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1. 

IlmUXCl'l<E 

The City of Burbank is conducting this Community Transit Needs Study in 

order to accanplish the following: 

1. Understand what the current and future needs for transit service 

are and will be for persons living or working in Burbank. 

2. consider the possible implementation of those facility and service 

options which could most directly address the identified transit 

needs of Burbank's residents, employers and employees. 

3. Select for implementation those short-term and long-term actions 

which will be found to be most cost-effective and efficient, and 

can be staged in accordance with Burbank's financial resources. 
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When completed, Burbank's Community Transit Needs Study will consist of the 

three following milestone decisions and accanpanying reports: 

1. The identification of unmet transit needs, 

2. The analysis of options, and 

3. The selection of a reccmnended plan of action. 

This report represents the completion of the first milestone, for it 

describes the effects that current and future land use, demographic and 

economic conditions, as well as documented local attitudes have now and will 

continue to have on determining the need for transit services in, to, or 

from Burbank. Before actually describing what steps were followed to 

identify the unmet transit needs of Burbank's residents and employees, it 

will first be useful to describe how the word need is being used in this 

study. 

According to the dictionary, the word need has the following applicable 

meanings: 

1. A lack of sanething requisite, desirable, or useful; 

2. A condition requiring supply or relief; or 

3. A pressing lack of sanething essential. 

Although the word need implies urgency and may suggest an obligation to 

provide what is missing or not currently available, there is no purely 
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technical definition of need as it applies to the demand for transit 

services. 

The reason for this conclusion is that unlike items such as food or water, 

the lack of transit services cannot be as directly connected to health or 

other similar effects. This is not to say, however, that the lack of 

transit services has no deleterious effects. On the contrary, the loss of 

mobility or accessibility which could be caused by not having viable transit 

services available, particularly for those persons who have no other means 

of transport, could affect a person's health, livelihood, or sense of 

community. what is missing is not the understanding that transit needs 

exist, but a set of standards or off-the-shelf guidelines which can be 

easily used to identify transit needs in a particular locale. Agreeing on 

what is a need for transit is therefore not only a proper subject for 

technical debate, but also for political discussion. 

If identifying transit needs is not particularly easy, describing unmet 

transit needs is even more difficult. A simple example will most easily 

illustrate the point. In one case, an area with a large number of autoless 

households, but without any transit service would be labeled as having basic 

transit needs which are not being met. In another case, deciding if a 

similar area with very infrequent and indirect bus service has unmet transit 

needs is likely to become involved with questions such as how infrequent or 

indirect does service have to be before it becomes a total impediment to 

travel, and do all trip purposes require the provision of the same level of 

service before an unmet transit need is recognized? 

Since identifying unmet transit needs requires both a technical and a 

political approach, the conclusions described in this report were reached 

after accomplishing the following steps: 

3 
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1. Analyzing and projecting Burbank's land uses, the characteristics 

of its population, employment trends, transportation facilities 

and services, and land development and transportation plans and 

programs. 

2. Analyzing 1980 Census of Population data for household 

characteristics and carmuting patterns. 

3. Analyzing the type and level of transit service provided by the 

Southern California Rapid Transit District (Rl'D) and Burbank's own 

transportation services for elderly and handicapped riders. 

4. Surveying a sample of households in Burbank, surveying weekday and 

weekend riders of Burbank's transportation services, and analyzing 

recent telephone surveys of Rl'D riders. 

5. Evaluating both existing and projected conditions. 

The remaining chapters in this report describe what took place during the 

analysis, and what the key findings of the analysis were. Since unmet 

transit needs will keep changing over time, the needs which have been 

identified have been placed into categories such as pertaining to those who 

work in downtown Los Angeles or pertaining to households with no auto 

available. 
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The first step in the process of identifying the transit needs of Burbank's 

residents, employers, and employees consisted of describing and analyzing 

existing and projected conditions for the City's land uses and their 

development potential, household characteristics, employment type and 

intensity, and transportation facilities and services. This chapter, which 

contains the results of these analyses, serves as the basis upon which the 

identification of unmet transit needs rests. This is because the factors 

and characteristics being described in this chapter are linked to each other 

and affect each other in ways that serve to define and explain Burbank's 

transit needs. 

5 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

A. cax;RAFHIC SE.rr.tt«; 

The City of Burbank is located only about 12 miles northwest of downtown Los 

Angeles at the southeastern edge of the San Fernando Valley. As seen by 

Figure 1, Burbank is strategically located within the LOs Angeles 

metropolitan area because its residents are within 15 miles of not only the 

employment, cultural, and educational opportunities found in downtown Los 

Angeles, but also in Pasadena, west Los Angeles, Beverly Hills, Hollywood, 

Glendale, and most of the San Fernando Valley. In turn, Burbank's employers 

can draw on a labor pool which should be accessible from throughout the 

contiguous urbanized portions of Los Angeles County, the eastern portion of 

Ventura County, and the northern portion of Orange county. In summary, 

Burbank's central location within the most urbanized portion of the Southern 

California metropolis provides its residents the opportunity to work, shop, 

or study in a variety of places, and at the same time provides employers the 

opportunity to draw from Southern california's large labor force. 

B. UH> t5ES 

Since urban development began in Burbank in the 1880's, and since Burbank 

underwent a period of very rapid growth during the 1940's and 1950's, 

the city is almost entirely built up. Within the city limits, very little 

vacant land is available. The major undeveloped portion of Burbank consists 

of the Verdugo Mountains which form the eastern backdrop for the San 

Fernando Valley. 

Burbank's residential land uses account for almost 40 percent of all land 

within the City limits, and the Verdugo Mountains for about 25 percent of 

the City's area. Approximately 1,250 acres within the City limits (or about 

11 -percent of the total) are designated for industrial land uses, and about 
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5 percent of the City's land is allocated to commercial land uses, including 

offices and retail buildings. Another major land use within the City limits 

is the Burbank Airport, which is owned and operated by the Burbank-Glendale

Pasadena Authority. The location of the City's existing major land uses is 

depicted on Figure 2. 

In a manner similar to that of the Southern California megalopolis, Burbank 

does not have a single dominant activity center. In fact, as can be seen 

from Figure 3, the City has had to designate these separate redevelopment 

areas in order to foster continued orderly industrial and commercial 

development and redevelopment. The three redevelopment project areas can be 

described as follows: 

l. Golden State - Located in the northwest corner of Burbank, and 

containing about 1,113 acres, including the Burbank Airport, this 

project was begun in 1970. The project's primary goal has been to 

revitalize this light and heavy industrial area by developing new 

industrial and office buildings or parks. 

2. City Centre - The 212 acres included in this project are intended 

to become the commercial hub of Burbank. In fact, the planned 

construction of a regional shopping center, several mid- and high

rise office buildings, and multiple family dwelling units, and the 

recent construction of a hotel and adjacent restaurants are 

intended to make this area into an activity center capable of 

competing with Glendale, or other shopping/activity centers in 

the San Fernando Valley. 

