of fundable improvements provided by City staff. 

MTA staff requested that Burbank participate in this case study, since the City's ongoing 
comprehensive transportation planning efforts made much of the needed information readily 
available. Estimates of growth for this case study were provided by Burbank's citywide 
transportation planning database, which includes existing and future land use forecasts by 
category (i.e., commercial, industrial, etc.) and total square footage. Transportation 
improvement estimates were also readily available due to the City's ongoing circulation element 
revision and recently adopted Capital Improvement Program which provided funding-constrained 
estimates of future improvements. 

Subsequent to adoption of its Capital Improvement Program, however, the Burbank City Council 
directed staff not to pursue one of the arterial street widenings identified in the Capital 
Improvement Program. In order to illustrate the possible implications of additional decisions 
away from major arterial widenings, this case study evaluated three alternative transportation 
improvement scenarios: 

Alternative A Multi-Modal Improvements Including Major Arterial Widenings 

Alternative B Improvements in Alternative A (Except Arterial Widenings) Plus 
Citywide Parking Management 

Alternative C Improvements in Alternative A (Except Arterial Widenings) Plus 
Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Light Rail 

6.4.2 Assumptions. The following assumptions were made for the purpose of this case study: 

• The development activity totals shown indicate net change in building square footage 
between 1993 and 2010. This use of net change (new construction minus demolition) 
implicitly assumed that debit adjustment will be allowed for all demolitions. 
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• The credit claims in Alternative A assumed approval and completion of major arterial 
widenings, except Hollywood Way, as listed in the City's Capital Improvement Program. 

• The credit claims in Alternative B assumed an aggressive citywide parking pricing 
program and peak period parking restrictions on major arterials. 

• The credit claims in Alternative C assumed completion of the Burbank-Glendale-Los 
Angeles Light Rail with three stations within Burbank, local contribution of 20% of 
project construction costs, and supportive land use strategies. The credit value for the 
light rail project was based on generalized urban rail station boarding figures; project 
values would actually be based on project-specific ridership forecasts. 

6.4.3 Findings. The following figures summarize the results of the Burbank case study: 

1993-2010 Congestion Mitigation Goal: 

1990-2010 Credit Claims -

Net Deficiency Plan Credit Balance -

Alternative A: 
Alternative B: 
Alternative C: 

Alternative A: 
Alternative B: 
Alternative C: 

307,178 

396,472 
385,577 
295,541 

89,294 
78,399 

(11,637) 

These figures indicate that if both development activity and transportation improvements proceed 
as planned (Alternative A), Burbank will exceed its CMP mitigation goal by nearly 30%. 

Alternatively, if arterial widenings are not pursued, the City will need to more aggressively 
pursue other mitigation measures in order to ensure the achievement of CMP goals. 
Alternative B indicates that the City will have the flexibility to pursue other options, such as 
aggressive parking management, and could still exceed CMP goals by 26%. The light rail 
option (Alternative C) would need to include additional strategies, generate higher ridership, 
and/or increase local participation in order to achieve CMP goals. 

A schematic CMP local implementation report, including both development activity debits and 
transportation improvement credits, is provided in Appendix GG (pages GG-10 through GG-16). 
Regarding the credit claims, the following should be noted: 

• The transit center and transit corridor land use strategies are based on the City's working 
definition of transit centers and corridors. This definition requires that the location be 
served by both local and express bus services, with maximum peak period headways of 
15 minutes. 

• Burbank is aggressively pursuing the development of child care facilities at transit centers 
as a trip reduction strategy. Based on input from City staff, the CMP child care center 
strategy was revised to provide a credit factor per 1000 square feet devoted to child care. 
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• Overall, credits for each alternative were gained through the following combination of 
modal strategies: 

Improvement Category Alt. A Alt. B Alt. C 

Land Use Strategies 12% 12% 24% 

Highway Capital Improvements 38% 2% 4% 

Rail Capital Improvements 4% 4% 10% 

Transportation Systems Management 14% 35% 18% 

Bus/Shuttle Services 28% 29% 38% 

Transportation Demand Management 4% 18% 6% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

Percent of CMP Deficiency Plan Goal 
Achieved 129% 126% 96% 

These figures indicate that local decisions to emphasize particular improvement strategies (such 
as highway capital, parking management, or rail transit) could significantly affect the overall 
proportion of credits provided by each category. These results also indicate that CMP mitigation 
goals could be achieved through a variety of improvement approaches. 
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APPENDIX AA - CALIFORNIA GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 65089.3 (b) 

(1) A city or county may designate individual deficient segments or intersections which 
do not meet the established level of service standards if, prior to the designation, at a noticed 
public hearing, the city or county has adopted a deficiency plan which shall include all of the 
following: 

(A) An analysis of the cause of deficiency. 

(B) A list of improvements necessary for the deficient segment or intersection to maintain 
the minimum level of service otherwise required and the estimated costs of the improvements. 

(C) A list of improvements, programs, or actions, and estimates of costs, that will (i) 
measurably improve the level of service of the system, as defined in subdivision (b) of Section 
65089, and (ii) contribute to significant improvements in air quality, such as improved public 
transit service and facilities, improved nonmotorized transportation facilities, high occupancy 
vehicle facilities, parking cash-out programs, and transportation control measures. The air 
quality management district or the air pollution control district shall establish and periodically 
revise a list of approved improvements, programs, and actions which meet the scope of this 
paragraph. If an improvement, program, or action is on the approved list and has not yet been 
fully implemented, it shall be deemed to contribute to significant improvements in air quality. 
If an improvement, program, or action is not on the approved list, it shall not be implemented 
unless approved by the local air quality management district or air pollution control district. 

(D) An action plan, consistent with the provisions of Chapter 5 (commencing with 
Section 66000) of Division 1 of Title 7, that shall be implemented, consisting of improvements 
identified in paragraph (B), or improvements, programs, or actions identified in paragraph (C), 
that are found by the agency to be in the interest of the public's health, safety and welfare. The 
action plan shall include a specific implementation schedule. 

(2) A city or county shall forward its adopted deficiency plan to the agency. The agency 
shall hold a noticed public hearing within 60 days of receiving the deficiency plan. Following 
the hearing, the agency shall either accept or reject the deficiency plan in its entirety, but the 
agency may not modify the deficiency plan. If the agency rejects the plan, it shall notify the city 
or county of the reasons for that rejection. 

(c) The agency, after consultation with the regional agency, the department, and the local air 
quality management district or air pollution control district, shall exclude from the determination 
of conformance with level of service standards, the impacts of any of the following: 

( l) Interregional travel. 
(2) Construction, rehabilitation, or maintenance of facilities that impact the system. 
(3) Freeway ramp metering. 
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(4) Traffic signal coordination by the state or multi-jurisdictional agencies. 
(5) Traffic generated by the provision of low and very low income housing. 

PAGE AA-2 

(6)(A) Traffic generated by high density residential development located within one-fourth 
mile of a fixed rail passenger station. 

(B) Traffic generated by any mixed use development located within one-fourth mile of 
a fixed rail passenger station, if more than half of the land area, or floor area, of the mixed use 
development is used for high density residential housing, as determined by the agency. 

(C) For the purposes of this section, the following terms have the following meanings: 

(I) "High Density" means residential density which is equal to or greater than 120 percent 
of the maximum residential density allowed under the local general plan and zoning ordinance. 

(II) "Mixed Use Development" means development which integrates compatible 
commercial or retail uses, or both, with residential uses, and which, due to the proximity of job 
locations, shopping opportunities, and residences, will discourage new trip generation. 

(d) For the purpose of this chapter, the impacts of a trip which originates in one county 
and which terminates in another county shall be included in the determination of conformance 
with level of service standards with respect to the originating county only. A roundtrip shall be 
considered to consist of two individual trips. 

(e) It is the intent of the legislature that a deficiency plan be prepared and adopted by the 
city or county, and approved by the agency, prior to the occurrence of a deficiency. 

1993 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County November 1993 



APPENDIX BB 

ESTIMATE OF LA COUNTY BUILDING FLOOR AREA DERIVED FROM 
EMPWYMENT ESTIMATE BY SIC CATEGORY, 1990 AND 2010 
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ESTIMATE CF LA CounY BUILDING FlCXlA AREA DERIVED FROM EMA.DYMENT ESTIMATE BY SIC CATEGORY 111110 AND 2010 
Land P•c•nl I 

SIC %of UM of Empie Sq.FL i- Sqlale %of I 
2010 Square 

I Division SIC Title 11190 Emp. T01al Code1 In Bldg. Emoloyff FNI T01al Emplymnt F-

' 
..., sic tide 90emD 00pc1 code bldapc1 dterno 90sll 10erno 10sft 

....,.,u11u-. 1 As,ic: .. ....-• 13,119 0.3% 9 5% zoo 131,180 0.0% 15,351 ,M.513 
Mining 10 Mining 8,724 0.2% g 5% 200 87,240 0.0% 10,209 102.092 

C-uction 15 Connuction Conlraoton 170,591 3.7% 4 5% 850 5,544,208 0.3% 1118.833 8,488,082 

Manulac:tu-ing 201 Meet producb 5,733 0.1% 4 100% 850 3.728,450 0.2% 6,709 4,360,88:J 

202 Duy products 4,538 0.1% 4 100% 850 2,849,700 0.2% 5,311 3,451.872 
203 Pr_.,.d fruit and vegetables 5.n0 0.1% 4 100% 850 3,750,500 0.2% 8.752 4,389,004 
204 Grain mm producta 1,183 0.0% 4 100% 850 n5.450 0.0% 1,388 907.487 
205 Bakery producb 8,551 0.2% 4 100% 850 5,558,150 0.3% 10,007 8,504,3111 

2011 Sugor and conlectiorary produc!s 1,478 0.0% 4 100% 850 960,700 0.1% 1,730 1,124,255 
207 Faisand ou 1.115 0.0% 4 100% 050 724,750 0.0% 1.305 848,135 
208 Elev•ages 7,414 0.2% 4 100% 850 4,819,100 0.3% 8,870 5,1139,528 
209 Misc. Foods and Kinchd Products 11.181 0.2% 4 100% 650 7,254,650 0.4% 13,0111 8,489,719 
212 Cigan 149 0.0% 4 100% 650 96,850 0.0% 174 113,338 
221 W•ving mills, cotton 1.007 0.0% 4 100% 850 854,550 0.0% 1,178 765,984 
222 Waaving mots, synthetic: 337 0.0% 4 100% 850 219,050 0.0% 3114 256,342 
223 Wuving -.nd mishing mills, 'A'OOI 217 0.0% 4 100% 850 141,050 0.0% 254 165.0113 
224 Narrow fabric: mils 873 0.0% 4 100% 850 437,450 0.0% 788 511,924 
225 Knitting mms 2,911 0.1% 4 100% 650 1,892,150 0.1% 3,407 2,214.279 
228 Textile finishing, ••cepl wool 4,045 0.1% 4 100% 850 2,629,250 0.1% 4,734 3,076,867 
227 Floor covo,ing mots 1,597 0.0% 4 100% 650 1,038,050 0.1% 1,889 1,214,713 
228 Yam and tt-..ad mills 188 0.0% 4 100% 850 122,200 0.0% 220 143,004 
229 Milcella- Textile Goods 1,157 0.0% 4 100% 650 752,050 0.0% 1,354 880.083 
231 Mana and boys 1uits and coals 1,270 0.0% 4 100% 650 825,500 0.0% 1,488 IMl8,037 
232 Mens and boys vnishings 12,767 0.3% 4 100% 650 8.298,550 0.4% 14,1141 9,711,338 
233 Women and miu-H outerWNI' 37,567 0.8% 4 100% 850 24,418,550 1.3% 43,QIIJ 28.575,690 
234 UndOfgarments 3,200 0.1% 4 100% 650 2,080,000 0.1% 3,745 2,434,110 
235 Hals, Caps and M!lonary 8011 0.0% 4 100% 650 523.900 0.0% 943 813,091 
2311 Children'• o~ 2,319 0.1% 4 100% 850 1,507,350 0.1% Z.714 1,783,9811 
237 FIi' Goods 148 0.0% 4 100% 850 96,200 0.0% 173 112,578 
238 Misc. apparel accasories 3,858 0.1% 4 100% 650 2,507,700 0.1% 4,515 2,834,824 
239 Misc. Fabric:awd Textile Produc!s 24,188 0.5% 4 100% 650 15,707,900 0.8% 28,280 18,382,0IM 
241 Loggng conlrac:loro 9 0.0% 4 100% 850 5,850 0.0% 11 8,8411 
242 Sawmill 1,181 0.0% 4 100% 650 767,850 0.0% 1,382 8118,3311 
243 Milwark, Plywood, & Siruct 5,1182 0.1% 4 100% 850 3,888,300 0.2% 7,000 4,550,2114 
244 Wood container, 1,342 0.0% 4 100% 850 8n.300 0.0% 1.570 1,020,8015 
245 Wood Buillingo and Mob!• HomN 404 0.0% 4 100% 850 282,600 0.0% 473 307.3011 
249 Misc. Wood Products 2,700 0.1% 4 100% 650 1,755.000 0.1% 3,180 2,053,79:l 
251 Houaeholdvnilll'e 19,974 0.4% 4 100% 850 12,983,100 0.7% 23,374 15.183,410 
252 Office vnilll'e 7,213 0.2% 4 100% 850 4,888,450 0.2% 8,441 5,488,836 
253 Public: &.lling and Rolat.d Fll'nilu-e 1,414 0.0% 4 100% 850 919.100 0.0% 1,855 1.075,572 
254 Partiona and fixlll'N 4,618 0.1% 4 100% 650 3,000,400 0.2% 5,402 3,511,204 
259 Mile. F,.nilll'• and Fixlll'N 5,432 0.1% 4 100% 650 3,530,800 0.2% 0,357 4,131,9112 
281 Paper and pulp mils 45 0.0% 4 100% 650 29,250 0.0% 53 34.230 
282 Paper Mila ncept Building Paper 3,238 0.1% 4 100% 650 2,104,700 0.1% '3,789 2,4113,015 
2113 Paperboard mil• 1,289 0.0% 4 100% 850 824,850 0.0% 1,485 955.zn 
265 Paperboard containara and bo .. a 9,583 0.2% 4 100% 850 8,228,950 0.3% 11,214 7 ,289 ,31111 
287 8,360 0.2% 4 100% 850 5,447,000 0.3% 9,807 8,374.325 
271 Newspapers 22,581 0.5% 4 100% 650 14,8n,1550 0.8% 28,425 17,178,449 
2n P•iodicaia 6.671 0.1% 4 100% 850 4,338,150 0.2% 7,807 5,074,3511 
273 Books 2,597 0.1% 4 100% 650 1,888,050 0.1% 3,039 1,975,432 
274 Mile. Publishing 3,827 0.1% 4 100% 850 2,487,550 0.1% 4,479 2,911.043 
275 Comma,cial printing 31,1140 0.7% 4 100% 850 20.761.000 1.1% 37,378 24,295,480 
278 Manifold Busineu Forms 1,880 0.0% 4 100% 850 1,079,000 0.1% 1,943 1,282.8115 
2n Grffting Card Publishing 289 0.0% 4 100% 850 187,850 0.0% 338 219,831 
278 Blankbooka •nd bookbinding 5,201 0.1% 4 100% 850 -3,380,850 0.2% 0,088 3.956,1111 
279 Printing Trade S..vic:es 3,801 0.1% 4 100% 650 2,340,850 0.1% 4.214 2,739.134 
281 lnduslrial inorganic chemic:ala 1,8n 0.0% 4 100% 850 1,220.050 0.1% 2.197 1,427,758 
282 Plaatica male<iala aynthetics 4.201 0.1% 4 100% 850 2,730,650 0.1% 4,916 3,195.531 
283 Drugs 7,896 0.2% 4 100% 850 5,002,400 0.3% s.ooe 5,854,034 
284 Soap, cl•-•· and toilet goods 6.845 0.1% 4 100% 650 4,449,250 0.2% 8,010 5.208,713 
285 Paints and &lied proclucls 4,178 0.1% 4 100% 850 2.714,400 0.1% 4,887 3,176,513 
288 lndua1rial Organic Chemicals 886 0.0% 4 100% 850 445,900 0.0% 803 521.812 
287 Al,icutlll'al chemic:ala 817 0.0% 4 100% 850 401,050 0.0% n2 489,327 
289 Misc. Chemic:al Products 3,834 0.1% 4 100% 850 2,492,100 0.1% 4,487 2.918.34111 
291 Petroleum rnning 8,803 0.2% 4 100% 850 5,721,950 0.3% 10.302 8,896,084 
295 Pamg and roofing mai..iall 780 0.0% 4 100% 650 4114,000 0.0% ass 578,101 
2118 Misc. Petroleum and Coal Proclucls 1,51111 0.0% 4 100% 650 1,039,350 0.1% 1,871 1,216,284 
301 Trn and Inner Tubes 209 0.0% 4 100% 650 135,850 0.0% 245 158.978 
302 Rubber and Plllstics F~ 101 0.0% 4 100% 650 65.650 0.0% 118 78,827 
305 1.on 0.0% 4 100% 850 700,050 0.0% 1.280 819.230 
3011 Fabricat.d Rubber Produc!s 4,432 0.1% 4 100% 850 2.880,800 0.2% 5,187 3,371,242 
308 24,346 0.5% 4 100% 650 15,824.900 0.8% 28,491 18,519,013 
310 g 0.0% 4 100% 650 5,850 0.0% 11 6,8411 
311 l•ther tanning and finishing 401 0.0% 4 100% 850 260,650 0.0% 489 305,024 
313 Boot and Shoo Cut Stock and Findings 34 0.0% 4 100% 850 22,100 0.0% 40 25.882 
314 Footwea, except rubbar 1,209 0.0% 4 100% 650 785.850 0.0% 1.415 919,1137 
318 luggage 1,483 0.0% 4 100% 650 950.950 0.1% 1,712 1,112,845 
317 Handbags, personal loather goods 1,275 0.0% 4 100% 650 628,750 0.0% 1,492 969.841 