3. West Olive or Media District - The southwestern corner of Burbank 

contains a unique conglomeration of film, television, and 

8 
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recording studios and offices. This project is aimed at 

developing this area into a major center of media and 

entertainment related activities. Planned projects planned or 

underway include high-rise office buildings, a hotel, and also 

nedical buildings related to the nearby St. Joseph Hospital. 

Given the lack of large parcels of vacant land for industrial, commercial, 

or retail land uses, the City's redevelopment projects, as well as Southern 

California's on-going economic growth and increasing real estate prices, are 

all converging to create an on-going trend toward more intensive use of 

industrial, retail, or office sites. This trend will be reflected in the 

continued substitution of high-rise office buildings for low-rise office 

buildings or parking lots, vertical shopping centers for strip commercial 

lots, and industrial or office parks for single-story industrial buildings. 

These land use trends -- recycling and intensification -- will be 

responsible for increasing the City's employment base, since as stated 

earlier, Burbank is very strategically located within Southern California 

urbanized area. (The degree and amount of that change will be explained in 

greater detail in Section 2D. Employment Trends.) 

As far as residential land uses are concerned, almost 80% of all land 

currently designated for residential development has been zoned for single 

family housing. over the last decade, however, developers and others have 

made repeated requests to increase residential densities primarily by 

allowing more units to be built in a multiple family dwelling unit zone. 

This trend, which is likely to continue, is based on the following three 

basic factors: decreased availability of residential land, market demand, 

and increased developnent costs. 

11 
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In the same manner that an older city like Burbank will be undergoing the 

second or vertical stage of urban develcpment when it comes to industrial, 

retail, or off ice land uses, the s ame three factors mentioned above will 

create pressures for more dense residential development. With little 

undeveloped land available, the price of land available for residential 

development will be pushed to very high levels. In combination with 

increasing construction costs due to higher wages and the inflation of 

materials, only very expensive single family homes, beyond the range of 

affordability of many families, could be built. By increasing the number of 

dwelling units built on a site, the developer can reduce the unit price 

which includes the cost of land arrl construction. 

As of June 1983, there were approximately 37,300 dwelling units in Burbank. 

Almost half of these were multiple family dwelling units, because almost all 

of Burbank's single family housing stock was built before 1960, single 

family homes have been demolished during redevelcpment, and the demands from 

the marketplace for affordable prices have been addressed by the 

construction of apartments, townhouses and condominiums. Since Burbank has 

a very low vacancy rate for both single family and multiple family dwelling 

uni ts, and since only steep mountainous parcels of land (zoned for single 

family units), or a few vacant or underused parcels of land are available in 

the areas of the City zoned for multiple family dwellling units, the 

pressure for continued construction of multiple family dwelling units will 

continue. 

C. ~C CllAIW!l'ERISTICS 

According to the U.S. Census of Pq;>ulation, Burbank had 84,625 residents in 

1980. The median household income reported by Burbank's residents in 1980 

was $18,207, only about 3.7 percent above the median for Los Angeles County. 

12 
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Almost 57 percent of the residents owned their own housing units, 62 percent 

lived in single family detached homes, while 34 percent had lived in their 

present dwelling more than 10 years. 

Compared to the national and Los Angeles County population, Burbank has a 

higher proportion of older citizens. Over 15 percent of the City's 

population in 1980 was over 65 years of age, and the median age of Burbank's 

residents was 35. 7 years. 

In addition,Burbank has a higher proportion of households comprised of 

single individuals. According to the 1980 census, over 30 percent of 

Burbank's households were single-person households, with the preponderance 

of these consisting of senior citizens. Only 27 percent of Burbank's 

households had children, canpared to a countrywide average of 35 percent. 

Between 1960 and 1980, Burbank experienced a decline in population of 

slightly more than 6% with most of this decrease occurring between 1970 

and 1980. This decline, which occurred despite steady growth of the City's 

housing supply, was due to a significant decrease in the average household 

size. Between 1970 and 1980, Burbank's average household size dropped 

from 2.6 to 2.4 persons. Without any inmigration, this decrease would have 

resulted in an 8% decline in population. Due to the construction of new 

residential units during this period, and a resulting influx of new 

residents, the actual drq;> in pq;>Ulation was 5%. 

The decrease in Burbank's average household size is due to a declining birth 

rate (a nationwide phenomenon), and having a smaller proportion of housing 

uni ts occupied by young families with children (a local condition). 

Traditionally, and particularly until the 1960's, Burbank was a family

oriented community. During the last 20 years, however, rising housing 

13 
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costs have prevented many low- and moderate-income families from moving to 

Burbank. Concurrently, children of existing families have grown up and 

moved away, often leaving their parents as the sole occupants of single 

family homes. This latter trend is substantiated by a 24% drop in public 

school enrollment between 1970 and 1980. 

Since 1980, there may have been a reversal in Burbank's declining 

population. City planners estimate that the current population is 3% to 4% 

above the 1980 level. This turnaround is due in part to a small increase in 

the birth rate caused by members of the "baby boom" generation who, having 

postponed child rearing in pursuit of their careers, are now having 

children. Another explanation is the increase in housing density caused by 

a recent trend towards the devel~ment of multi-family, rather than single

family dwellings. This land use change has created new affordable housing 

opportunities and has attracted small, often non-family households to 

Burbank. 

Continued population growth in Burbank is limited by the availability of 

residential land. The 1980 housing stock of approximately 37,300 uni ts 

comprised about 85% of the City's residential zoning capacity of 43,400 

units. The actual residential capacity, however, is probably less than that 

allowed by current zoning for two reasons. First, because of the permanence 

of existing nonconforming uses, some residentially zoned parcels will not be 

available for residential infill. Second, because of development 

constraints, such as parking requirements, many projects cannot be built to 

the full density allowed by zoning. 

Based on the current General Plan, which was prepared in 1965, the City of 

Burbank has a designated capacity for about 43,400 dwelling uni ts. Since 

37,-300 units exist now, this means that about 6,000 swelling units could be 

14 
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built in compliance with the current General Plan. At the prevailing 2.4 

persons per dwelling unit, the City's pc:p1lation could increase by 14,400. 

However, this amount of growth is not expected by Burbank's city planners 

because not every under-utilized residential parcel is a candidate for 

development due to its condition or that of adjacent development, some 

residential lots are used for parking or other uses, and some lots are 

limited to below their maximum designated density by development 

constraints. 

The City of Burbank and the Southern California Association of Governments 

forecast a year 2000 population of approximately 89,000. Assuming the 

continuation of the current household size of 2.4 persons, the construction 

of an additional 1,800 units would be required to accommodate this growth. 

This would consume approximately one-third of the City's remaining 

residential construction zoning capacity. It is evident that, under the 

existing General Plan and zoning, the City of Burbank is nearing its 

~ulation ceiling. 

If the new dwelling units are priced within the financial reach of young 

families, both Burbank's total and school age populations will increase. 

Additional population growth is likely when single family homes currently 

occupied by widowed heads of households are bought by younger and larger 

families who are drawn by Burbank's excellent proximity to other employment 

and cultural activity centers. To buttress this forecast, the Burbank Board 

of Education predicts an end of the decline in school enrollment by 1987. 