I 31 g L .. ttw Goods 410 0.0% 4 100% 850 288,500 0.0% 480 311,870 
321 Flat glass 188 0.0% 4 100% 650 120,900 0.0% 218 141,483 

! 322 Glass and GlasstiNare pressed 2.659 0.1% 4 100% 650 1,728,350 0.1% 3.112 2,022.593 
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ESTIMATE OF LA. COUNTY BUILDING FLOOR NIEA DERIVED FROM EMPLOYMENT ESTIMATE BY SIC CATEGORY 1990 NID 2010 
I.and Pe,card s_..l SIC %<>I Use <>I Empls Sq.Fl po, Squar• %of 2010 

Division SIC TIiie 1=Emp. Total Code' In Bldg, EmployH FHI Total Emplymnt FNI I 

div sic titie 90omp go~ coclo bldapct sf'lemc 90sft 10.mp 10sft 
323 Products c,f P11chuod Glaao 3,066 0.1% 4 100% 050 1.992,lKlO 0.1% 3.588 2,332,lf 
324 c.mont hy1hulic 14' 0.0% 4 100% 050 113,600 0.0% 189 1011,Sl. 
325 Structu-aJ clay products 533 0.0% 4 100% 050 346,450 0.0% 824 405,431 
328 Pollary and related products 2,931 0.1% 4 100% 850 1.lKlS,150 0.1% 3,430 2,229,4113 
327 Concroto, gypsum, and plasi. 3,108 0.1% 4 100% 650 2,020,200 0.1% 3,637 2.364.1211 
328 CL4 Stone and Stone Producls 9a5 0.0% 4 100% 650 640,250 0.0% 1,153 749,249 
329 Misc. Nonmetallic Mineral Products 3,113 0.1% 4 100% 050 2,023,450 0.1% 3,643 2,367.1133 
331 Biast fl.wrw.ces and bu.ic ctNI 3,694 0.1% 4 100% 850 2,401.100 0.1% 4.323 2,8011,B7'15 
332 ~on and steel touncr- 3,598 0.1% 4 100% 850 2,338,700 0.1% 4,211 2.736,BS! 
333 Primary nonfe,roua metals 1011 0.0% 4 100% 850 88,lKlO 0.0% 124 80,630 
334 Socondary Nonfwrous Metals 704 0.0% 4 100% 850 457,600 0.0% 824 535,504 
335 Non'anous Roling and Drawing 3,552 0.1% 4 100% 850 2,308,800 0.1% 4,157 2,701,862 
33e Nonfenous fo111daries 13,410 0.3% 4 100% 850 8,716,500 0.5% 15,6113 10.200,442 
339 Misc. Primaly Molal Producls 3,096 0.1% 4 100% 850 2,012,400 0.1% 3,623 2,355,001 
341 Metal ca,. and shipping conta.inars 2,527 0.1% 4 100% 650 1,642,550 0.1% 2,957 1,922,188 
342 Cutlery, hand tools & har_,o 5,846 0.1% 4 100% 850 3,799.lKlO 0.2% 6,841 4,4'6,815 
343 Plumbing and t.ating, o><C. oloctic 5,213 0.1% 4 100% 650 3,388,450 0.2% 6,100 3,965,317 
344 Fabricated svucn.ral metal 22,892 0.5% 4 100% 850 14,879,800 0.8% 26,789 17,413,014 
345 Sc,- machine producls, bolts 4,976 0.1% 4 100% 650 3,234,400 0.2% 5,823 3,785.041 
346 Motal1orgings and slampings 6,395 0.1% 4 100% 850 4,156,750 0.2% 7,484 4,864,417 
347 MotalServicos 13,035 0.3% 4 100% 050 8,472,750 0.4% 15,254 9,915,1115 
348 Ordnance and Accessories 5,285 0.1% 4 100% 850 3,422.250 0.2% 8,181 4,004,872 
349 Misc. Fabricated Molal Producls 7,945 0.2% 4 100% 850 5,164,250 0.3% 9,29a 6,043,439 
351 Engines and Ubinn 920 0.0% 4 100% 850 sea.ooo 0.0% 1,077 899,807 
352 Farm and garclon machinery 482 0.0% 4 100% 850 313,300 0.0% 564 366,638 
353 Co-uction and related rnac""-Y 3,518 0.1% 4 100% 650 2,268,700 0.1% 4,117 2,676,000 
354 Metalworking mac""-Y 10,751 0.2% 4 100% 850 6,988,150 0.4% 12,581 8,177,849 
355 Special industry machinery 4,576 0.1% 4 100% 850 2,974,400 0.2% 5,355 3,480,m 
358 General industrial machinery 8,645 0.2% 4 100% 850 5,819,250 0.3% 10,117 e,575,lKlO 
357 Ollice and computing machines 13,678 0.3% 4 100% 850 8,889,400 0.5% 18,004 10,402,m 
358 R.frigarlmOn and Service 5,106 0.1% 4 100% 850 3,318,lKlO 0.2% 5,975 3,883,927 
359 Misc. MocMWy. oxcopt Electical 27,420 0.8% 4 100% 850 17,823,000 0.9% 32,088 20,857,280 
361 Eloc1ric: Distribi.til>il Equip 2,4lKl 0.1% 4 100% 850 1,818,500 0.1% 2,914 1,894,042 
382 Eloc1ric: n-illl apparatus 8,135 0.2% 4 100% 850 5,287,75> 0.3% 9,520 8,187,984 
383 HouNhold applaincoo 1,964 0.0% 4 100% 850 1,279,800 0.1% 2.298 1,4113,11315 
364 Eloc1ric: fighting and wi-ing 14,947 0.3% 4 100% 850 9,715,550 0.5% 17,492 11,388,575 
365 Radio and 1V rac:iavng equip 5.342 0.1% 4 100% 650 3,472,300 0.2% 8.251 4,0113,442 
31111 Communic:atoin equipment 37,381 0.8% 4 100% 850 24.297 ,850 1.3% 43,745 28,434,207 
387 Bectrical component& and access 24,121 0.5% 4 100% 850 15,878,850 0.8% 28,227 18,347,1184 
389 Misc. Electrical Equipment & Supplin 4,751 0.1% 4 100% 850 3,088,150 0.2% 5,500 3,813,S 
371 Motor vehicles and equipment 18,930 0.4% 4 100% 850 12,304,500 0.7% 22,153 14,399,282 
372 ~c,afl and parts 105,299 2.3% 4 100% 850 88,444,350 3.6% 123,228 80,0118,1170 
373 Ship and boat building, repai's 10.883 0.2% 4 100% 850 7,073,950 0.4% 12,736 8,278,2!!11 
374 Rairoad oquipmonl 178 0.0% 4 100% 850 115,700 0.0% 208 135,397 
375 Motorcycln, Bicycles and Paris 830 0.0% 4 100% 850 4011,500 0.0% 737 479,215 
378 Guiclod Miulos. Space Vehicles, Parts 9,011 0.2% 4 100% 850 5,857,15> 0.3% 10,545 8,854,301 
379 Misc. Transportation Equipment 879 0.0% 4 100% 650 571,350 0,0% 1.029 888,620 
381 EnginNl'ing and &cientific insb'u 11,3011 0.2% 4 100% 650 7,350,850 0.4% 13.234 8,tl02,2117 
382 MNOII ing and controlling devicas 14,049 0.3% 4 100% 850 9,131,850 0.5% 16,4'1 10,868,503 
384 U.dicaj nstruments and suppliH 7,829 0.2% 4 100% 850 4,958,850 0.3% 8,928 5,803,070 
385 Opthalmic: goods 2,3lKl 0.1% 4 100% 850 1,553,500 0.1% 2.797 1,817,97'15 
388 Photographic: equipment and aupplin 3,481 0.1% 4 100% 850 2.262,850 0.1% 4,074 2,847,856 
387 Watchn, clocks and watchcues 525 0.0% 4 100% 850 341,250 0.0% 814 399,346 
381 ~-•--•.plated-• 4,875 0.1% 4 100% 850 3,038,750 0.2% 5,471 3,558,082 
393 Muaical 1-uments 344 0.0% 4 100% 850 223,600 0.0% 403 261,1367 
394 Toyoand cporling goods 5,1529 0.1% 4 100% 850 3,858.850 0.2% 6,587 4,281,752 
3&15 Pens, pencils, office and art supplies 2,375 0.1% 4 100% 850 1,543,750 0.1% 2,779 1.8011,588 
396 Cootum. ;--~Y and notions 3,245 0.1% 4 100% 850 2,1011,250 0.1% 3,797 2,4ll8,340 
399 Misc. Monulaclllos 13,188 0.3% 4 100% 850 8,572,200 0.5% 15,433 10,031,578 

Transportation 401 Railroods 1,857 0.0% 4 10% 850 107,705 0.0% 1,939 128,041 
Utilities 411 Local and Subl.rban Tranaportation 9,206 0.2% 4 10% 850 598,390 0.0% 10,773 700,283 

CommlftCation 412 Tuicabo 1,920 0.0% 4 5% 650 62,400 0.0% 2,247 73,023 
413 Intercity Hig!Mey Transportation 1,231 0.0% 4 10% 850 80,015 0.0% 1,441 113,837 
414 Transportalion Charlor Swvic:e 931 0.0% 4 10% 850 80,515 0.0% 1,089 70,817 
415 School e .... 2,363 0.1% 4 10% 650 153,595 0.0% 2,785 179,744 
417 Bus Termirw.ls and Sarvice Fac~ities 1,281 0.0% 4 15% 650 124,898 0.0% 1,499 1411,181 
421 Trucking, Local and Long Dislanco 37,454 0.8% 4 10% eso 2,434,510 0.1% 43,630 2,848,974 
422 Public: Warohouaing 18,692 0.4% 4 100% 650 12,149,800 0.6% 21,874 14,218,245 
423 Trucking T•mina.I Facilitiee 1,881 0.0% 4 10% 850 109,265 0.0% 1,IMl7 127,887 
431 U.S. Pootal Swvic:• 28.275 0.8% 7 75% 200 4,241.250 0.2% 33,089 4,963,302 
441 Deep SM Foriegn Transportation 1,lKl1 0.0% 4 10% 850 123.565 0.0% 2,225 14',601 
4'2 0..p Sea Domestic Transportation 827 0.0% 4 10% 850 53,755 0.0% 11118 82,lKl7 
444 T,ansportation on Rivers and Canals 377 0.0% 4 10% 850 24,505 0.0% 4'1 28,877 
4'8 1,502 0.0% 4 10% 850 97,830 0.0% 1,758 114,251 
4'9 2,838 0.1% 4 10% 850 171,340 0.0% 3,085 200.510 

(Ai-port/Port) 451 Corlificated Ai' Transportalian 7,911 0.2% g 10% 200 158,220 0.0% Q,258 111!1, 158 
(Other) 452 Noncerlificatod Ai' Transportation 1,441 0.0% 9 10% 200 28.820 0.0% 1,15811 33,728 

458 /u Transportation Services 8,513 0.2% g 10% 200 170,280 0.0% 9,982 199,248 
461 Pipe Linn. except Natwal Gas 835 0.0% 4 10% 650 54,275 0.0% g77 83,515 
4n Arrangement of Transportation 20,782 0.5% 5 100% 240 4,987,680 0.3% 24,320 5,838.8111 I 
473 14,192 0.3% 4 10% 850 Q22,480 0.0% 16,608 1,07Q,528 
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ESTIMATE OF LA. COUNTY BULDING FLOOR AAEA DERIVED FROU EMPLOYMENT ESTIMATE BY SIC CATEGORY 111110 AND 2010 
. 