In the context of regional statistics, Burbank is considered a "job-rich" 

city in that the number of jobs available is far larger than the number of 

15 
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Burbank residents who are in the labor force. While Burbank has about 

42,000 residents who are employed, its employers provide about 70,000 job 

q>portunities. Since according to the 1980 Census, 36 percent of Burbank's 

employed residents work in Burbank, this means that about 55,000 people work 

in Burbank who are not residents of the City. 

Burbank has an unusually diverse economic base for a city of its size. 

Aircraft and related industries, as well as a growing number of television, 

film, and recording media and entertainment industries comprise the bulk of 

the City's jobs. This condition can be seen by the following partial 

listing of the City's largest employers: Lockheed California - 17,000; Walt 

Disney Productions - 2,800; St. Joseph Medical Center - 2,300; The Burbank 

Studios - 1,800; NBC - 1,700; and, Warner Brothers - 1,000. (These are the 

most current estimates available and reflect existing economic oonditions 

nationwide, and in these specific industries.) 

Most of the industrial land in the City can be found within the boundaries 

of the Golden State Redevelopment Project. Based on the development status 

report issued by the City, as of June 1984, approximately 564,000 gross 

square feet of office or industrial buildings were under oonstruction or had 

been recently oompleted. Agreement with the Burbank Redevelopment Agency 

had been either approved or were pending for another 91,000 gross square 

feet of develq:,rrent. 

For the City Centre Redevelopment Project area, the status report issued in 

August, 1984, indicated that about 340,000 square feet of offices and 30,000 

square feet of retail or commercial uses were either completed or under 

oonstruction. An 850,000 square foot regional shopping center, and 632,000 

square feet of additional office and retail development are prqx,sed or are 

in -design for this area. 
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Burbank's third redevelopment project, the Media District, is experiencing 

the largest amount of office construction. Including sites in the immediate 

vicinity of the redevelopment project area, 1,426,500 square feet of mid

rise and high-rise office buildings and 61,000 square feet of retail space 

have been recently completed or are under construction. An additional 

1,928,700 square feet of offices and 18,000 square feet of retail/commercial 

space are proposed or are in design. 

Translating the number of square feet of development into jobs provides 

perhaps a clearer indication of the magnitude of retail, industrial, and 

office growth projected for Burbank. 'Itle City presently has about 72,000 to 

75,000 jobs available, with fluctuations caused by hirings and layoffs 

making a more precise estimate impossible. Based on current development 

plans, Burbank is likely to have at least 90,000 jobs by the year 1990, 

assuming no major changes in its major industries, and the construction of 

currently planned retail and office projects. At least 11,000 of the new 

jobs are projected for the Media District, about 3,500 for Town Centre, and 

the remainder scattered throughout the City. If projects which are now 

being proposed are actually built, then at least 6000 more jobs within the 

Media District could be added, most likely after 1990. 

Burbank is not only strategically locat ed within the Southern California 

megalopolis because of its geographic setting, but also because of the 

highway, transit, railroad, and air travel services which are available to 

its residents and employers. The key feature of the transportation 

facilities and services currently available to Burbank or planned for the 

future are described in this section. 
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1. HIGiWAYS 

As noted in Figure 4, Burbank is directly served by the Golden State and 

Ventura Freeways. The Golden State Freeway (Interstate 5) serves north

south traffic throughout the San Fernando Valley, to or from downtown Los 

Angeles, and Central Los Angeles County, and also intra-regional or inter

state travel. This freeway is generally six lanes wide in Burbank, with 

additional lanes provided for weaving or merging, particularly at freeway

to-freeway interchanges. 

The other freeway located within the City limits is the Ventura Freeway 

(Route 134). This freeway serves east-west traffic in the southern San 

Fernando Valley across to Pasadena. The Ventura Freeway, which generally 

follows Burbank's southern city limits, consists of eight travel lanes with 

additional auxiliary lanes provided at freeway interchanges. 

Since these two freeways are an integral part of Southern California's 

extensive freeway network, Burbank's residents or employees are no more than 

two miles away from a freeway which will provide them freeway access to the 

rest of the region. In fact, the City's three redevelopment projects are 

located adjacent to either the Golden State or Ventura Freeways. 

There are currently no plans to significantly increase the 

capacity of the freeway system in this part of the San Fernando Valley. No 

new freeways are planned to be built inside or near Burbank. Project 

planning studies and environmental documentation have been completed for 
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widening the R:>ute 101 (Ventura) Freeway west of Burbank from eight to ten 

lanes, but no such studies are underway for either the Golden State or 

Ventura Freeways. 

Major changes in the capacity of Burbank's arterial streets are also not 

projected. Due to right-of-way limitations, current arterials will not be 

widened, except at intersections. New streets are planned for additional 

hillside development, but these are not likely to affect major travel flows. 

With no major increases in highway capacity planned or programmed, 

operational improvements will assume the predominant role in addressing 

future congestion delays. As will be noted in the upcoming section on 

transportation plans and programs, during the next ten years, actions such 

as restricting parking on major arterials and freeway ramp metering will be 

as common as constructing highways was during the 1950's and 1960's. 

2. TRANSIT 

Burbank is served by a regional transit operator and a municipal 

transit service. The Southern California Rapid Transit District (RTD) 

provides local and express bus service within its service area which 

includes most of Los Angeles County and portions of Orange, Riverside, and 

San Bernardino Counties. Burbank's Transportation Service is operated by 

the City's Park and Recreation Department to provide Dial-A-Ride service for 

elderly and handicapped residents of the City. 

Rl'D. RID operates about 200 local and express bus routes and deploys about 

2200 buses during peak periods. RID categorizes its routes according to the 

following descriptions of service: local, limited stop, express, and 

special services (shuttles). 
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Fifteen RTD local and express routes provide service within Burbank's city 

limits. As can be seen from Table 1, twelve of these are local bus routes 

which operate seven days a week. The other three routes provide freeway 

based express service to downtown Los Angeles during weekday commute periods 

only. 

The Golden Mall serves as the hub of RTD service in Burbank with twelve RI'D 

routes serving the downtown area. Four of these routes (RTD 154, 163, 164, 

165) terminate in downtown Burbank, while the other eight routes provide 

through service. Ten of these routes, the local ones, operate all day, 

while the express routes operate only during the weekday peak periods. 

The level of services provided by the RTD in Burbank varies greatly by 

route. Route 94 between downtown Los Angeles and San Fernando is the only 

one which provides 10-minute headways(!) in peak periods and 20-minute 

headways during weekday off-peak periods, Saturdays, and Sundays. Routes 93 

(downtown Los Angeles to San Fernando) and 96 (downtown Los Angeles to Van 

Nuys) provide the next best level of service - 20 minutes during the peaks 

and 30 to 40 minutes at other times. The bulk of the routes provide 25 

minute headways (RTD 92, 163, 164, and 165) or 35 minute headways (RTD 154 

and 169) during peak periods. Two routes (RID 97 and 183) provide 40 minute 

headways during peak periods, while the express has routes provide the 

lowest frequencies <2) -- only two inbound morning trips and two outbound 

trips. 

1 The interval of time between buses. 

2 The inverse of headways - the number of buses arriving in an hour. 
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Headways Hours of Operatioo Tenlinal 
Type . weekdays Weekdays SUMays and SUndays/holidaya Points 

,ute Nulber of Service Peak Off-Peak Saturdays Holidays Weekdays Saturdays 

92 I.ocal. 25 30 30 60 4:30 a.111.- 2:15 a.a. 5:06 a.m.- 2:15 a.m. 4:07 a.m.- 2:15 a.111. Downtown L. A. 
San Fernando 

93 lDcAl 20 30 40 60 3:59 a.m.- 9:53 P••• 4:01 a.m.- 9:21 p.a. 6109 a.m.- 9:12 p.a. Downtown L.A. 
San P'ernando 

410 Express 2 Trips No Service No Service No Service 6:00 a.m.- 6:30 a.m. No Service No Service Downtown L.A. 
4:00 a.111.- 4:30 a.■. San P'ernando 

94 lDcAl 10 20 20 22 5:01 a.m.- 1:51 a.■• 5:40 a.m.- 1:50 a.m. Sz40 a.m.- 1:50 a.■• Downtown L. A. 
Sylnar 

96 Local 20 30 40 40 4:39 a.m.-11:35 p.111. 4:58 a.m.-11:35 P••• 6:50 a.m.-11:36 p.■• Downtown L. A, 
Van Nuys 

97 lDcAl 40 55 55 55 5:30 a.111.- 7:02 P••• 6:21 a.m.- 7:02 p.■• 7z20 a.m.- 7:02 p.a. Downtown L. A. 
Sherman Oaks 

154 lDcAl 35 40 60 60 5:34 a.m.- 8:26 a.m. 5:48 a.m,- 8:21 P••• 7t48 a.m.- 8:21 p.111. Northridge 
Burbank 

163 I.ocal. 24 24 33 33 5:10 a.m.-12:13 a.111. 5:06 a.m,-12:13 •••• 6t57 a.111.-12113 •••• C-anoga Park 
lktrbank 

164 I.ocal. 24 24 30 30 5:30 a.m.-11:19 P••· 5:45 a.m.-11:16 p.m. 7:10 a.m.-11:16 p.a. 1canoga Park 
Burbank 

165 Local 24 24 30 30 5:30 a.m.- 8:28 P••· 5z30 a.m.- 8:25 p.m. 6:45 a.111.- 8:02 p.a. canoga Park 
lktrbank 

169 I.ocal. 35 40 60 No Service 5:33 a.m.-8:06 p.m. 5:42 a.m.- 8:10 p.m. No Service canoga Park 
SunlarxJ 

183 I.ocal. 40 40 so 60 5:44 a.m.- 7:42 p.m. 5:40 a.m.- 7:45 p.m. 8:01 a.m.- 7:47 p.■• Glendale 
North Hollywood 

212 Local 25 45 30 30 5:01 a.m.- 2:27 a.m. 5:15 a.m.- 2:27 a.m. 5:30 a.m.- 2:27 •••• Inglewod 
lktrbank 

413 Bxpt"ess 2 Trips No Service No Service No Service 6:15 a.m.- 7:00 a.m. No Service No Service Downtown L. A. 
I Van Nuya 
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As can be seen by reviewing Figure 5, the RTD bus routes operate on nearly 

all the major arterials within Burbank. Since the intersection of Olive 

Avenue and San Fernando Boulevard (the Golden Mall) is served by the largest 

number of bus routes in Burbank (6), RTD bus routes operate on all of the 

streets in downtown Burbank. 

Currently, adult fares on RTD local buses are only 50 cents, transfers cost 

10 cents, with monthly passes available for students, elderly and regional 

travellers. Pass prices range from $4 for students and elderly persons to 

$55 for persons using long distance express bus routes. 

These fares are likely to change starting in Fiscal Year 1986, however, when 

the Los Angeles County Proposition A Fare Reduction Program is modified. "As 

a result of the passage of Proposition A, bus fares in Los Angeles County 

were reduced to 50 cents for adults in FY 1983. Based on Proposition A's 

guidelines, three years after the enactment of the Fare Reduction Program, 

the Los Angeles county Transportation Commission, which is empowered to 

distribute the revenues collected from Proposition A's 1/2 cent sales tax 

for transit, must reallocate some of the funds toward the construction of 

rail lines. Since the LACTC and the transit operators affected, 

particularly RTD, have not yet adopted next year's operating budgets, the 

amount of the likely fare increase is not yet known. 

Burbank Transportation Service. The City of Burbank, through its Park and 

Recreation Department, operates six vans which provide demand/response 

transportation service for elderly and handicapped residents of Burbank. 
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Service was initiated in 1974 using social service transportation funds 

available from the Older Americans Act. The current annual q>erating budget 

of $357,000 includes about $200,000 in funds from the Older Americans Act, 

and about $157,000 in Proposition A funds allocated to the cities in Los 

Angeles County for use on transit projects. 

Dial-A-Ride service is provided seven days a week, with the hours of 

operation ranging from 8:15 a.m. - 8:15 p.m. during weekdays, and 8:15 a.m. 

- 4:15 p.m. during weekends. Calls to request service must be made two 

working days in advance of the trip, and calls requesting trips are 

scheduled for specific time slots between 8:30 a.m. and 2:00 p.m. depending 

on the characteristics of the rider and the trip purpose. Although service 

is provided almost exclusively within Burbank's city limits, trips for 

medical appointments in limited areas of North Hollywood and Glendale are 

scheduled for Monday or Tuesday. 

Since the setting of fares is not permitted by the Older Americans Act, the 

City has developed a suggested contribution of 50 cents per round trip for 

all trips, except that those persons travelling to the Joslyn Community 

Center for daily nutrition can pay $1.50 per week. This contribution 

schedule means that participants in the daily nutrition pr03ram would pay 15 

cents per one-way trip (assuming they use the service five days a week), 

while all others would pay 25 cents per one-way trip. 

Approximately 5,000 trips per month are provided to qualified residents of 

Burbank. ~alified residents consist of persons aged 60 and above (seniors) 

and disabled persons of any age (handicapped) who have registered with the 

pr03ram. Approximately 31 percent of all trips are made by seniors, and the 

remaining 9 percent by handicapped persons. Approximately 78 percent of the 

handicapped tripmakers are under 60 years old. 
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Assuming that each rider makes 2 trips, the Burbank Transportation Service 

is currently being used by 80 people per day. Of these, an average of 73 

persons would be seniors, and 7 persons 'WOUld be handicapped. 

During an average month, 11,935 miles were operated by the Burbank 

Transportation Service resulting in a productivity of .4 passengers per 

mile. This figure is very similar to that reported by most of the other 

dial-a-ride operations throughout Los Angeles County. 

Converting the 5,000 monthly trips into 60,000 annual trips and dividing 

into the $357,000 annual operating budget means that each trip costs $5.95. 

Since the contribution schedule ranges between 15 and 25 cents per trip, the 

current average subsidy per trip of $5.70 to $5.80 per trip means that 

contributions (fares) account for about 2 to 4 percent of the service's 

operating budget, and remainder is provided by Older Americans Act and 

Proposition A funds. 