I 

Land Pwctinl: 

: 
SIC %at u.. olEmpls Sq.Fl por Sq'""• %al 2010 Sqiare 

Division SIC TIiie 1gg()Emp Toal CoOl1 In Bldg. EmployN FHI Total Emplymnt Feet 

div u: title IIOemo DO= code bldapc1 sft9mD 90sfl 10em• 10sft 
474 Rental af Kailroad Cars 23 0.0% 4 10% 650 1,4Q5 0.ll'lb 27 1.750 
478 Misc. Transportation Servil:ff 1.3TT 0.0% 4 100% &SO 5g5_050 0.0% 1.811 1.047.<128 
481 Teleph)ne commUl"IIC&tion ;,044 0.2% 4 100% 850 5.878,600 0.3% 10,5&1 8,879,4(1) 

i 482 T eleG,Bph CommWlication n5 0.0% 4 100% 850 471,250 0.0% 848 551,478 

I 483 Radio and lelevision broadcasting ;,413 0.2% 4 100% 850 6.118,450 0.3% 11,018 7,180,087 
484 4,564 0.1% 4 100% 850 2,;ee,600 0.2% 5.341 3,471,849 
48G Communication Servien 2,002 0.0% 4 100% 850 1,301,300 0.1% 2,343 1,522,840 
4g1 Electric urvices 4,442 0.1% 4 100% 850 2,887,300 0.2% 5,1;& 3,378,849 
482 Gu production and distribution 4.798 0.1% 4 100% 850 3.117,400 02% 5,812 3.846.122 
4g3 Combination utility aervicft 728 0.0% 4 100% 850 473,200 0.0% 852 553,780 
4114 Waler Supply 14,215 0.3% 4 100% 850 ;_23;,150 0.5% 18,835 10,812,773 

I 
495 Sanitary- 6,499 0.1% 4 100% &SO 4,224,350 0.2% 7,605 4,1143,525 
498 Sleam Supply 530 0.0% 4 100% 850 344.500 0.0% 820 403,14g 
497 ~rigation S)'$1ema 31 0.0% 4 100% 850 20,150 0.0% 38 23,580 

Whol ... le 501 Motor Vehicles and Automowe Equipment 21.825 0.5% 4 100% 850 14,188,250 0.8% 25,541 18,801.3110 
Trade 502 FLl'nib.l'• and Home Fwnishings 13,823 0.3% 4 100% &SO 8,;&4,950 0.5% 18.178 10,514,5114 

503 lumber and Construction Material& ;,738 0.2% 4 100% &SO 8,32;,700 0.3% 11.3;& 7,407,301 
504 Sporting Goods, Toys. and Hobby Goods 32,070 0.7% 4 100% &SO 20,845,500 1.1% 37,530 24,3114,348 
505 Metals and Mirwals, except Petroleum 8,23g 0.2% 4 100% 850 5,355,350 0.3% 8,842 8,287,072 
508 Electrical Goods 38,1168 0.8% 4 100% 850 24,029.200 1.3% 43,282 28,120,055 
507 Hatdwm9, Plumbing, and Heating Equipmeo 14,101 0.3% 4 100% 650 9,185,850 0.5% 18,502 10,728,058 
508 Machlnety. Equipment and Suppl in 38,065 0.8% 4 100% 850 23,442,250 1.2% 42.205 27,433,180 
509 Misc. o .. able Goods 33,;82 0.7% 4 100% 850 22,088,300 1.2% 3g_787 25,848,728 
510 32 0.0% 4 100% 850 20.800 0.0% 37 24.341 
511 Paper and Paper Products 11,;35 0.3% 4 100% 850 7,757,750 0.4% 13,987 ;,078,4119 
512 Druga, ProprielllriN, and Sund-in 6,65g 0.1% 4 100% 650 4,328,350 0.2% 7.793 5,065,231 
513 Apparel. Piece Goods. and Notiona 25,352 0.8% 4 100% 850 16.478,800 0.9% 29,668 19,284,238 
514 GroceriN and Related Products 35.720 0.8% 4 100% 850 23,218,000 1.2% 41.801 27,170,752 
515 Farm-Product RawMatwials 304 0.0% 4 100% 850 197,eoo 0.0% 358 231.240 
518 Chemical and Alliad Producls 8,3;; 0.1% 4 100% 850 4,159,350 0.2% 7,4&8 4,887,459 
517 Pe1role..n and Petroleum Producls 3,485 0.1% 4 100% &SO 2.252.250 0.1% 4,055 2.835,685 
518 Bew, Wine, and Oistilled Baw,agn 4,581 0.1% 4 50% &SO 1,482,325 0.1% 5,337 1,734,1184 
519 Mille. NondLSabl• Goods 20,881 0.4% 4 100% 650 13,42Ui50 0.7% 24,178 15,715.1183 

Reta~Trade 521 L..nbw and 0t1w Building Mai.rials 11,241 0.2% 1.1 100% 650 ;,554,850 0.5% 13,155 11,181,517 
523 Paint, Glass and Wall- Stor• 4,088 0.1% 1.1 100% 850 3,457,800 0.2% 4,781 4.048,474 
525 Hatdwm9 Stores 4,528 0.1% 1.1 100% 850 3,848,800 0.2% 5.298 4,504,040 
528 RetaW N....-iN and Garden Stores 2,831 0.1% 1. 1 100% 850 2.408,350 0.1% 3,313 2.a1a,01g 
527 Mobile Home Deal•• 509 0.0% 1 100% 530 26;,770 0.0% - 315,6;7 
531 Depanment Stores 82,044 1.3% 1 100% 530 32.883.320 1.7% n,807 38,481,548 
533 Variety Stor• 5,250 0.1% 1 100% 530 2,782,500 0.1% 8,144 3,258,207 
539 Mioc. Get.al MorchandlH Stores 2,34; 0.1% 1 100% 530 1.244,;70 0.1% 2,74g 1,458,920 
541 Groce,y Storn 58,017 1.2% 1 100% 530 29,889,010 1.8% 85,554 34,743,420 
542 MN! Markets and Freezer Provisioner• 2,;12 0.1% 1 100% 530 1.543.380 0.1% 3,408 1.808,110 
543 Fruit Storn and Vegetable Markets 522 0.0% 1 100% 530 278,880 0.0% 811 323,780 
544 Candy, Nul and Corlectionary Stor• 1,4g5 0.0% 1 100% 530 782.350 0.0% 1,750 827.244 
545 Dary Producls Slor• 1,254 0.0% 1 100% 530 884,820 0.0% 1,487 777,788 
548 Relai Balwin 10.;79 0.2% 1 100% 530 5,817.211:J 0.3% 12,845 8,807,844 
549 Misc Food Stores 8,228 0.1% 1 100% 530 3,300,840 0.2% 7.288 3,882,NZ 
551 N-and U..d Car Deai...s 58.801 1.2% 1 100% 530 30.104,530 1.8% 88,471 35.229,881 
552 U..d Car Dealws 4,4315 0.1% 1 100% 530 2,351,080 0.1% 5,1;1 2,751,340 
553 /lu.o and Home Supply Stores 17,788 0.4% 1 100% 530 ;,415,980 0.5% 20,7;1 11,01;,oos 
554 Guoline s_,,.,. Slationa 15,892 0.3% 1 100% 530 8,422,780 0.4% 18,5;& 9,858,e;t 
555 Boat Dealers 1144 0.0% 1 100% 530 500,320 0.0% 1,105 585,4;7 
558 RecrNtion and U!lity Trailer Dealers 1.248 0.0% 1 100% 530 880.380 0.0% 1,458 m.807 
557 Motorcycle Deal•• 1,8011 0.0% 1 100% 530 852,TTO 0.0% 1,883 997,950 
559 Aulomowe 0..lors 780 0.0% 1 100% 530 413.400 0.0% 913 483.m 
581 Mens and Boys Clothing & F,.nishings 7,1DO 0.2% 1 100% 530 3,810,700 0.2% 8,414 4,4511,453 
582 Women's Rady-to-Wea, Stores 19,413 0.4% 1 100% 530 10,288,890 0.5% 22,718 12,040,524 
583 Women's -.ory and Specialty Stores 8,391 0.2% 1 100% 530 4,447,230 0.2% ;,820 5,204,3411 
5M Chilchn'• and lnlanfs Wea, Sto,• 3,070 0.1% 1 100% 530 1,827,100 0.1% 3,5g3 1.D04,108 
585 Family Clclhing Siar• 4,309 0.1% 1 100% 530 2,283,770 0.1% 5,043 2,872,57'1 
588 St- Stores 8,885 0.2% 1 100% 530 4,582,450 0.2% 10,140 5,374,2Q2 
589 Misc. Apparel & AccassoriH 6.413 0.1% 1 100% 530 3.398.B;o 0.2% 7,505 3,8TT,535 
571 Fi..-nitl6• and Home f1,1nis,hing Stores 26.487 0.6% 1.1 100% 850 22,513,!ISO 1.2% 30,898 28.348,841 
572 Hoiaehold Appliance Stores 5,485 0.1% 1 100% 530 2.D07.050 0.2% a,41; 3,401,861 
573 Radio, T el.,tlion, and Music Storn 26,671 0.6% 1 100% 530 14,135,830 07% 31.212 18,542,153 
581 Eating and Drinking Places 188.741 4.1% 2 100% 120 22,848,QZO 1.2% 220,873 28,504.78; 
591 Drug Stores and Proprietary Stores 13,407 0.3% 1 100% 530 7,105,710 0.4% 15,88g 8,315,423 
592 Liquor Stores ;,911 0.2% 1 100% 530 5,252,&:ll 0.3% 11,5;& 8,147.099 
593 U..d M•chandiu Stores 8,228 0.2% 1 100% 530 4,380,840 0.2% 9,829 5,103,252 
5114 Mioc. Shopping Good Stores 58,582 1.2% 1 100% 530 29,9TT,eeo 1.6% 88,191 35,081,448 
596 Nonstor• Retail•• 25,845 0.8% 1 0% 530 0 0.0% 30,245 0 
598 Fuel and le• 0...l•n 588 0.0% 1 0% 530 0 0.0% 865 0 
599 Relail Stores 33,446 0.7% 1 100% 530 17,726.380 0.9% 3;,140 20,744,210 

FIRE 801 Fedefal Reeerve Banks = 0.0% 5 100% 240 173,280 0.0% 845 202.780 
602 Comm•cial and Stock Savings Banks 48,153 1.0% 5 100% 240 11,558,720 0.6% 58.351 13,524, 1;& 
803 Muhal Savings Banks 19,509 0.4% 5 100% 240 4,882,1110 0.2% 22,830 5.479.275 
606 4,329 0.1% 5 100% 240 1,038,980 0.1% 5,088 1,215,838 
60.!I 1,5114 0.0% 5 100% 240 382,560 0.0% 1.865 447.1189 
609 3.330 0.1% 5 100% 240 799,200 0.0% 3,897 1135.280 
611 Rediscount and Financing Institutions 1.020 0.0% 5 100% 240 244,800 0.0% 1, 1114 286,476 
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ESTlMAlE OF LA. COUNTY BUILDING FLOOR AREA DERIVED FROM EMPLOYMENT ESTIMATE BY SIC CATEGORY 111110 AND 2010 

I 
land P•cen: 

SIC %of UN of Empls Sq.Fl per Squa,e %of 2010 Squo,o 
Division SIC T,tle 1990Emp. Total Code1 In Bldg. Employ" FHt Total Emplymnt Foot 

. div sic titi• IIOomo 90- codo bldapct sflamc 90sfl 10.mp 1 OSI"' 

' 
614 P•IOl"al Credit Institutions. 8.356 0.1% s 100% 240 1,525.440 0.1% 7.438 1.785.1 
61 S s...., ... Credit Institutions 3,333 0.1% s 100% 240 7gg_g20 0.0% 3.900 936,1~ 

I 618 Mortgage Bonlcorsand Broko,1 14,TT2 0.3% 5 100% 240 3,54S.2SO 0.2% 17,287 4,148,847 
821 Secwity Broks• and 0...1•• 11,543 0.3% 5 100% 240 2,TT0,320 0.1% 13,508 3.241,954 
fl22 Commodity Conlrae1s Brokors. Deal«s 410 0.0% s 100% 240 98,400 0.0% 480 115,152 
023 S«:,.ily ■nd Commodity Exchanges 541 0.0% 5 100% 240 129,840 0.0% e33 151,D45 

! 828 SecLl'ity and Commodity S.-vic-. 6,375 0.1% 5 100% 240 1,530,000 0.1% 7,480 1,790,475 
831 Life lns11ance 4,761 0.1% 5 100% 240 1,142,640 0.1% 5,572 1,337,11111 

! e.32 Mecical Service and HMlth Insurance 5,405 0.1% 5 100% 240 1.297,200 0.1% 6,325 1,518,042 
833 Fi'e. Marine, and Cas1.atty lnal.l'ance 11,176 0.2% 5 100% 240 2,662,240 0.1% 13,079 3,138,878 
635 s .. e1y 1 .... """" 2.926 0.1% 5 100% 240 702,240 0.0% 3,424 621.793 
fS3e Title Insurance 3,921 0.1% 5 100% 240 D41,040 0.0% 4,589 1,101,248 
637 Ponlion, Health, and Wolloro Funds 1,389 0.0% 5 100% 240 328,560 0.0% 1,602 384,496 
639 lns.16&~ Caniln, nee 141 0.0% 5 100% 240 33,840 0.0% 165 39,601 
641 lnswance Agents, Broken and Service 52,450 1.1% s 100% 240 12,588.roo 0.7% 81.379 14,731,046 
651 Real Estate Opor■lora and Lnsora 2g_545 0.6% 5 100% 240 7,090,aro 0.4% 34,575 8,297,974 
653 Real Estate Agents and Manago,• 56,875 1.2% 5 100% 240 13,602,(l)Q 0.7% 66,324 15_g11,675 
654 Tille Abwlract Offices 884 0.0% 5 100% 240 212,160 0.0% 1,034 248,279 
655 Subdivider• and O..olope,1 15,283 0.3% 5 100% 240 3,687,920 0.2% 17,885 4,292.3811 
671 Holding OlficH 1,154 0.0% 5 100% 240 276,960 0.0% 1,350 324,111 
672 l.....tment 011icn 632 0.0% 5 100% 240 151.880 0.0% 740 1n_503 
673 Truals 1,388 0.0% 5 100% 240 333,120 0.0% 1.024 

__ 832 

679 Misc. lnvoating 5,606 0.1% 5 100% 240 1,345,440 0.1% 6,560 1,574.4115 
S4rvic:a 7011 Hotels, Motels, TOU'ist Co..ts 37.124 0.8% 3 100% 890 33,040,360 1.8% 43,444 38,1165,322 

7021 Rooming and Bo■tding Ho._ 230 0.0% 10 100% 500 115,000 0.0% 289 134,578 
7032 Sporting and Rocreational Camps 534 0.0% 9 100% 200 106,800 0.0% 625 124,982 
7033 Trawi,g P■,ka for Transients 263 0.0% 3 100% 890 234,070 0.0% 308 273,919 
7041 Membership-Bui& Organization Hotels 584 0.0% 3 100% 890 519,780 0.0% 683 808,247 
7211 Pow. laundries, fam!y & commen:ial 1,515 0.0% 4 100% 850 984,750 0.1% 1,773 1,152,399 
7212 Getman! Pr ... i,g and Cl•nor• Agonls 4,436 0.1% 1 100% 530 2,351,0SO 0.1% 5,191 2,751,340 
7213 Linen Supply 3,450 0.1% 1 100% 530 1,128,sro 0.1% 4,037 2,139,793 
n15 Coin-operated llluncties and clN.ning 3,125 0.1% 1 100% 530 1,656,250 0.1% 3,657 1,938,219 
7216 Ory cleaning plants, oxcept rug 5,478 0.1% 1 100% 530 2,1102,2SO 0.2% 9,408 3.3116,379 
7217 Carpet and Uphol-y Cleaning 3,648 0.1% 1 100% 530 1,933.440 0.1% 4,289 2,282,SQII 
7218 lnduo•al launder•• 1,704 0.0% 4 100% 850 1,107,600 0.1% 1.- 1,296,184 
7219 la..,cwy and Garment SOlvic .. 1.135 0.0% 1 100% 530 601,550 0.0% 1,328 703,981 
7221 Photographic Studios, Portrait 8,423 0.1% 1 100% 530 3,404,190 0.2% 7,519 3.983,737 
7231 Boauly Shops 33.845 0.7% 1 100% 530 17,937,650 1.0% 39,807 20,991,1182 
7241 Barber Shopo 3,989 0.1% 1 100% 530 2,114,170 0.1% 4,668 2,474,0V7 
7251 Shoo R-• and Hat Cleaning Shopo 1.729 0.0% 1 100% 530 816,370 0.0% 2.023 1,072,3~ 
7281 Funoral Service and Cromalorin 1,784 0.0% 1 100% 530 D45.520 0.1% 2,088 1,108,49() 
7291 4,916 0.1% 1 100% 530 2,605,4SO 0.1% 5,753 3,049,050 
7299 Misc. Pwaonel s- 16,830 0.4% 1 100% 530 8,919,900 0.5% 19,895 10,438,470 
7311 Advertiaing Agencies 15,934 0.3% 5 100% 240 3,624,160 0.2% 18,&47 4,475,205 
7312 Out- --.ig S•vicn 891 0.0% 5 10% 240 16,584 0.0% 8011 19,407 
7313 Radio, lV, pub,_ roprnenlalives 1,324 0.0% 5 100% 240 317,760 0.0% 1,549 371,857 
731 g Advwlioi,g, ,_ 1,653 0.0% 5 100% 240 396,720 0.0% 1,934 484,280 
7322 4,350 0.1% 5 100% 240 1,044,000 0.1% 5,0111 1,221,736 
7323 1,059 0.0% 5 100% 240 254,160 0.0% 1,239 297,430 
7331 Di'oct Mail Advertising Sorvicfl 5,838 0.1% 5 100% 240 1,400,640 0.1% 8,830 1,8311,0112 
7334 2,899 0.1% 5 100% 240 695,760 0.0% 3,3113 814,210 
7335 3,214 0.1% 5 100% 240 TT1,380 0.0% 3,761 1102,680 
7338 9,541 0.2% 5 100% 240 2,289,840 0.1% 11,165 2,879,674 
7338 3,549 0.1% 5 100% 240 851,760 0.0% 4,153 996,766 
7342 DiMrucling and Exte,minating 4,418 0.1% 5 10% 240 106,032 0.0% 5,170 124,083 
734g Building Mainle""""" SOIYicn 34,000 0.7% 5 100% 240 8,160,000 0.4% 39,788 9,549,201 
7352 718 0.0% 5 100% 240 171,840 0.0% 838 201,0115 
7353 2,289 0.0% 5 100% 240 544,560 0.0% 2,655 637,289 
7359 a,n5 0.2% 5 100% 240 2,108.000 0.1% 10,289 2,484,536 
7361 Employrnanl Agencies 21.938 0.5% 5 100% 240 5,265,120 0.3% 25,673 6,181,481 
7363 13,451 0.3% 5 100% 240 3,228,240 0.2% 15,741 3,7n,832 
7371 g,073 0.2% 5 100% 240 2,1TT,520 0.1% 10,818 2,548.232 
7372 Computm- ProliJl'■ming and Software 4.967 0.1% s 100% 240 1,192,0SO 0.1% 5,813 1,395.026 
7373 3,262 0.1% 5 100% 240 782,880 0.0% 3,817 916,102 
7374 llllta Procassing SOlvices 11,696 0.3% 5 100% 240 2,807,040 0.1% 13,887 3,284.925 
7375 323 0.0% 5 100% 240 n,520 0.0% 378 90,717 
7378 133 0.0% 5 100% 240 31,920 0.0% 156 37,354 
73TT 430 0.0% s 100% 240 103,200 0.0% 503 120,769 
7378 2,327 0.1% 5 100% 240 558,480 0.0% 2,723 653,559 
7379 Computer Related Services 4,182 0.1% s 100% 240 1.003,8SO 0.1% 4.894 1,174,SS! 
7381 24,652 0.5% 5 100% 240 5,918,4SO 0.3% 28,849 6,923,732 
7362 3,261 0.1% 5 100% 240 782.&40 0.0% 3,816 915,881 
7383 431 0.0% 5 100% 240 103,440 0.0% 504 121,050 
7384 7,432 0.2% 5 100% 240 1,783,6SO 0.1% 8,697 2,087,343 
7389 66,334 1.4% 5 100% 240 15,920,160 0.8% n,627 18,830,490 
7390 2,437 0.1% s 100% 240 584,880 0.0% 2,852 684,453 
7513 Truck and Rental Leasing 3,387 0.1% 4 15% 650 330,233 0.0% 3,964 388,453 
7514 5,899 0 1% 4 15% 650 575.153 0.0% 8,903 673,089 
7515 882 0.0% 4 15% 650 66,495 0.0% 798 TT,81l 
7519 Utility Tra~o, Rental TT3 0.0% 4 15% 650 75,368 0.0% 905 88,1981 
7521 2,663 0.1% 4 15% 650 259.643 0.0% 3,116 303,845 
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ESTIMATE OF LA COI.MTY BULDING FLOOR AREA DERIVED FROM EMPLOYMENT ESTIMATE BY SIC CATEGORY 111110 AND 2010 

I SIC 

Land PorCflll ' 

SIC %al Use alEmpl1 Sq.Fl per Sq'""• %al 2010 s_,. 
Division Tdlo 1ggoEmp. Total Code' In Bldg. EmployN Feel Total Emplymnl Feel 

div IIC title -mp IIOaCt code bldacct sttemD 90sft 10.mp 101ft 
7532 12,560 0.3% 4 15% 650 1,224,600 0.1% 14.6118 1,433,082 
7533 835 0.0% 4 15% 650 81,413 0.0% 9n 85,273 
7534 Tr• retrNding and r11p111' shops 552 0.0% 4 15% 650 53,B20 0.0% Me 82,1183 
7538 709 0.0% 4 15% 850 69,128 0.0% 830 80.898 
7537 1,Jn 0.0% 4 15% 650 133,770 0.0% 1.6011 158,544 
7538 Genwal Repai' and Aulomative Shops 2B,6n 0.8% 1 100% 530 15,198,810 0.8% 33.558 17,786,334 
7538 Automotive Repai' Shops 8,435 0.1% 1 100% 530 3,410,550 0.2% 7,531 3,Wt.180 
7542 Ca,- 8,581 0.1% 1 100% 530 3,483.230 0.2% 7,713 4,087,8311 
7549-.notiVes.vicfl.nec 5,742 0.1% 1 100% 530 3,043,280 0.2% 6,720 3,581,380 
7822 Radio and T elwillion Repai'• 3,204 0.1% 1 100% 530 1,698,120 0.1% 3,749 1,1187,217 
7823 R'°"igerma, Service and Repai' 1.758 0.0% 1 100% 530 931,740 0.0% 2.057 1,090,364 

I 
7829 Electrical Repoi' Shops 4,847 0.1% 1 100% S30 2,588,910 0.1% 5,Bn 3,008,255 
7831 Watch, Clack and J-1-y Ropai' 1,240 0.0% 1 100% 530 657,200 0.0% 1,451 789,085 
7841 Rauphololery and F .. niu-• Repai- 3,533 0.1% 4 100% 650 2,296.450 0.1% 4,134 2,887,410 
7692 Welding Repair 1,924 0.0% 4 100% 650 1,250,600 0.1% 2,252 1,483.509 
7894 Atmatu-e Rewinding Shops 842 0.0% 4 100% 850 417,300 0.0% 751 4a8,343 
7699 Rapoi' s...,.,., nee 18,Q08 0.4% 4 100% 650 12,288.1100 0.7% 22,125 14,381,1128 
7812 Motion Piclu>e Production & Services 29,3118 0.11% 4 100% 650 18,108,71lQ 1.0% 34,403 22,381,884 
7819 Servicas Allied 1o Motion PlChHa 10,207 0.2% 5 100% 240 2,449,680 0.1% 11,945 2,888,728 
7822 3,885 0.1% 5 100% 240 932,400 0.0% 4,548 1,091,137 
7829 Motion Piclu>e Distribution Servicel 367 0.0% 5 100% 240 88.080 0.0% 429 103,075 
7832 Motion Pictwe Theaters. ex OrN'e In 2,1181 0.1% 1 100% 530 1,589,330 0.1% 3.465 1,838,501 
7833 Drive In Motion Picue n-- BB 0.0% g 100% 200 17,600 0.0% 103 20,5118 
7841 2,223 0.0% 9 100% 200 444,600 0.0% 2.1501 520,291 
7911 Dance Hallo, Studios, and Schools 1,439 0.0% g 100% 200 287,800 0.0% 1,684 338,797 
7922 ThNtrical Produc.a and Servicas B,4n 0.2% 5 100% 240 2,034,480 0.1% 9,920 2,380,840 
7929 _,..,.,, and Enlorlainrnenl Groups 2,804 0.1% 5 100% 240 672,1180 0.0% 3,281 787,528 
7933 Bowing Alleys 1,929 0.0% g 100% 200 385,800 0.0% 2,257 451.481 
7941 Sports Clubs and Promot.,. 633 0.0% 8 100% 200 126,600 0,0% 741 148,153 
7948 Racng, Including Track Operation 686 0.0% 9 100% 200 137,200 0.0% 803 180,558 
rw1 4,208 0.1% 8 100% 200 841,600 0.0% 4,924 984,878 
7992 Public Golf Co .. _ 917 0.0% 9 100% 200 183,400 0.0% 1,073 214,823 
7993 Coin-Op■r■ted Atn,_.!Mnl Parko 478 0.0% 9 100% 200 85,200 0.0% 557 111,407 
7gge Am...- Parko 538 0.0% 9 100% 200 107,200 0.0% 827 125,450 
7W7 Membw""-' Sports & RecrNlion Clubs 5,435 0.1% 1 100% 530 2,SB0,550 0.2% 6,380 3,370,950 
7W9 AmL.Ument and Recr•tion, rwc 13,455 0.3% 9 100% 200 2,891,000 0.1% 15.748 3,149,130 
8011 Ollicn al Phyaicians 71,437 1.11% 6 100% 290 20,718,730 1.1% 83,5W 24,243,11153 
8021 Officn al O.ntiols 23,550 0.5% 8 100% 290 6,829,500 0.4% 27,559 7,992,189 
8031 Offica al Osteopathic Physiciors 342 0.0% 8 100% 2110 W,180 0.0% 400 116,065 
8041 Ollica al Chiropractars 5,814 0.1% 6 100% 2110 1,828,080 0.1% 8,570 1,1105.2211 
8042 Ollicn al Optometrilts 3,161 0.1% e 100% 2110 910,6110 0.0% 3,- 1.on,152 
8043 1,055 0.0% 8 100% 2110 305.llSO 0.0% 1.235 358,037 
8049 Ollicn al H..Hh Prac:titionwo,nac 8,539 0.2% e 100% 2110 2,768,310 0.1% 11,183 3,237,2111 
8051 Skilled N .. sng Cue FacYities 23,533 0.5% 10 100% 500 11,768.500 0.11% 27,539 13,769,890 
8052 578 0.0% 100% 2110 167,820 0.0% 678 1118, 158 
80511 N .. aing and Peroonal Care, rwc 32,187 0.7% 100% 2110 9,337,130 0.5% 37,878 10,928,731 
8082 0.-■l Medical & S .. gical Hospllalo 134,378 2.9% 100% 2110 38,1189,620 2.1% 157,255 45,804,009 
8063 Psychiatric Hoopllalo 27,545 0.11% 100% 2110 7,1188,050 0.4% 32.234 9,347,977 
8069 Sp■cillly Hoapitala. eJCC. P.ychiatric 9,383 0.2% 100% 2110 2,n1,010 0.1% 10,NO 3,184,319 
8071 Medical l.aboratarias 9,1107 0.2% 100% 2ao 2,873,030 0.2% 11,594 3,382,1-48 
son Denial Laboratories 3,009 0.1% 100% 2110 an.a10 0.0% 3,521 1,021,1118 
8082 2,948 0.1% 100% 2110 854,920 0.0% 3,450 1,000,488 
8092 701 0.0% 100% 2110 203.2110 0.0% 820 237,BW 
8083 8,010 0.1% 100% 290 1,742,900 0.1% 7,033 2,039,820 - 2,559 0.1% 100% 2110 742,110 0.0% 2,WS 888,451 
8111 L-1 S«vices 73,454 1.11% 100% 240 17 ,828,9110 0.9% 85,958 20,1130,205 
8211 Elem-.YandSecondarySchaolo 180,117 3.9% 100% 500 110,058,500 4.8% 210,781 105,390.524 
8221 Colloga and Universities 83,239 1.4% 100% 500 31,819.500 1.7% 74,005 37,002,567 
8222 Jinor Callo- 9,613 0.2% 100% 500 4,6011,500 0.3% 11,250 5,624,783 
8231 Librarias and Information Centers 8,220 0.2% 7 100% 200 1,845.200 0.1% 9,820 1,925,287 
8243 Date PrOCflSing School• 969 0.0% 8 100% 500 484,500 0.0% 1,134 568,984 
8244 lluaineu and Secr-ial Schaolo 2.310 0.1% 8 100% 500 1,155,000 0.1% 2,703 1,351,633 
8249 Vocalio,_I Schoolo 5,049 0.1% 8 100% 500 2,524,500 0.1% 5,1109 2,954,284 
8289 Schools and Educational S- 9.na 0.2% 8 100% 500 4,88D,000 0.3% 11,443 s,n1.328 
8322 19,607 0.4% 8 100% 500 9,803,500 0.5% 22,945 11.•n.4118 
8331 Job Trainrlg and Related Services 5.2n 0.1% 8 100% 500 2,638,500 0.1% 6,175 3,087,6112 
8351 Child Day Care 5....,.. 10,009 0.3% 8 100% 500 8,004,500 0.4% 18,734 9,367,227 
8381 Rni-1 Care 11.429 0.2% 10 100% 500 5,714,500 0.3% 13,375 6,887,385 
8399 Social Servicn, nee 7,436 0.2% 5 100% 240 1,784.640 0.1% 8,702 2,088.4811 
8412 2,275 0.0% 5 100% 240 546,000 0.0% 2,682 838,954 
8422 342 0.0% 5 100% 240 82,080 0.0% 400 118,054 
8611 Busi'INS Associations 5,076 0.1% 5 100% 240 1,218,720 0.1% 5,943 1,426,201 
6821 Pralnaicnal Organiralions 4,335 0.1% 5 100% 240 1,040,400 0.1% 5,073 1,217,523 
8831 Labor Organizations 5,791 0.1% 5 100% 240 1,389,840 0.1% 6,777 1,826,454 
8641 Civic and Social Associations 10,324 0.2% 5 100% 240 2,477,7flJ 0.1% 12,082 2,BW,587 
8651 Political OrganlZalio,- 433 0.0% 5 100% 240 103,920 0.0% 507 121,812 
8681 Religious Organizations 45,118 1.0% 5 100% 240 10,828.:120 0.6% 52,7W 12,671.789 
8699 Membership Or ganirations 5,820 0.1% 5 100% 240 1,396,800 0.1% 6.811 1,834,598 