Other Paratransit Providers. In order to identify any other providers of 

transit service in or to Burbank, the Los Angeles County Community Resource 

Information Bank (CRIB) directory for the Burbank/Glendale area was 

reviewed. 'Ibis review indicated that the only social service facility in 

Burbank which could be labeled as major is St. Joseph's Medical Center. 

'!his is the largest health care facility in the san Fernando Valley serving 

40,000 patients annually. St. Joseph's Medical Center, however, does not 

operate any of its own paratransit services. 

'lbe five paratransit services which do operate in the area are as foll~s: 

o American National Red cross - Burbank: Emergency demand/response 

service is provided to destinations outside of Burbank. This 
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program was designed to supplement the Burbank Transportation 

Service which provides service only witin Burbank. '!be Red Cross 
utilizes two vehicles which are driven by volunteers and complete 

about three trips per week. The vehicles are not equipped with 
handicapped facilities. 'Ibis program was fumed entirely by the 

National Red Cross. 

Burbank YMCA: Service is provided to children who participate in 

after-school programs at the YMCA facility. Three vehicles carry 

150-200 children per week to destinations in Burbank and Glendale. 
Funding for this service is provided through internal YMCA 

sources. 

o Glendale Dial-A-Ride: Service is provided to elderly and 

handicapped persons only within the City of Glendale. 

o The Joslyn Center: A city-operated senior center which offers 

paratransit services to seniors through the Burbank Transportation 

Service., 

o Handi-Trans: A city-operated program which offers paratransit 

services to the handicapped through the Burbank Transportation 

Service. 

Commuter Rail. Passenger train service is currently not available in 

Burbank. Although the Southern Pacific's mainline tracks which are used by 

Amtrak's coast Starlight train between Los Angeles and Seattle run through 

Burbank, there is no stop in Burbank. 
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In 1982, the State of California briefly operated a commuter train between 
Oxnard and downtown ws Angeles. That service was beset by many problems, 

including the opposition of the Southern Pacific railroad, and a lack of 

long-term funding support. The State of California, which attempted to 

provide the service through Caltrans (the California Department of 

Transportation}, relinquished the service shortly after it was begun. 
Burbank's old railroad depot, located south of Olive Avenue across the 

Golden State Freeway from Town Centre, was not utilized as a commuter rail 
stop. Instead, a new passenger loading platform was built about 1/4 mile 

south of the Burbank Airport terminal. 

Burbank Airport. Approximately 2.8 million passengers use the Burbank 

Airport annually. Including all businesses located on airport property, 

approximately 2,700 persons work at the airport. 

Public transit service to the Burbank Airport is currently provided by Rl'D 

local routes 94, 163, 165, 169 and 212. The only provide carrier operating 

to the Burbank Airport is Silver Express which provides demand responsive 

van service from hotels in Pasadena, Glendale, and Burbank. Other private 

carriers used to private limousine, bus, and van service to the Burbank 
Airport, but found the demand for their service to be too low to continue 

operations. 

According to data collected in 1982, only 8 percent of the Burbank Airport's 

boarding passengers originated in Burbank, with far larger percentages 

originating from Central Los Angeles, the remainder of the San Fernando 

Valley, and the west San Gabriel Valley. As noted from Table 2, the trip 

origins do not vary greatly between weekdays when most trips will be for 
business purposes, and weekends when recreation and personal business trips 

will predominate. 

28 



I 
I 
I· 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

TABIB 2 

PERCENTAGE OF RF.sPOIDENTS 
ORIGIN WEDNESDAY SA'IURDAY 

Including L.A. County Including L.A. 
All Areas Onlyl All Areas 

Burbank 7% 8% 7% 

Beverly Hills-Holl~ 6 7 3 

Central Los Angeles 15 17 18 

East Los Angeles 2 2 2 

West Los Angeles 6 7 5 

East San Fernando Valley 14 15 17 

North San Fernando Valley 1 1 1 

West San Fernando Valley 15 17 14 

San Gabriel Valley 5 5 5 

West San Gabriel Valley 16 18 14 

Northern Los Angeles County 3 3 3 

Kern County 1 1 

OrcIDJe County 1 2 

Riverside County 1 

San Bernardino County 1 

Santa Barbara County 1 

Ventura County 8 6 

100% 100% 100% 

1 ~epresents 87 percent of all trip origins reported. 

Source: Technical Mercorandum No. 1 - Burbank - Glendale - Pasadena 
Airport Passenger Survey. Prepared for Burbank - Glendale 
Airport Authority, February 1983. Table 8. 
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During the week, approximately 3/4 of all passengers arrived at the airport 

in their cars. Adding another 17 percent for those who drove a rental car 
leaves 9 percent to be divided for all other modes. As can be seen from 

Table 3, public buses or shuttles were used by only 5 percent of all 
arrivals at the airport. 

3. PI.ruiS AND PR:X;RAMS 

A variety of state, regional, and local agencies have planning or 

programming responsibilities which will affect the provision of 
transportation services in Burbank. '!his section contains a description of 

current or proposed planning or feasibility studies, and short term or long

term capital programs. 

Highways. According to the most recent systems planning done by caltrans, 

the only freeway projects to be built within the next five years include 
adding a southbound fourth lane on I-5 between Magnolia and Burbank, and an 

auxiliary lane between Lanark and Roscoe. For the next five years, there 

are no projects programmed for R-:>ute 134. Within the next 10 to 20 years, 

as funds become available, caltrans would program the widening of I-5 by one 

lane in each direction. Possible improvements to be undertaken in that time 
frame would include the partial reconstruction of the Route 134/I-5 

interchange or the :R::>ute 134/:R::>ute 101 interchange. 

Transit. the Proposition A Rail Transit Plan endorsed by the voters in 
November, 1980 does not include a rail transit line in or through Burbank. 

The two nearest rail lines which the Los Angeles County Transportation 

Commission (LACTC) intends to build using Proposition A funds are the Los 

Angeles Metro Rail which would terminate at Universal City, and a light rail 
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MODE 

Private Auto 

Rental Car 

Taxi 

Public Bus (RID) 

Hotel,lliotel Courtesy Shuttle 

Lim:>usine 

Other 

PERCENTAGE OF RESPCIIDENI'S 
WEDNESDAY SATURDAY 

74% 

17 

4 

1 

3 

1 

100% 

85% 

9 

3 

1 

1 

1 

100% 

MX>E OF DEPARI'URE FRCM AIRPORI' 

M:>DE 

Same Mode 

Different Mode 

Will not fly into Burbank 

PERCENTAGE OF RESPCIIDENrS 
WEDNESDAY SA'IURDAY 

82% 

9 

9 

100% 

86% 

3 

11 

100% 
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line emanating from downtown Los Angeles and terminating in Glendale. 

According to the 1984 Regional Transportation Plan prepared by the southern 

California Association of Governments (SCAG), there are no other specific 

proposals for transit guideways directly serving Burbank. Although a 

Burbank branch light rail transit line is included in the Regional 

TransPortation Plan as a corridor option to be considered by LACTC, no 

specific work is underway on the analysis or definition of this potential 

project. 