I 
8711 23,883 0.5% 5 100% 240 5,727,120 0.3% 27,926 6,702,134 
B712 12,552 0.3% 5 100% 240 3,012.480 0.2% 14,888 3,525,340 

' 8713 a04 0.0% 5 100% 240 216,960 0.0% 1,058 253,896 
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ESTIMATE OF LA CC>l.WTY BUILDING FLOOR AREA DERIVED FROU EMPLOYMENT ESTIMATE BY SIC CATEGORY 111911 AND 2010 

I 

Land Po,CMII 
SIC %of u.. of Empts Sq.Fl pe, Square 

Division I SIC Tolle 1ggo Emp. Total Com• In Bldg. EmployN FNI 
"~ SC tiHe 90emo QOpcl code Dldu~l stt.mo llOs1'I 

8721 36,818 0.8% 5 100% 240 8,788,320 

I 
8731 18,3;7 0.4% 5 100% 240 3,;35,211) 

' 8732 7,514 0.2% 5 100% 240 1,803,3«) 
I 8733 12,587 0.3% 5 100% 240 3,020,Blll 

8734 3,525 0.1% 5 100% 240 848,000 
8741 25,83; 0.8% 5 100% 2,10 8.201,3«) 
8742 23,1185 0.5% 5 100% 240 5,751,600 

i 8743 7,483 0.2% 5 100% 2ol0 1,795,;20 
8744 562 0.0% 5 100% 240 134,880 
87"8 10.537 0.2% 5 100% 240 2,528,Blll 
8811 PriYllte Ho ... holdll 72 0.0% 5 100% 240 17,280 
8999 Servicff,noc 2,951 0.1% 5 100% 240 708,240 

Gowrr1menl 9111 Executive Officn 17,850 0.4% 7 100% 200 3,570,000 
;121 Legislative Bodies 191.823 4.2% 7 100% 200 38,324,lllO 
9131 Executive and Legislative Combined 1,"80 0.0% 7 100% 200 2118,000 
9199 GetwalGovermenl 4,331 0.1% 7 100% 200 808,200 
9211 Co..ta 1,507 0.0% 7 100% 200 301,400 
11221 Police Protection 2,574 0.1% 7 100% 200 514,800 
11222 Legal CDUl'MI and Protection 399 0.0% 7 100% 200 79,800 
11223 Cor-nal lnstilutions 2,382 0.1% 10 100% 500 1,191,000 
11224 Fre Protection 224 0.0% 7 100% 200 44,800 
9229 Public Order and Saloly 283 0.0% 7 100% 200 52,800 
9311 Firanca, Tuation& MonetatyPolicy 2,872 0.1% 7 100% 200 574,400 
11411 Adrnin. of Educational Programs 1,595 0.0% 7 100% 200 31;,000 
9431 Admin. of Public Hu.lh Pros,ams 25,857 0.8% 7 100% 200 5,171,400 
9441 Admin of Social & Manpower Prgma 764 0.0% 7 100% 200 152.800 
9451 Administration of Veteran's affai's 17 0.0% 7 100% 200 3,400 
9511 Ail,-. & Solid Waste Mgt ;,815 0.2% 7 100% 200 1,923,000 
g512 Land. Minwal & Wlclle Conservalion 2,848 0.1% 7 100% 200 529,800 
9531 Housing Progranw 848 0.0% 7 100% 200 169,200 
9532 LI-ban and Communjy Developmenl 475 0.0% 7 100% 200 ;s,000 
9e11 Admin ot Gen'I Economic Pros,ams 442 0.0% 7 100% 200 88,400 
11821 Regulation, Adrnin of T,a,_porlalion 8,809 0.2% 7 100% 200 1,781,800 
9031 Regulation, Adrnin. of Ulililies 303 0.0% 7 100% 200 80,800 
11841 R-i,.alionofAgricultU'al Markoling 1,103 0.0% 7 100% 200 220,800 
11851 Regulation of Mile. Comm S-• 914 0.0% 7 100% 200 182,800 
11881 Spece R-and Technology 24 0.0% 7 100% 200 4,800 
9711 National Sec1dy 10,879 0.2% 7 100% 200 2,175,800 
9721 lnlO<netionel Allara 1,208 0.0% 7 100% 200 241,200 ,_, 4,Boe,727 100.0% - NA 1880051488 

1 Land U.. Co-: 
1 =Com,.,..cial; 2=Eating & Drinking; 3•Lodging; 4=1nduatrial; 5=0fflce; 6=Madical: ?=Government: B=lnslitutioral/E-tion: D•Olher 

SIC.WK1 

Code Land U.. Claasir10ation 
1 Reial commercial - Typical Density 

1.1 Relai Commer,:BI - Low Derosily 
2 Eating & Drinking 
3 Lodging 
4 lndulll'iol 
5 Office 
II Medical 
7 Government 
8 lrwtibaonal/Educational 
9 Olher 

10 Group Otartera 

Empl O.naily 
530 
850 
120 
a;o 
eso 
2ol0 
2;o 
200 
500 
200 
500 1.55 Beda/empl per ITE N1Hing HDrM data 

%of 2010 Square 
Tolal Emplymnt FNt 

10.mo 10 
0.5% 42.852 10,284.-1 
0.2% 1;,1a; 4,805,2 
0.1% 8.793 2,110,37:1 
0.2% 14,730 3.535.170 
0.0% 4,125 gg(l,027 
0.3% 30.238 7,257,112 
0.3% 28,045 e,730,782 
0.1% 8,757 2.101,667 
0.0% 858 157,843 
01% 12,331 2,;59,410 
0.0% 84 20,222 
0.0% 3,453 828,814 
0.2% 20,889 4,1n,ns 
2.0% 224,248 44,849,178 
0.0% 1,732 348,393 
0.0% 5,088 1,013.e«I 
0.0% 1,764 352,712 
0.0% 3,012 802,442 
0.0% 487 93,388 
0.1% 2,788 1,393,782 
0.0% 282 52,427 
0.0% 308 81,555 
0.0% 3,381 872,189 
0.0% 1,887 373,308 
0.3% 30,259 e,051,808 
0.0% 8114 178,813 
0.0% 20 3,979 
0.1% 11,252 2,250,381 
0.0% 3,099 e1;,1e2 
0.0% - 198,005 
0.0% 55G 111,173 
0.0% 517 103,450 
0.1% 10,309 2,Gel,738 
0.0% 355 70,917 
0.0% 1,291 258,156 
0.0% 1,070 213,921 
0.0% 28 5,817 
0.1% 12,731 2,548,219 
0.0% 1,411 282,21 

100.u-. 5,391,000 NJ 
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APPENDIX CC 

DISTRIBUTION OF RETAIL COMMERCIAL BUILDING FLOOR AREA BY SIZE 
OF BUILDING 

1993 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County November 1993 





retail.wk1 

DISTRIBUTION OF RETAIL SPACE IN RETAIL CENTERS 
IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY 1993 

Cent•s less Centers of 300,000SF 
Citv than 300,000 SF and over 
Acton 50,000 0 
Aooura Hills 326.250 0 
Alhambra 939,121 0 
Anteloca 280,827 0 
Antelo"" 0 0 
Arcadia 537,356 1,337.433 
Ariela 10,187 0 
Ar1esia 261,020 0 
Azusa 1,124,629 0 
Baldwin Park 356,840 0 
Bell 220,000 0 
Bell Gardens 161,000 0 
BelHlower 299,300 0 
Beverly Hills 44,162 0 
Burbari< 383,202 2,500,000 
Calabasas 366,616 0 
Can""" Park 861,850 1,048.659 
Carson 37,000 915,000 
Cas1aic 123,000 0 
Cerritos 613,150 1,800.000 
Chatsworth - 170,544 0 
Claremont 370.444 0 
Commerce 204,980 0 
Come.ton 580,798 0 
Covina 887,962 415,000 
Cit-I of lndus1ry 339,000 3,815,551 
Culver Cilv 196,590 823,000 
Diamond Bar 105,298 0 
Downey 64,000 989.000 
Duarte 546,080 0 
EIMonta 479,100 0 
El;:,eaundo 78,925 0 
Encino 457,000 0 
Gardena 279,840 0 
Glendale 456,449 1,390,000 
Glenda-a 295,561 0 
Granada Hills 251,150 0 
Hawaiian Gardens 157.910 0 
Hawthorne 201,897 834,TT2 
Hollvwood 148,000 0 
Huntington Park 284,368 0 
lnolewood 523,831 0 
Irwindale 17,000 0 
La Cresenta 244,982 0 
La Mirada 532.215 320.000 
La Puente 758,686 0 
La Verne 180,584 0 
Lakewood 659,500 2,390,000 
Lancaster 1,641,804 1,946,592 
Lawndale 10,207 0 
Little Rock 100,000 0 
Lake Los Anaeles 150,000 0 
Lomi1a 20,900 0 
I.on!! Beach 879.940 1,541,945 
Los Anaeles 3,982,481 7.293.333 
Lynwood 116,240 0 
Maflbu 156,000 0 
Manhattan Beach 113,000 483,624 
Marina Del Rav 2a1.n1 450,000 
Mavwood 49,000 0 
Mission Valley 150.000 0 
Monrovia 96,391 0 
Monterey Park 614,200 0 
North Hollvwood 275,970 1,341,649 
North Palm Beach 180,887 0 
Northridge t .252,822 1,816.601 
Nawalk 556,218 0 
Pacific Palisades 25,000 0 
Pacoima 50,000 0 
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re1ail.wk1 

DISTRIBUTION OF RETAIL SPACE IN RETAIL CENTERS 
IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY 1993 

Centers less Centers of 300,000SF 
Cttv than 300,000 SF and over 
Palmdale 1,625.264 2,144,000 
Panorama Cn-i 0 345,076 
PararrDunt 341,934 0 
Pasadere 940.267 934,509 
Pico Ai-a 335,000 0 
Palos Verdes Pen 208,383 300,000 
Pomona 1 .176,552 495,951 
Puente Hills 90,000 0 
Rancho 272.736 0 
Rancho PVerdes 185,000 0 
Redondo Beach 223.511 1,000,000 
Resedll 151,349 0 
Rolling Hills Es1ates 0 381.975 
Rosemead 87.140 430,000 
Rowland Heiahts 365,931 0 
Soll1h Pasadera 63,000 0 
San Dimas 841,445 0 
San Fernan:fo 872.012 0 
San Gabriel 66,724 0 
San Pedro 444,232 0 
San1a Clarita 233.900 646,000 
Santa Fe Springs 442,656 540,000 
San1a Monica 51,589 564,000 
Saugus 425,000 0 
Sherman Oaks 0 1,360,000 
Sianal Hill 435.080 300,000 
Studio Cilv 112,851 0 
SunVallev 285.000 0 
Sunland 153,214 0 
Svlmar 165,000 0 
Tnrzana 200.000 0 
TempleCilv 155,000 0 
Torrance 1,036,141 3,742,000 
Tu..._ 66.800 0 
Valencia n,.o,s 750,000 
VanNuvs 594.381 0 
Venice 285,668 405,000 
Walnut 348,000 0 
Walnut Park 14.286 0 
West Covina 1,135.097 1,838,042 
West Hills 0 1,250.000 
West Los Angeles 45.753 0 
Whinier 239,494 1,407,989 
Willowbrook 180.081 0 
Wilminnton 85,000 0 
Woodland Hills 373.635 603,444 
T o1al SqUlll'e Feet 43.296,160 52,890,145 96,186,305 

45.0% 55.0% 100% 
Total Number of Centers 510 70 580 

87.9% 12.1% 100% 

Source: National Research Bureau, "1993 Shopping Center DirectOl'y.' Western Volume. 
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DISTRIBUTION OF OFFICE BUILDING FLOOR AREA BY SIZE OF BUILDING 
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i OFFICE BUILDINGS 
BY SIZE 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY 
1989 

Location/Size Number of Percent of Total Percent 
Cateaorv Buildinas of Total Sauare Feet of Total 

I 
i Downtown ! 

0 - 49,000 SF I 33 ! 1.66 967,796 0.52 
50,000 - 299,000 SF 97 5.47 11,662,402 6.37 

300,000 SF or more 43 2.43 30,669,921 . 16.45 
Total 173 9.76 43,520,121 I 23.34 

West Central 
O - 49,000 SF 79 4.46 2,247,965 1.21 

50,000 - 299,000 SF 79 4.46 6,653,974 4.64 
300,000 SF or more 16 1.02 8,251,604 4.43 

Total 176 9.93 19,153,543 10.27 

West Side 
O - 49,000SF 109 6.15 3,047,544 1.63 

50,000 - 299,000 SF 147, 6.29 15,935,491 8.55 
300,000 SF or more 251 1.41 10,210,043 5.46 

Total 281 I 15.85 29,193,078 15.66 

Pasadena/Glendale 
O - 49,000 SF 92 5.19 2.225,307 1.19 

50,000 - 299,000 SF 62 3.50 7,471,664 4.01 
300,000 SF or more 5 0.28 1,921,500 1.03 

Total 159 6.97 11,616,471 6.23 

San Fernando Valley 
0 -49,000SF 251 14.16 6,645,782 3.67 

50,000 - 299,000 SF 190 10.72 19,789,442 10.61 
300.000 SF or more 14 0.79 6,393,787 3.43 

Total 455 25.66 33,029,011 17.72 

San Gabriel 
0 - 49.000SF 50 2.62 1,375,449 0.74 

50,000 - 299,000 SF 39 2.20 3,675,661 2.06 
300,000 SF or more 3 0.17 2,207,000 1.18 

Total 92 5.19 7,458,130 4.00 

Long Beach 
0 - 49,000SF 43 2.43 1,073,169 0.58 

50,000 - 299,000 SF 56 3.16 6,045,026 3.24 
300,000 SF or more 6 0.45 7,362,748 3.95 

Total 107 6.03 14.480,943 1.n 

Mid-Cities I 
O - 49,000SF 60 I 3.36 1,660,493 0.69 

50,000 - 299,000 SF 45' 2.54 4,301,046 2.31 
300,000 SF or more 2 0.11 1,650,000 0.69 

Total 107 6.03 7,611,539 4.08 

South Bay 
1011 O - 49,000 SF 6.03 3,010,647 1.61 

50,000 - 299,000 SF 100 I 5.96 13,669,236 7.34 
300,000 SF or more 10 I 0.56 3,670.456 1.97 

I Total 223 i 12.58 20,370,339 10.93 

County Total I 
o - 49.000SF 624 i 46.47 22,454,154 12.04 

50,000 - 299,000 SF 1 621 · 46.31 91,643,962 49.16 
300,000 SF or more , 1261 7.22: 72,337,059 i 36.80 

Total, 1TT3 I 100.00 j 166,435,175 ! 100.00 
! Source: Black's Office Le!!sing Guide, HR_&A 
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TRIP GENERATION COMPARISON 13-May-93 

TRIP GENERATION RATES BY PROJECT SIZE 
Office & Shopping Center Rates per 1000 sq .fl., per ITE Trip Generation 5th Edition 

Building Shopping Pass by/Linked 
Size /ksfl Office /Grassl % Net* 

10 24.60 167.59 n/a** 
25 19.72 118.86 72 33.13 
50 16.58 91.65 57 39.46 

100 14.03 70.67 45 38.90 
200 11.85 54.50 35 35.16 
300 10.77 46.81 31 32.34 
400 9.96 42.02 28 30.25 
500 9.45 38.65 26 28.61 
600 9.05 36.35 24 27.48 
700 8.75 35.12 23 26.99 
BOO 8.46 33.88 22 26.39 
900 8.46 32.99 21 25.98 

1000 8.46 32.09 21 25.51 

* Net trip generation after deducting pass-by and linked (diverted) trips. 
** Low end of ITE survey sample is roughly 25 ksf, showing 55-60% pass-by. 

WEEKDAY TRIP GENERATION RA TES 
Office & Shopping Center Uses 
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TRIP GENERATION COMPARISON 13-May-93 

TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY RATE COMPARISON 

Land Use Rate oer ITE SANDAG CMP Rate CMP Cateqory/Notes 

SF Residential DU 9.55 10 10 Sinale Familv 
Apartment 6.47 6 7 Multi-Family 
Condominium 5.86 8 
Mobile Home Park 4.81 5 
Retirement Community - 4 3 Group Living 
Congregate Care 2.15 2 

Quality Restaurant 96.51 100 100 Eating & Drinking 
High-Turnover Restaurant 205.36 250 
Fast Food Restaurant 786.22 700 

Hotel 8.70 10 10 Lodging 
Motel 10.19 9 
Industrial 1000sf - 10 7 Industrial 

Light 6.97 -
Heavy 1.50 - (Hvy Indus 3 surveys only) 

Industrial Park 6.97 8 
Manufacturing 3.85 4 
Warehousing 4.B8 5 
Mini-Warehouse 2.61 -
Medical Office 1000 sf 34.17 50 25 Medical 
Hosoital 16.78 20 MOB Rel. short distance 
Civic Center 1000 sf 68.93 30 30 Government 
Dept of Motor Vehicles 166.02 180 Rel. short distance trips 
Post Office 87.12 150 IITE Civ Ctr 1 survev onM 
Junior College 1000 sf 12.87 - 11 Institutional/Educational 
High School 10.90 11 
Elementary School 10.72 14 
Church 9.32 12 
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TRIP PL,, .. -OSE BREAKDOWNS BY LAND USE TYPE 

% of Total % of Prod & Attr bv Puroose 
LAND USE Trio Gen Total H-W H-S H-0 0-W 0-0 

Record Format: Prod. %P %HW %HS %HO %OW %00 
Attract.% A %HW %HS %HO %OW %00 

Overall Averages for All Uses: 

Housing p 84 100 18 21 53 2 6 
A 16 100 4 0 59 3 34 

Other Residential p 64 100 11 14 25 10 40 
A 36 100 4 0 40 4 52 

Hotel or Motel p 32 100 0 0 0 47 53 
A 68 99 28 6 35 7 23 

Regional Shopping Center p 28 100 0 0 0 31 69 
A 72 100 9 43 12 4 32 

Community Shopping Center p 23 100 0 0 0 19 81 
A 77 101 3 46 17 1 34 

Other Retail p 26 100 0 0 0 24 76 

A 74 101 6 46 10 4 35 
Heavy Industry p 9 100 0 0 0 78 22 

A 91 101 67 0 5 24 5 
Light Industry p 15 100 0 0 0 37 63 

A 85 100 40 0 10 41 9 
Highrise Office p 16 100 0 0 0 48 52 

A 84 100 37 1 12 43 7 
Government Office p 29 100 0 0 0 31 69 

A 71 99 17 0 34 20 28 
Other Office p 19 100 0 0 0 40 60 

A 81 101 38 0 17 36 10 
Medical Office p 29 100 0 0 0 21 79 

A 71 100 13 0 53 12 22 
Nursery School or Day Care p 27 100 0 0 0 38 62 

A 73 100 4 0 74 3 19 
Elementary School p 16 100 0 0 0 18 82 

A 84 100 4 0 81 3 12 
Junior High School p 17 100 0 0 0 12 66 

A 83 100 4 0 79 3 14 
Senior High School p 19 100 0 0 0 22 78 

A 81 100 7 0 76 4 11 
Junior College p 24 100 0 0 0 24 76 

A 76 100 9 0 76 3 12 

Subtotal % Total Trio Gen 
Work NWk H-W 0-W N-W~ 

%Wk%NW %HW %OW %NW 
%Wk%NW %HW %OW %NW 

20 80 15.1 1.68 67.2 
7 93 0.64 0.4B 14.8 

21 79 7.04 6.4 50.5 

8 92 1.44 1.44 33.1 

47 53 0 15.0 16.9 

35 64 19.0 4.76 43.5 
31 69 0 8.68 19.3 

13 87 6.48 2.88 62.6 

19 81 0 4.37 18.6 

4 97 2.31 0.77 74.6 

24 76 0 6.24 19.7 

10 91 4.44 2.96 67.3 
78 22 0 7.02 1.98 
91 10 60.9 21.8 9.1 
37 63 0 5.55 9.45 
81 19 34 34.8 16.1 
48 52 0 7.68 8.32 

80 20 31.0 36.1 16.8 
31 69 0 8.99 20.0 
37 62 12.0 14.2 44.0 
40 60 0 7.6 11.4 
74 27 30.7 29.1 21.8 
21 79 0 6.09 22.9 

25 75 9.23 8.52 53.2 

38 62 0 10.2 16.7 

7 93 2.92 2.19 67.8 
18 82 0 2.88 13.1 
7 93 3.36 2.52 78.1 

12 66 0 2.04 14.9 
7 93 3.32 2.49 77.1 

22 78 0 4.16 14.8 
11 89 5.67 3.24 72.0 
24 76 0 5.76 18.2 
12 B8 6.84 2.28 66.B 

5/13/93 

Relative Trip Length by Purpose (Miles) 
H-W 0-W N-WK OVERALL 

%HW %OW %NW Total Miles 
HW miles OW miles NW miles 

11.41 8.92 6.88 

15.76 2.16 82.08 7.64 
1.BO 0.19 5.65 
8.48 7.84 B3.68 7.42 
0.97 0.70 5.76 

19.04 19.80 60.48 8.10 
2.17 1.77 4.16 
6.48 11.56 81.96 7.41 
0.74 1.03 5.64 

2.31 5.14 93.32 7.14 
0.26 0.46 6.42 
4.44 9.20 87.10 7.32 

0.51 0.82 5.99 

60.97 28.86 11.08 10.29 
6.96 2.57 0.76 

34.00 40.40 25.60 9.24 

3.88 3.60 1.76 

31.08 43.80 25.12 9.18 

3.55 3.91 1.73 

12.07 23.19 64.03 7.85 

1.38 2.07 4.40 

30.78 36.76 33.27 9.08 

3.51 3.28 2.29 

9.23 14.61 76.16 7.60 

1.05 1.30 5.24 

2.92 12.45 84.63 7.26 

0.33 1.11 5.82 

3.36 5.40 91.24 7.14 

0.38 0.48 6.28 

3.32 4.53 92.15 7.12 

0.36 0.40 6.34 

5.67 7.42 86.91 7.29 

0.65 0.66 5.96 

6.64 6.04 65.12 7.35 

0.78 0.72 5.B6 
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TRIP PURPOSE BREAKDOWNS BY LAND USE TYPE 5/13/93 

% of Total % of Prod & Attr by Purpose Subtotal % Total Trip Gen Relative Trip Length by Purpose (Miles) 
LAND USE Trio Gen Total H-W H-S H-0 0-W 0-0 Work NWk H-W 0-W N-WI H-W 0-W N-WK OVERALL 

University or College p 23 100 0 0 0 37 63 37 63 0 6.51 14.4 10.76 17.75 71.47 7.73 
A 77 100 14 0 62 12 12 26 74 10.7 9.24 56.9 1.23 1.56 4.92 

Restaurant or Bar p 35 100 0 0 0 46 54 46 54 0 16.1 16.9 5.20 16.05 77.40 7.53 
A 65 101 6 50 5 3 35 11 90 5.2 1.95 56,5 0.59 1.61 5.32 

Hospital or Nursing Home p 20 100 0 0 0 27 73 27 73 0 5,4 14.6 23.20 14.20 62.60 6.22 
A 60 100 29 0 47 11 13 40 60 23.2 6.6 46 2.65 1.27 4.31 

Church p 16 100 0 0 0 16 64 16 64 0 2.66 15.1 5,74 6.62 65,64 7.31 
A 62 100 7 0 71 7 15 14 66 5.74 5.74 70,5 0.66 0.77 5.69 

Cultural Center p 26 100 0 0 0 9 91 9 91 0 2.34 23.6 4.44 6.04 69.52 7.20 
A 74 100 6 0 55 5 34 11 69 4.44 3.7 65.6 0.51 0.54 6.16 

Military Base p 16 100 3 5 6 30 54 33 67 0.54 5.4 12.0 36.62 21.60 41.56 6.96 
A 62 100 44 7 17 20 12 64 36 36.0 16.4 29.5 4.16 1.94 2.66 

Transportation Terminal p 23 100 0 0 0 32 66 32 66 0 7.36 15.6 16.94 16.14 65.69 6.07 
A 77 101 22 0 56 14 9 36 65 16.9 10.7 50.0 1.93 1.62 4.52 

Other Institution p 29 100 0 0 0 16 64 16 64 0 4.64 24.3 15.62 16.00 67.67 7.66 
A 71 99 22 5 26 16 26 36 61 15.6 11.3 43.3 1.76 1.43 4.66 

Beach or Bay p 29 100 0 0 0 24 76 24 76 0 6.96 22.0 0.71 6.96 92.33 7.05 
A 71 100 1 0 71 0 26 1 99 0.71 0 70.2 0.06 0.62 6.35 

Park p 25 100 0 0 0 21 79 21 79 0 5.25 19.7 0.00 6.75 92.50 6.96 
A 75 99 0 0 77 2 20 2 97 0 1.5 72.7 0.00 0.60 6.36 

Tourist Attraction p 30 100 0 0 0 34 66 34 66 0 10.2 19.6 6.30 17.90 75.10 7.46 
A 70 99 9 0 54 11 25 20 79 6.3 7.7 55.3 0.72 1.60 5.17 

Outdore Recreation p 19 101 0 0 5 21 75 21 60 0 3.99 15.2 6.91 6.65 63.24 7.53 
A 61 101 11 2 66 6 16 17 64 6.91 4.66 66.0 1.02 0.79 5.73 

Theater or Movie p 27 100 0 0 0 15 65 15 65 0 4.05 22.9 0.00 4.05 95.95 6.96 
A 73 100 0 0 72 0 26 0 100 0 0 73 0.00 0.36 6.60 

Indoor Recreation p 27 100 ' 0 0 0 29 71 29 71 0 7.63 19.1 1.46 6.56 69,96 7.12 
A 73 100 2 1 74 1 22 3 97 1.46 0.73 70.6 0.17 0.76 6.19 

Open Space p 16 100 0 0 0 10 90 10 90 0 1.6 16.2 30.34 6.36 61,30 6.42 
A 62 100 37 0 27 6 26 45 55 30.3 6.56 45.1 3.46 0,75 422 

Other p 21 100 0 0 0 44 56 44 56 0 9.24 11.7 11.65 12.40 75.75 7.67 
A 79 100 15 3 57 4 21 19 61 11.6 3.16 63.9 1.35 1 . 11 5.21 

-~ 

Source: SANDAG 1966 0 & D survey provided trip purpose proportions by land use type. 
LA CMP Model provided average trip lengths by purpose. "d 
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APPENDIX GG 

LOCAL IMPLEMENTATION CASE STUDY CALCULATIONS 

1993 Congestion Manageml!nt Program for Los Angeles County November 1993 





Cll )F CULVER CITY 
CMP LOCAL IMPLEMENTATION REPORT 

Report Period: 1 /1 /90 t ... J 5/1 /94 
Date Prepared: 14-Sep-93 

DEFICIENCY PLAN STATUS SUMMARY 
(The standard report format has been modified slightly to present the results of this case study) 

1. Total Current Congestion Mitigation Goal 7/87 thru 6/88: (3,897) 
(from Section I) 7/88 thru 6/89: (2,156) 

7/92 thru 6/93: 27 

2. Transportation Improvements Credit Claims 18,812 
[from Section II) 

Subtotal Current Credit (Goal) Based on 7/87 thru 6/88: 14,915 
Based on 7/87 thru 6/88: 16,656 
Based on 7/87 thru 6/88: 18,839 

3. Carryover Credit (Goal) from Last Year's 0 
Local Implementation Report 

NET DEFICIENCY PLAN CREDIT (GOAL) BALANCE Based on 7/87 thru 6/88: 14,915 
Based on 7/87 thru 6/88: 16,656 
Based on 7/87 thru 6/88: 18,839 

.,, 
> 
Cl 
m 
Cl 
Cl .., 



City of Culver City 
CMP LOCAL IMPLEMENTATION REPORT - DRAFT PLANNING WORKSHEET, 8-16-93 

SECTION I - NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY REPORT 

PART 1: NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 

Category Number of Impact 
Dwellina Units Value 

Single Family Residential 3 X 6.80 
---

Multi-Family Residential 25 X 4.76 
Group Quarters 0 X 1.98 

COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 
Category Thousands of Value per 

Gross Sauare Feet 1000 SQ.ft. 
Commercial 0ess than 300,000 SQ.ft.) 58.546 X 22.23 
Commercial (300,000 SQ.ft. or more) 0 X 17.80 
Freestandina Eating & Drinkina 0 X 66.99 

NON-RETAIL DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 
Category Thousands of Value per 

Gross Square Feet 1000 SQ.ft. 