Ckle of the most specific objectives of the Regional Transportation Plan is 

to increase the number of peak hour and daily trips made on transit or in 

carpools and vanpools. For the corridor that includes Burbank, SCAG is 

proposing that transit serve 18 percent of all peak hour peak-direction 

trips. 'lllis objective would represent nearly a four . fold increase from the 

1980 modal split of 4.8 percent. Attaining this decrease in the percentage 

of vehicle trips is required because the peak-hour traffic demand in this 

area will exceed the capacity of the freeways and arterials by 50 percent, 

compared to 20 percent now. Options such as light rail transit, a guideway 

or lanes for high occupancy vehicles (busway), commuter rail, or rapid 

transit remain to be considered. 

Burbank's Redevelopment Projects. Within the last year, transportation 

plans have been prepared for the Town Centre and Media District projects. 

The Downtown Traffic and Transportation Plan (3) contains recommendations for 

street network changes, intersection changes, First Street, on-street and 

off-street parking, a possible transit center, bus stops, and pedestrian 

facilities. 

3 City of Burbank Downtown Traffic and Circulation Plan. Prepared for 

the Burbank Redevelopnent Agency by TOA Inc. March 1984. 
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Six potential sites for a downtown transit center were evaluated, with no 

clearcut recommendations provided for the function, size, or preferred 

location of the transit center. Although the conversion of San Fernando 

Street south of Olive from a pedestrian mall to a bus-only street was 

ex>nsidered advantageous from the standpoint of consolidating bus q;>erations, 

concerns over the incompatibility of this use with adjacent development 

reduced its attractiveness. A site at First and Palm was considered good 

for the provision of passenger amenities, but poor from the standpoint of 

increased route circuity. Finally, the existing site at Golden Mall and 

Olive was left as the most likely focal point for bus routes serving 

downtown Burbank. 

The transportation and circulation plan included within the Media District 

Development Framework Plan(4) recommends specific traffic mitigation 

measures for the proposed develq:>ment of 2-3 million square feet of office 

and retail projects. Recommendations include minor modifications and 

improvements to the street system, the provision of satellite parking, and 

shuttle buses linking the sections of the Media District. 

The proposed shuttle buses q;>erating in the Media District would serve the 

satellite parking structure in the peak periods, and restaurants and shq:>s 

during the midday. Ridership and revenue forecasts for the shuttle bus 

service were not presented in the Media District Plan. 

4 Burbank Media District Development Framework Plan. Prepared by the 

ArrCffo Group, et al. for the Burbank Redevelcpment Agency. 
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This chapter contains the descriptions of the analyses which were conducted 

in order to identify the existing and future transit needs of Burbank's 

residents, employers, and employees. A variety of information sources, 

including 1980 Census of Pcpulation data, and travel time comparisons for 

auto and transit trips, were used. '!be descriptions of these analyses and 

the highlights of the evaluation follow. 

Two kinds of data collected during the 1980 Census of Population were 

analyzed. The first kind consisted of characteristics of the households 

such as age, auto availability, and income. '!be second kind consisted of 

journey-to-work characteristics. '!be following two sections describe how 
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these data were used to identify the existing transit needs of Burbank's 

residents. 

1. HOOSEHOLD ClIARACTERISTICS 

The decennial Census of Population collects a variety of data which can be 

used to determine the likely need for transit services which the households 

within each census tract will exhibit. For the 1980 Census, Burbank was 

divided into 18 census tracts, which as shown in Figure 6, have as their 

boundaries major strets or freeways. 

Socioeconomic groups that are most likely to be classified as being transit 

dependent include senior citizens, youths, low income persons, and the 

handicapped. Identifying the concentrations of these groups is essential to 

identifying possible transit needs. 1980 Census of Population data are 

available for age, auto availability and income characteristics. '!be Census 

did not collect data for the total number of handicapped residents. 

However, an analysis of data pertaining to public transit disability is 

included in this report as a surrogate. 

Youth and Senior Citizens. Burbank's population is slightly older than the 

county average. Approximately 15% of Burbank's population is 65 years of 

age or older, while 22% of the population is below the age of 17. These 

figurescompare to 10% and 27%, respectively for Los Angeles County. Since 

1970, the number of senior citizens in Burbank has increased by 38%, while 

the number of youths has decreased by 12%. Table 4 shows the propor ions of 

youths and senior citizens by census tract. As might be expected, 

concentrations of youths generally occur in areas with low elderly 

populations, and vice versa. '!be highest percentages of youths are found 
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I 
TABlB 4 

I AGE DIS'l'RIBUl'ICB 

I 
I Census 

Tract Population 0 - 17 Years 18 - 64 Years 65+ Years 

I 3101 4932 24.9% 66.7% 8.4% 

3102 7185 20.0 62.5 17.5 

I 3103 3207 25.2 65.8 9.0 

3104 3318 22.3 64.0 13.7 

I 3105 2417 30.4 62.0 7.6 

I 3106 5915 23.0 62.4 14.6 

3107 8194 17.8 65.1 17.0 

I 3108 4411 20 .8 61.3 17.9 

3109 6430 23.6 62.6 13.8 

I 3110 3649 24.0 61.5 14.5 

I 3111 3570 25.1 61.6 13.3 

3112 3018 22.1 63.2 14.6 

I 3113 3624 22.l 61.0 16.8 

3114 2212 17.7 61.3 21.0 

I 3115 4846 22.5 60.8 16. 6 

I 
3116 6627 10.7 70.5 18.8 

3117 5819 17.4 61.8 20 .8 

I 3118 5251 28.5 62.7 8.7 

CITY 

I 'lUI'AL 84,625 21.5 63 . 5 15.1 

ax.lNTY' 7,477,503 27.2 62.9 9.9 

I 
I 
I 
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in two neighborhoods (census tracts 3107 and 3118) which have large Hispanic 

pq,ulations. 

Neighborhoods with the highest proportions of senior citizens are located in 

the southernmost portion of the city in the vicinity of the Ventura Freeway 

(census tracts 3114, 3116 and 3117). The proportions of youths and senior 

citizens residing in each of Burbank's census tracts are shown in Figures 7 

and 8, respectively. 

Low Income Households. In 1980, the median household income in Burbank was 

$18,207, or 3. 7% higher than the county median. Los Angeles County defines 

low income households as those earning less than $14,050 annually. The 

Census, however, has aggreegated income data into intervals of $2500, which 

makes it imp::>ssible to determine the exact number of households earning less 

than $14,050. It is possible, however, to determine the number of 

households earning less than $15,000. Therefore, in this analysis, an 

annual income of $15,000 was used as the point below which a household is 

defined as having low income. In 1980, approximately 40% of all households 

in Burbank had an annual income of less than $15,000, compared to nearly 

43% for Los Angeles County. Table 5 shows for each census tract the 

percentage of households falling into three income ranges, including $0 -

$15,000. The areas containing the highest proportions of low income 

households are the Hispanic neighborhoods defined above (census tracts 3105, 

3107, and 3118). Figure 9 shows the proportion of low income households in 

each census tract, and reveals that the lowest income households are 

concentrated near downtown, and along the Golden State Freeway. 