Lodaina 0 X 7.21 
Industrial 168.136 X 6.08 
Office 6ess than 50,000 SQ.ft.) 42.632 X 16.16 
Office (50,000-299,999 SQ.ft.) 282.74 X 10.50 
Office (300,000 sa.ft. or morel 0. X 7.35 
Medical 0 X 16.90 
Government 0 X 20.95 
Institutional/Educational 0 X 7.68 

OTHER DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 
Description Daily Trips Impact 

Value 
0 X 0.71 
0 X 0.71 

ADJUSTMENTS (OPTIONAL) - Complete Part 2 

TOTAL CURRENT CONGESTION MITIGATION GOAL !POINTS) 

Report Period: 7/87 through 6/88 

Subtotal 

= 120) 
= 1119) 
= 0 

Subtotal 

= 11.301 l 
= 0 
= 0 

Subtotal 

= 0 
= 11.0221 
= 1689} 
= 12,969} 
= 0 
= 0 
= 0 
= 0 

Subtotal 

= 0 
= 0 
= 2,223 

= (3,897) 

Date Prepared: 01 -Sep-93 
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Cit~ Culver City Report Period: 7/8", ough 6/88 
CMP LOCAL IMPLEMENTATION REPORT - DRAFT PLANNING WORKSHEET, 8-16-93 Date Prepared: 01-Sep-93 

SECTION I - NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY REPORT (Continued) 

PART 2: NEW DEVELOPMENT ADJUSTMENTS 
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT ADJUSTMENTS 

Category Number of 
Dwellina Units 

Sinale Family Residential 6 
Multi-Family Residential 2 
Group Quarters 0 

COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT ADJUSTMENTS 
Category Thousands of 

Gross Square Feet 
Commercial 0ess than 300,000 sq.ft.) 69.537 

·-· 
Commercial (300,000 SQ.ft. or morel 0 

- -

Freestandina Eatina & Drinkina 0 
NON-RETAIL DEVELOPMENT ADJUSTMENTS 

Category Thousands of 
Gross Square Feet 

Lodaina 20 
Industrial 67.863 
Office 0ess than 50,000 sq.ft.) 0 
Office (50.000-299,999 sa.ft.l 0 
Office /300.000 sa.ft. or morel 0 
Medical 0 
Government 0 
Institutional/Educational 9 -

OTHER DEVELOPMENT ADJUSTMENTS 
Description Daily Trips 

0 
0 

TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS (POINTS! 

Impact 
Value 
X 6.80 
X 4.76 
X 1.98 

Value per 
1000 sq.ft. 

X 22.23 
X 17.80 
X 66.99 

Value per 
1000 SQ.ft. 

X 7.21 
X 6.08 
X 16.16 
X 10.50 
X 7.35 
X 16.90 
X 20.95 
X 7.68 

Impact 
Value 
X 0.71 
X 0.71 

= 
= 
= 

= 
= 
= 

= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 

= 
= 

= 

Subtotal 

41 
10 
0 

Subtotal 

1,546 
0 
0 

Subtotal 

144 
413 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

69 

Subtotal 

0 
0 

2,223 
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City of Culver City 
CMP LOCAL IMPLEMENTATION REPORT - DRAFT PLANNING WORKSHEET, 8-16-93 

SECTION I - NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY REPORT 

PART 1: NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT" ACTIVITY 

Category Number of Impact 
Dwellina Units Value 

Single Family Residential 1 X 6.80 
~-· 

Multi-Family Residential 27 X 4.76 
Grouo Quarters 0 X 1.98 

COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT" ACTIVITY 
Category Thousands of Value per 

Gross Sauare Feet 1000 sa.ft. 
Commercial 0ess than 300,000 sq.fl.I 126.104 X 22.23 
Commercial (300,000 sq.ft. or morel 0 X 17.80 
Freestanding Eating & Drinking 5.024 X 66.99 --- ----· 

NON-RETAIL DEVELOPMENT" ACTIVITY 
Category Thousands of Value per 

Gross Square Feet 1000 SQ.ft, 
--·· 

Lodging 0 X 7.21 --· 
Industrial 0 X 6.08 
Office 0ess than 50,000 sq.ft.) 33.85 X 16.16 
Office (50,000-299,999 sq.ft.) 0 X 10.50 
Office (300,000 sq.ft. or more) 0 X 7.35 

-·-
Medical 0 X 16.90 
Govemment 0.203 X 20.95 
Institutional/Educational 0 X 7.68 

~ 

OTHER DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 
Description Daily Trips Impact 

Value 
0 X 0.71 
0 X 0.71 

ADJUSTMENTS (OPTIONAL) - Comolete Part 2 

TOTAL CURRENT CONGESTION MITIGATION GOAL (POINTS) 

Report Period: 7/88 lhrough 6/89 

= 
= 
= 

= 
= 
= 

= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 

= 
= 
= 

= 

Subtotal 

(71 
11291 

0 

Subtotal 

(2,803) 
0 

(337) 

Subtotal 

0 
0 

(547) 
0 
0 
0 
(4) 

0 

Subtotal 

0 
0 

1,671 

(2,156) 

Date Prepared: 01-Sep-93 
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Cit_ . Culver City Report Period: 7/Bb .ough 6/89 
CMP LOCAL IMPLEMENTATION REPORT - DRAFT PLANNING WORKSHEET, 8-16-93 Date Prepared: 01 -Sep-93 

SECTION I - NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY REPORT (Continued) 

PART 2· NEW DEVELOPMENT ADJUSTMENTS 
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT ADJUSTMENTS 

Category Number of 
Dwellina Units 

Sinale Family Residential 10 
Multi-Family Residential 6 
Group Quarters 0 ---

COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT ADJUSTMENTS 
Category Thousands of 

Gross Sauare Feet 
Commercial Oess than 300,000 sa.ft.\ 38.53 
Commercial (300,000 sa.ft. or morel 0 

f--
Freestandina Eatina & Drinkina 10 

NON-RETAIL DEVELOPMENT ADJUSTMENTS 
Category Thousands of 

Gross Sauare Feet 
Lodgina 0 
Industrial 7.8 
Office (less than 50,000 SQ. ft. I 0 
Office 150,000-299.999 SQ.ft.I 0 
Office 1300,000 sq.ft. or more\ 0 
Medical 0 
Government 0 
Institutional/Educational 0 

OTHER DEVELOPMENT ADJUSTMENTS 
Description Daily Trips 

0 
0 

TOT AL ADJUSTMENTS (POINTS) 

Impact 
Value 
X 6.80 
X 4.76 
X 1.98 

Value per 
1000 sa.fl 

X 22.23 
X 17.80 
X 66.99 

Value per 
1000SQ.ft. 

X 7.21 
X 6.08 
X 16.16 
X 10.50 
X 7.35 
X 16.90 
X 20.95 
X 7.68 

Impact 
Value 
X 0.71 
X 0.71 

= 
= 
= 

= 
= 
= 

= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 

= 
= 

= 

Subtotal 

68 
29 

0 

Subtotal 

857 
0 

670 

Subtotal 

0 
47 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Subtotal 

0 
0 

1,671 
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City of Culver City 
CMP LOCAL IMPLEMENTATION REPORT - DRAFT PLANNING WORKSHEET, 8-16-93 

SECTION I - NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY REPORT 

PART 1: NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 

Category Number of Impact 
Dwellina Units Value 

Sinale Family Residential 3 X 6.80 
Multi-Family Residential 1 X , 4.76 
Group Quarters 0 X 1.98 

COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 
Category Thousands of Value per 

Gross Sauare Feet 1000 sa.ft. 
Commercial Ress than 300,000 sa.ft.) 0 X 22.23 
Commercial (300,000 sa.ft. or morel 0 X 17.80 
Freestandina Eatina & Drinkina 0 X 66.99 

NON-RETAIL DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 
Category Thousands of Value per 

Gross Sauare Feet 1000 sa.ft. 
Lodaina 0 X 7.21 
Industrial 6.749 X 6.08 

~ 

Office ness than 50,000 sa.ft.l 0.32 X 16.16 
Office (50,000-299,999 sa.ft.l 0 X 10.50 
Office /300,000 sa.ft. or morel 0 X 7.35 
Medical 0 X 16.90 
Government 0 X 20.95 
Institutional/Educational 7.25 X 7.68 

OTHER DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 
Description Daily Trips Impact 

Value 
0 X 0.71 
0 X 0.71 

ADJUSTMENTS (OPTIONAL) - Complete Part 2 

TOTAL CURRENT CONGESTION MITIGATION GOAL /POINTS! 

Report Period: 7/92 lhrough 6/93 

= 
= 
= 

= 
= 
= 

= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 

= 
= 
= 

= 

Subtotal 

(20} 
(5} 
0 

Subtotal 

0 
0 
0 

Subtotal 

0 
(411 

15} 
0 
0 
0 
0 

(56} 

Subtotal 

0 
0 

154 

27 

Date Prepared: 01-Sep-93 
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Cit f Culver City Report Period: 7/92 y,rough 6/93 
CMP LOCAL IMPLEMENTATION REPORT - DRAFT PLANNING WORKSHEET, 8-16-93 Date Prepared: 01 -Sep-93 

SECTION I - NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY REPORT (Continued) 

PART 2: NEW DEVELOPMENT ADJUSTMENTS 
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT ADJUSTMENTS 

Category Number of 
Dwelling Units 

Single Family Residential 2 
Multi-Family Residential 0 
Group Quarters 0 

COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT ADJUSTMENTS 
Category Thousands of 

Gross SQuare Feet 
Commercial Oess than 300,000 sq.ft.) 0.3 
Commercial (300,000 SQ.ft. or more) 0 
Freestanding Eating & Drinkina 1.2 

NON-RETAIL DEVELOPMENT ADJUSTMENTS 
Category Thousands of 

Gross SQuare Feet 
Lodaina 0 
Industrial 8.763 
Office Oess than 50,000 SQ.ft.) 0 
Office (50,000-299,999 SQ.ft.) . 0 
Office (300,000 sa.ft. or morel 0 
Medical 0 
Government 0 
Institutional/Educational 0 

OTHER DEVELOPMENT ADJUSTMENTS 
Description Daily Trips 

0 
0 

TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS (POINTS) 

Impact 
Value 
X 6.80 
X 4.76 
X 1.98 

Value per 
1000 SQ.ft. 

X 22.23 
X 17.80 
X 66.99 

Value per 
1000 SQ. ft. 

X 7.21 
X 6.08 
X 16.16 
X 10.50 
X 7.35 
X 16.90 
X 20.95 
X 7.68 

Impact 
Value 
X 0.71 
X 0.71 

= 
= 
= 

= 
= 
= 

= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 

= 
= 

= 

Subtotal 

14 
0 
0 

Subtotal 

7 
0 

80 

Subtotal 

0 
53 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Subtotal 

0 
0 

154 
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CITY OF CULVER CITY 
CMP LOCAL IMPLEMENTATION REPORT 

Report Period: 1 /1 /90 thru 5/1 /94 
Date Prepared: 14-Sep-93 

SECTION II - TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS CREDIT CLAIMS 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Proj. CMP Description Project Scope Credit Project Expect. 
No. Strategy Factor Value Compl. 

Date 

TOT AL CREDIT CLAIMED FOR ALL PROJECTS LISTED BELOW 

1 306 Phase I TOM Ordinance 141000sf 0.3 4 n/a 
- Non-Residential Dev't Activity, Carried over from Section I 

2 202.2 General use lane on Other Major Arterial 1.4 lane-mile 9203 12,884 1999 
- Overland Avenue, Washington to Palms (per 1993-99 RTIP) 

3 326 New Local or Commuter Bus Service 2219 pass-mile 1 2,219 1993 
- CCMBL systemwide increase FY 90-93 

4 212 Bicycle lane or path 0.65 route-mile 700 455 1997 
- Ballona Creek/Downtown Culver City connector 

5 209.4 Signal synch, surv & control on 4-lane 0th Maj 5.3 mile 2577 13,658 1994 
- 30 signals Washington, Sepulveda, Sawtelle 

6 208.4 Signal synchronization on 4-lane 0th Major Artl 6.1 mile 1473 8,985 1993 
- 35 Centinela, Sawtelle, Sepulveda, Jefferson, Green Vly Circle 

7 202.2 General use lane on Other Major Arterial 0.8 lane-mile 9203 7,362 1994 
- Sepulveda/Jefferson bottleneck elimination 

Notes: 1 Column 6 (Project Credit Value) is calculated by multiplying Column 4 by Column 5. 
2 Column 12 (Net Current Value) is calculated by multiplying Column 6 by Column 9 by Column 11. 