Vehicle Availability. Slightly more than 9% of Burbank's households are 

without vehicles, compared to 13% for the county as a whole. Table 6 

summarizes vehicle availability by census tract within Burbank. The area 
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I 
'fflBLE 5 

I AlHJAL ID.tif!OOU) IlOJ4E 

I 
I Census Total $0 - $15,000 -

Tract Households $14,999 $19,999 $20,000 + 

I 3101 1683 13.0% 8.0% 79.0% 

3102 3123 39.1 14.4 46.5 

I 3103 1035 10.8 11.3 77.9 

3104 1315 27 .9 13.1 58.9 

I 3105 858 46.3 16.3 37.4 

I 3106 2518 41.3 16.9 41.7 

3107 4149 54.8 16.2 28.9 

I 3108 1889 43.6 15.0 41.3 

3109 2503 35.9 13.1 51.1 

I 3110 1492 43.3 13.8 42.9 

I 
3111 1346 33.0 13.9 53.0 

3ll2 1266 40.3 16.3 43.3 

I 3113 1496 37.9 14.4 47.9 

3114 1056 42.2 14.6 43.3 

I 3115 2014 43.2 16.2 40.4 

I 
3116 3651 43.0 16.4 40.6 

3117 2530 40.9 17.4 41.7 

I 3118 2060 49.0 14.3 36.7 

CITY 

I 'IOI'AL 35,984 40.2 14.9 44.9 

CXXJNTY 2,735,091 42.8 13.1 44.3 

I 
I 
I 
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I 
'12m1B6 

I VFJIICLE AVAILABILITY 

I 
I Vehicles Available Per Occupied 

Housing Unit 
Census Occupied 

I Tract Housing 0 1 2 3+ 

3101 1668 0.8% 16.1% 45.7% 37.4% 

I 3102 3110 7.6 41.8 32.3 18.4 

3103 1065 15.2 54.0 30.8 

I 3104 1308 4.7 36.3 43.0 16.0 

I 3105 863 4.4 49.1 32.7 13.8 

3106 2494 7.7 49.3 29.9 12.6 

I 3107 4121 24.3 46.4 23.3 5.9 

3108 1904 10.5 44.5 30.1 14.9 

I 3109 2502 5.3 38.5 32.6 23.6 

I 
3110 1486 10.0 41.9 26.2 22.0 

3111 1330 7.2 28.5 41.5 22.8 

I 3112 1280 8.4 41.2 27.4 23.0 

3113 1523 5.4 43.0 34.9 16.7 

I 3114 984 5.5 40.7 38.0 15.9 

I 
3115 2014 8.4 40.4 35.8 15.4 

3116 3645 7.7 55.0 26.5 10.9 

I 3117 2554 10.5 40.6 31.8 17.2 

3118 2029 11.7 44.2 31.5 12.6 

I CITY 
'IDPAL 35,880 9.2 41.6 32.4 16.8 

I rouNTY 2,730,469 12.7 38.7 30.9 17.8 

I 
I 
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which has by far the highest pro:portion of occupied housing units without 

vehicles is near and south of downtown. Not surprisingly, this area also 

has the highest proportion of low income households. The incidence of 

occupied housing units (households) without vehicles is shown in Figure 10. 

Although it is not surprising that the hillside census tracts contain the 

lowest percentage of autoless households, it is somewhat surprising that 

some of the census tracts north of Magnolia and west of I-5 also have very 

few autoless households. 

Public Transit Disability. 'Ibis condition is defined by the Census as the 

inability to use public transit as a result of a physical or mental 

condition. Identification of public transit disabled populations will 

assist in determining the need for specialized demand responsive transit 

services for the handicapped. The proportion of public transit disabled 

residents over 16 years of age in each census tract is shown in Table 7. 

Burbank has nearly the same percentage of public transit disabled persons as 

the county as a whole, 3.5% and 3.8%, respectively. For the most part, the 

proportion of public transit disabled residents is constant throughout 

Burbank. As can be seen from Figure 11, however, the neighborhoods 

bordering the north side of the Golden State Freeway (census tracts 3106 and 

3107), and those in the southern part of the city where many senior citizens 

reside (census tracts 3114, 3115, 31161 and 3117) exhibit a slightly higher 

incidence of public transit disability. 

Transit Dependent Areas. If not having an auto available is used as the 

single most important factor in projecting a general need for transit 

services, then the Census data would indicate that the census tract bounded 

by Fairmount, Sixth, I-5, and the southern city limits is the area in 

Burbank with the largest number of transit dependent households. If low 

annual household incomes were combined with low vehicle availability per 
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I 
TABLE 7 

I PUBLIC 'IW\NSIT DISABILITY 

I ----------------- ------- -

I Census Population With Public 
Tract Over 16 yrs Transit Disability 

I 3101 3899 2.3% 

3102 5980 3.0 

I 3103 2527 2.0 

3104 2677 2.1 

I 3105 1750 1.0 

I 3106 4614 5.0 

3107 6804 5.0 

I 3108 3618 3.5 

3109 5133 2.9 

I 3110 2907 3.6 

I 
3111 2816 2.8 

3112 2433 3.0 

I 3113 2891 2.6 

3114 1892 4.9 

I 3115 3929 4.4 

I 
3116 5756 3.8 

3117 4675 4.7 

I 3118 3919 2.2 

CITY 

I 'IOI'AL 68,220 3.5 

CX)UN'l'Y 5,576,107 3.8 

I 
I 
I 
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household to project a need for transit services, then the census tract 
described above (3107) would still be the highest priority area for transit. 

If a high projection of elderly households were combined with low vehicle 

availability per household to project a need for transit services, then 

census tract 3107 would still be ranked first. 

Using other combinations of household characteristics would not diminish the 

high priority for serving census tract 3107 with effective transit services, 

but would add other census tracts. For example, if a high proportion of 

elderly households which include persons who may not be able to drive were 

combined with low annual household income, then the census tracts bordering 

Magnolia (3108, 3112, 3113, and 3115) would become secondary candidate areas 

for transit service. 

'Ihe census data can also be used to estimate the number of transit dependent 

persons by census tract, and the total for Burbank. Table 8 lists the number 
of persons who were over 65 years of age, or whose annual household income 

was less than $15,000, or who didn't have an automobile available in their 

household. The range in populations, 7,922 to 34,204, is not necessarily 

indicative of transit need. What is clear is that at least 7,922 persons in 

Burbank need transit or some other form of transportation, such as walking 

or rides from friends or neighbors, in order to make their work, medical, or 

shopping trips. 'Ihe 12,769 residents over 65 years of age provide another 

large pool of potential transit riders, although some of these same persons 

have already been included in the group with no autos available. However, 
at least 30 percent of this group would consist of people who cannot drive 

due to health reasons, or physical or mental handicaps. Probably the 

weakest link between a factor and transit dependency would be made by using 
annual household incomes of less than $15,000 as an indicator. As can be 
seen by comparing the number of persons with no auto available and the 
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'12\Bm 8 

I ESTDWl'E CF TRANSIT lEPIHHff ~ 

I 
I Census Elderly Il:::>w Annual Incane No Auto 

Tract (over 65 yrs) (<$15,000) Available1 

I 3101 414 526 32 

2930 3102 1257 567 

I 3103 289 269 

3104 455 881 148 

I 3105 184 953 91 

I 3106 864 2496 192 

3107 1393 5458 1001 

I 3108 790 1978 480 

3109 887 2158 318 

I 3110 529 1550 357 

I 
3111 475 1066 230 

3112 441 1224 258 

I 3113 609 1361 197 

3114 465 1070 130 

I 3115 804 2088 406 

I 
3116 1246 3768 674 

3117 1210 2484 644 

I 3118 457 2422 570 

CITY 

I 'IOrAL 12,769 34,704 7,922 

1 Number of occupied dwelling units times 2.4 persons per unit. 

I 
I 
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number of persons in the low incoome category, the large majority of the low 

inoome persons (approximately 75 percent) have a vehicle available in their 

household. The low income group could be encouraged to make transit trips 

through a low tariff policy, but it is not as easy to generate transit trips 

from this much larger group than from the group of persons with no auto 

available. 