8 9 10 
Project Local Current 

Cost Partici- Mile-
($mil) pation stone 

n/a 100"/o 3 

10 20% 1 

n/a 100% 3 

0.495 26% 1 

2.2 20% 2 

n/a 100% 3 

n/a 100% 2 

11 12 
Mile-
stone 

Factor 

100% 

20% 

100% 

20% 

70% 

100% 

70% 

Net 
Current 

Value 

18,812 

4 

515 

2,219 

23 

1,912 

8,985 

5,153 
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Cll JF BURBANK 
CMP LOCAL IMPLEMENTATION REPORT 

Report Period: 1990 thrt-dh 2010 
Date Prepared: 14-Sep-93 

DEFICIENCY PLAN STATUS SUMMARY 

1. Total Current Congestion Mitigation Goal 
(from Section I) 

2. Transportation Improvements Credit Claims Alternative A: 
[from Section II) Alternative B: 

Alternative C: 

Subtotal Current Credit (Goal) Alternative A: 
Alternative B: 
Alternative C: 

3. Carryover Credit (Goal) from Last Year's 
Local Implementation Report 

NET DEFICIENCY PLAN CREDIT (GOAL) BALANCE Alternative A: 
Alternative B: 
Alternative C: 

(307,178) 

396,472 
385,577 
295,541 

89,294 
78,399 

(11,637) 

0 

89,294 
78,399 

(11,637) 
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CITY OF BURBANK 
CMP LOCAL IMPLEMENTATION REPORT 

SECTION I - NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY REPORT 

PART 1: NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 

Category Number of Impact 
Dwelling Units Value 

Single Family Residential 181 X 6.80 
Multi-Family Residential 6,549 X 4.76 
Group Quarters 0 X 1.98 

COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 
Category Thousands of Value per 

Gross SQuare Feet 1000 sa.ft. 
Commercial Oess than 300,000 SQ.ft.) 2.766 X 22.23 
Commercial (300,000 SQ.ft. or morel 2.467 X 17.80 
Freestanding Eating & Drinking 396 X 66.99 

NON-RETAIL DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 
Category Thousands of Value per 

Gross SQuare Feet 1000 SQ.ft. 
Lodging 0 X 7.21 
Industrial 127 X 6.08 
Office Oess than 50,000 SQ. ft.) 1,Bn X 16.16 
Office (50,000-299,999 SQ.ft.) 7,676 X 10.50 
Office (300,000 sq.ft. or more) 6,560 X 7.35 
Medical 0 X 16.90 
Government 0 X 20.95 
Institutional/Educational 0 X 7.68 

OTHER DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 
Description Daily Trips Impact 

Value 
0 X 0.71 
0 X 0.71 

TOT AL NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 
' ADJUSTMENTS (OPTIONAL) - Complete Part 2 

TOTAL CURRENT CONGESTION MITIGATION GOAL (POINTS) 

Report Period: 1990 through 2010 
Date Prepared: 14-Sep-93 

= 
= 
= 

= 
= 
= 

= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 
= 

= 
= 

= 

= 

Subtotal 

(1,231) 
{31.173) 

0 

Subtotal 

{61,488) 
(43,913) 
(26,528) 

Subtotal 

0 
(TT2 

(30,332 
(80,598 
(48,216) 

0 
0 
0 

Subtotal 

0 
0 

{324,251 
17,073 

(307,178) .,, 
> 
0 
(TI 
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CIT )F BURBANK 
CMP LOCAL IMPLEMENTATION REPORT 

Report Period: 1990 thrt _.h 2010 
Date Prepared: 14-Sep-93 

SECTION I - NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY REPORT (Continued) 

PART 2: NEW DEVELOPMENT ADJUSTMENTS (Revoked/Expirl!_dJWilhdrawn Permits and Demolition) 
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT ADJUSTMENTS 

Category Number of Impact Subtotal 
Dwellina Units Value 

SinQle Family Residential 0 X 6.80 = 0 
Multi-Familv Residential 0 X 4.76 = 0 
Group Quarters 0 X 1.98 = 0 

COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT ADJUSTMENTS 
Category Thousands of Value per Subtotal 

Gross Sauare Feet 1000 SCI.ft. ---·-·-
Commercial 0ess than 300,000 sa.ft.l 0 X 22.23 = 0 -- -· --
Commercial (300,000 sq.ft. or more\ 0 X 17.80 = 0 
Freestanding Eating & Drinkina 0 X 66.99 = 0 

--·----
NON-RETAIL DEVELOPMENT ADJUSTMENTS 

-· 
Category Thousands of Value per Subtotal 

Gross Sauare Feet 1000 sa.ft. 
Lodging 0 X 7.21 = 0 
Industrial 2,779 X 6.08 = 16,896 
Office 0ess than 50,000 sq.ft.) 0 X 16.16 = 0 
Office (50,000-299,999 sa.ft.l 0 X 10.50 = 0 

-
Office (300,000 sq.ft. or morel 0 X 7.35 = 0 

-·--·-· 
Medical 0 X 16.90 = 0 
Government 0 X 20.95 = 0 
Institutional/Educational 23 X 7.68 = 177 

OTHER DEVELOPMENT ADJUSTMENTS 
Description Daily Trips Impact Subtotal 

Value 
0 X 0.71 = 0 
0 X 0.71 = 0 

TOTAL ADJUSTMENTS (POINTS\ = 17,073 
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CITY OF BURBANK 
CMP LOCAL IMPLEMEITTATION REPORT 

Report Period: 1990 through 2010 
Date Prepared: 14-Sep-93 

SECTION I - NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY REPORT (Continued} 

PART 3: EXEMPTED DEVELOPMEITT ACTIVITY 
(NOT INCLUDED IN NEW DEVELOPMEITT ACTIVITY TOTALS) 

LowNery Low Income Housing I 

High Density Residential 
near Rail Stations 

Mixed Use Developments 

I near Rail Stations 

Development Agreements 

I Prior to July 10, 1989 

Reconstruction of Buildings 

I Damaged in April 1992 Civil Unrest 

2,860 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

I Dwelling Units 

Dwelling Units 

I Dwelling Units 
1000 Gross Square Feet 

I Dwelling Units 
1000 Gross Square Feet 

I Dwelling Units 
1000 Gross Square Feet 
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en )F BURBANK 
CMP LIJCAL IMPLEMENTATION REPORT 

Report Period: 1990 thr~ .;h 2010 
Date Prepared: 14-Sep-93 

SECTION II - TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS CREDIT CLAIMS 

1 2 3 4 5 
Proj. CMP Description Project Scope Credit 
No. Strategy Factor 

---

TOT AL CREDIT CLAIMED FOR ALL PROJECTS LISTED BELOW AS ALTERNATIVE A 

1 306 Phase I TOM Ordinance 21,869 1000 sf 0.3 
- Non-Residential Development Activity Reported in Section I 

2 103 Focus residential dev't @ transit corridors 1766 DU 0.8 

3 104.1 Commercial dev't @ transit corridors, retail 292 1000 gsf 8.7 

4 104.2 Commercial dev't@ transit corridors, non-retail 3783 1000 gsf 4.1 

5 105 Focus residential mixed uses @ transit centers 900 DU 4.9 

6 106.1 Commercial mixed uses @ transit centers, retail 190 1000 gsf 23 

7 106.2 Comm'! mixed uses@ transit centers, non-retail 400 1000 gsf 11 

8 107 Focus residential mixed uses @ transit corridors 2827 DU 1.9 

9 108.1 Commercial mixed uses @ transit corridors, retail 250 1000 gsf 8.7 

10 108.2 Comm'! mixed uses@ transit corridors, non-retail 1559 1000 gsf 4.1 

11 111.2 Child care in conjunct. w/comm'I non-retail dev't 2 Center 375 
- Studio properties 

12 202.2 General use lane on Other Major Arterial 18 lane-mile 9203 
- Widening: Olive/Buena VistaNerdugo/Alameda/Glenoaks/Burbank 

13 203 Arterial Grade Separation 11500 Individual 1 
- Buena Vista SI/San Fernando Rd 

14 204 Freeway ramp addition or modification 6 ramp 1150 

6 7 8 9 
Project Expect. Project Local 

Value Campi. Cost Par1ici-
Date ($mil) pation 

I 

6,561 n/a n/a 100% 

1,413 2010 n/a 100% 

2,540 2010 n/a 100% 

15,510 2010 n/a 100% 

4,410 2010 n/a 100% 

4,370 2010 n/a 100% 

4,400 2010 n/a 100% 

5,371 2010 n/a 100% 

2,175 2010 n/a 100% 

6,392 2010 n/a 100% 

750 2010 n/a 100% 

165,654 2010 31.3 85% 

11,500 1997 18 50% 

6,900 2010 49.3 50% 

10 11 12 
Current Mile-

Mile- stone 
stone Factor 

3 100% 

3 100% 

3 100% 

3 100% 

3 100% 

3 100% 

3 100% 

3 100% 

3 100% 

3 100% 

3 100% 

3 100% 

3 100% 

3 100% 

Net 
Current 

Value 

396,472 

6,561 

1,413 

2,540 

15,510 

4,410 

4,370 

4,400 

5,371 

2,175 

6,392 

750 

140,806 

5,750 

3,450 
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CITY OF BURBANK 
CMP LOCAL IMPLEMENTATION REPORT 

15 206 Commuter rail station 800 boarcing 20 
- Metrolink station, now operational 

16 209.4 Signal synch, surv & control on 4-lane Ott, Maj 24mile 25n 
- Alameda, Victory, Hollywood Way & throughout City 

17 212 Bicycle lane or path 4 route-mile 700 
- Chandler Bikeway 

18 303 Transportation Management Assoc/Orgs 120 100 empl 46 

19 305 Informal Carpool & Vanpool Program 120 100 empl 28 

20 308 Childcare Centers at Transit Facilities 1 Center 375 
- Downtown lntermodal Transit Center 

21 331 Internal Circulator Shuttle 112872 pass-mile 1 
- Home-Worl<, Home-Transit, and Employment-based shuttles 

16,000 1992 

61,848 2010 

2,800 1996 

5,520 2010 

3,360 2010 

375 2010 

112,872 2010 

Report Period: 1990 through 2010 
Date Prepared: 14-Sep-93 

7.2 100% 3 100% 

1 85% 3 100% 

5 67% 3 100% 

n/a 100% 3 100% 

enter 100% 3 100% 

nfa 100% 3 100% 

enter 100% 3 100% 

16,000 

52,571 

1,876 

5,520 

3,360 

375 

112,872 
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en JF BURBANK 
CMP LOCAL IMPLEMENTATION REPORT 

ALTERNATIVE B - PARKING MANAGEMENT 
Includes all projects in Alt. A except arterial widening (proj. 12) plus: 

22 210.6 Peak pd parking restriction - 0th Maj Art (4+ hr) 21.8 lane-mile 3681 80,246 2010 
- Glenoaks, Hollywood Way, Alameda, Buena Vista 

23 319 Iner Parking Cost for SOV's by $3.00/day 5n.5 100 empl 86 49,665 2010 
- Citvwide implementation 
TOTAL CREDIT CLAIM - ALTERNATIVE B --

ALTERNATIVE C - LIGHT RAIL LINE 
Includes all projects in Alt. A except arterial widening (proj. 12) plus: 

24 105 Focus residential mixed uses @ transit centers 2100 DU 4.9 10,290 2010 
- Total around two light rail stations 

25 106.1 Commercial mixed uses @ transit centers, retail 380 1000 gsf 23 8,740 2010 
- Total around two light rail stations 

26 106.2 Comm'I mixed uses@ transit centers, non-retail 500 1000 gsf 11 5,500 2010 
- Total around two light rail stations 

27 205 Urban rail station 9000 boarcing 7.9 71,100 2010 
- Three stations, assume 3000 boarcings each 

28 308 Childcare Centers at Transit Facilities 3 Center 375 1,125 2010 
- One facili!Y at each liaht rail station 

~- TOTAL CREDIT CLAIM - ALTERNATIVE C 

Noles: 1 Column 6 (Project Credit Value) is calculated by multiplying Column 4 by Column 5. 
2 Column 12 (Net Current Value) is calculated by multiplying Column 6 by Column 9 by Column 11. 

Report Period: 1990 thn.,-dh 2010 
Date Prepared: 14-Sep-93 

enter 100% 3 

enter 100% 3 

enter 100% 3 

enter 100% 3 

enter 100% 3 

enter 20% 3 

enter 100"/o 3 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100"/o 

100"/o 

80,246 

49,665 

385,577 

10,290 

8,740 

5,500 

14,220 

1,125 

295,541 
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APPENDIX HH - SELECTED REFERENCES 

LAND USE STRATEGIES 

1. Air Quality Management Plan, Southern California Association of Governments, 1991. 

2. America's Suburban Centers: A Study of the Land Use - TranS]ortation Link, Robert 
Cervero. 1989. 

3. Assessment of Strategies for Alleviating Urban Congestion, R.H. Henk, C.M. Poe, T.J. 
Lomax, November 1991. 

4. San Diego Traffic Generators, San Diego Association of Governments. June 1991. 

5. Building Better Communities Sourcebook. Coordinating Land Use and Transit Planning. 
American Public Transit Association. 

6. Child Care Feasibility Study for the Proposed Chatsworth and Sylmar Rail Stations,, 
LACTC, 1991. 

7. Commuting and Child Care, Commuter Transportation Services, Inc. 1991. 

8. Commuting With Children: Linking Child Care With Transportation Demand 
Management, W. Lundgren, 1992. 

9. Congestion Relief: The Land Use Alternatives, Robert Cervero, JPER, Volume 10, 
No. 2., pgs. 119-129. 

10. Draft Final Handbook for Preparing a Local Government Trip Reduction Ordinance, 
SCAQMD. May 1993. 

11. Encouraging Public Transportation Through Effective Land Use Actions, Municipality 
of Metropolitan Seattle, May 1987. 

12. Guide For Including Public Transit in Land Use Planning. Alameda-Contra Costa Transit 
District, April 1983. 

13. Jobs-Housing Balancing and Regional Mobility. Robert Cervero, Journal of the American 
Planning Association, 55(2): 136-150. Spring 1989. 

14. Land Use/Transportation Policy: A Guide to Transit-Oriented Development, for the City 
of Los Angeles and the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority, 
Administrative Draft March 1993. 

1993 Ccngestion Management Program for Los Angeles Counry November 1993 
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15. Land Use Strategies For More Livable Places, The Local Government Commission, 
Sacramento, May 1992. 

16. Mixed-Use DevelQpment Handbook, Dean Schwanke, Urban Land Institute, 1987. 

17. New Planning Strategies for Transit-Based Housing in Northern California, 
Transit/Residential Access Center, Institute of Urban and Regional Development, 
University of California at Berkeley, Summer 1992. 

18. Public Transportation and Land Use Policy. B.S. Pushkarev and J.M. Zupan. Indiana 
University Press.1977. 

19. Regional Growth Management Plan, Southern California Association of Governments, 
1989. 

20. RegiQnal MQbility Plan, Southern California Association of Governments, 1989. 

21. Suburban Gridlock, Robert Cervero, 1986. 

22. The Rail Transit/Land Use Synergism - Case Study of the San Francisco Bay Area, 
Robert L. Bertini, Jan L. Botha, Steven B. Colman and Peter McKean, Transportation 
Research Board, 72nd Annual meeting, January 10-14, 1993, Wash., D.C., paper No. 
930223. 

23. ToolbQx for Alleviating Traffic Congestion, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 1989. 

24. Transit-Oriented Development Design Guidelines, Sacramento County Planning and 
Community Development Department, September 1990. 

25. Transit-Oriented Development Design Guidelines, City of San Diego, September 1990. 

26. Transportation and Land Use Information Handbook, Oregon Department of 
Transportation. 

27. Transportation Control Measure Information Documents, EPA 1992. 

28. Transportation Demand Management Program: Analysis and Practice, LACTC. January 
1993. 

29. Transportation Performance Standards of the California Clean Air Act, California Air 
Resources Board, April 1991. 

1993 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles Counry November 1993 
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30. Vehicle Trip Reduction Credits For Land Use Decisions: A Proposed AOMP Compliance 
Tool for Local Jurisdictions, Robert K. Watson and Veronica Kun, National Resources 
Defense Council, July 1992. 

31. 1986 US DOT Personal Travel in the US - 1983-1984. 

TELECOMMUNICATIONS STRATEGIES 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

City of Santa Monica Public Electronic Network <PEN) System: Four Year Summai:y, 
City of Santa Monica, February 1993. 

Immediate Action Project Evaluation Progress Report for the Antelope Valley 
Telebusiness Center: Second Quarter Report, Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (MTA), June 1993. 

Puget Sound Telecommuting Demonstration Project: Executive Summary. Washington 
State Energy Office, November 1992. 

Transportation Control Measure Information Documents. Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 
for U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Office of Mobile Sources, March 1992. 

1993 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County November 1993 
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