2. CXJ.1MUl'ING PATI'ERNS 

As part of each decennial Census of Population, a 20% sample of households 

is selected to answer questions on how they travel to work. A 10% sample of 

households is selected to answer more questions about where they work and 
the time they spend traveling to work. These information sources, when 
oombined, oomprise the Urban Transportation Planning Package (UTPP) which is 

available from the Census, and is used to provide origin/destination travel 

data. 

Whereas in the previous section, data were analyzed in order to estimate how 

many of Burbank's residents might ride transit, this section describes how 

many of Burbank's residents actually rode transit to work. The Census data 

described above were analyzed in order to compare the means of 
transportation reported for the journey-to-work with income and auto 

availability data. 

Commuting Mode for Employed Residents. Burbank's commuters exhibit a lower 

degree of transit usage than the county as a whole. Of the Burbank 

residents who work, 3.9% commute by mass transit and 14.4% travel in 
carpools or vanpool. These shares of travel modes oompare to county figures 

of 7.1% and 17.1% respectively. Table 9 shows a proportional breakdown of 
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I 
TABLB 9 

I CDMJ.rIR,; KDE Pm. BORBANK RESDBffS 

I 
I Censusl Total Drive Mass Walk 

Other2 Tract "'M:>rkers Alone Carpool Transit Only 

I 3101 2488 82.5% 14.9% 1.3% 0.4% 0.8% 

3102 3556 75.3 16.6 3.0 2.7 2.4 

I 3103 1645 80.4 15.6 0.5 0.8 2.7 

I 
3104 1584 74.6 14.7 3.8 1.6 5. 3 

3105 1129 63.2 21.9 5.8 5.2 3.9 

I 3106 2897 77.1 10.8 3 .7 4.1 4.3 

3107 4359 65.2 15.5 8.7 7.9 2.6 

I 3108 2017 71.4 14.1 2.6 7.4 4.5 

3109 3078 82.0 11.4 1.9 2.1 2.5 

I 3110 1785 70.9 17.8 5.9 2.9 2.5 

I 3111 1710 76.2 17.1 3.8 1.5 1.4 

3112 1334 78.3 10.7 5.5 2.6 3.0 

I 3113 1690 74.1 14.5 3.0 3.5 5.0 

3114 1070 81.7 11.5 2.9 2.8 1.1 

I 3115 2315 71.3 16.1 3.6 3.4 5.4 

I 
3116 3977 72.8 13.1 4.2 7.3 2.7 

3117 2830 76.2 11.7 2.8 5.5 3.8 

I 3118 2545 69.4 15.1 5.2 6.9 3.4 

CITY 

I 'IDTAL 42,009 74.3 14.4 3.9 4 . 2 3.1 

CDUNTY 3,471,764 69 .7 17.1 7.1 3.8 2.4 

I 1 Of residency. 
2 Includes work at heme. 

I 
I 
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commuting mode by census tract of residency, and Figure 12 illustrates the 

incidence of mass transit usage throughout Burbank. 

According to the 1980 census data, only 1638 of Burbank's 42,009 employed 

residents traveled to work using transit. This number is slightly lower 

than the number of persons who walk to work, and is about one fourth the 

number of people carp::,oling to work. 

The census tracts in which fewer than the citywide average of 3% of all 

workers rode transit to work include those located east of Sixth (3101, 

3:i.02, 3103); between Empire, Buena Vista, Verdugo, and I-5 (3108, 3109); 

west of Buena Vista but north of Oak (3118, 31214, and 3115); and south of 

Verdugo east of Buena Vista (3117). 'Ihe highest percentage of mass transit 

commuters are found in census tract which includes downtown (3107). ~s 

indicated earlier, this census tract also contains the highest proportion of 

autoless households. Other census tracts with higher than average 

percentages of transit commuters include 3105 near the Burbank Airport, and 

3112 north of Magnolia between the western city limits and Hollywood Way. 

Place of Work for Employed Residents. Where people work is as strong a 

determinant of transit usage as income, and in some cases auto availability. 

Fifty-four percent of Burbank's workers are employed outside of the City, 

while nearly 37% work in Burbank (the remainder of workers did not report 

their workplace). The same figures for Los Angeles County are 52% and 37% 

respectively. Table 10 indicates the place of work reported by census 

tract. As is shown in Figure 13, the proportion of workers employed outside 

of Burbank is fairly constant throughout the city. '111e largest percentages 

of employed residents commuting to work outside of Burbank are found in 

census tracts 3114 and 3102. 
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. 'lMLB 10 

I PLM:E <F U. PCR BORBANK RBSIIBft.'S 

I 
I Censusl Total o.itside In . 'Not 

Tract ~rkers Burbank Burbank Reported 

I 
3101 2488 55.1% 34.2% 10.6% 

3102 3556 60.6 30.5 8.9 

I 3103 1645 49.2 43.1 7.7 

3104 1584 44.7 48.8 6.5 

I 3105 1129 42.9 44.3 12.8 

I 
3106 2897 52.1 39.6 8.4 

3107 4359 53.8 36.3 9.9 

I 3108 2017 53.5 36.4 10.1 

3109 3078 54.9 38.6 6.5 

I 3110 1785 48.3 35.9 15.8 

I 
3111 1710 51.8 38.9 9.3 

3112 1334 55. 3 34.5 10.2 

I 3113 1690 47.5 42.2 10.3 

3114 1070 75.0 17.9 7.1 

I 3115 2315 52.7 36.6 10.6 

3116 3977 56.4 33.2 10.4 

I 3117 2830 57.4 36. 5 6.1 

I 3118 2545 55.8 37.8 6.4 

CITY 

I 
'rol'AL 42,009 54.0 36.7 9.2 

CXXJfl"i 3,471,764 51.9 38.3 9.8 

I 1 of residency 

I 
I 
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As indicated in Table 10, at least 54 percent of Burbank's employed 
residents travel to work places outside the city limits. Figure 12 shows 

that the largest proportion of residents travel to work outside Burbank from 
residents work will be presented in Section IIICl, the high correlation 
between place of work and mode of travel can be quickly illustrated here. 

The highest percentage of transit riders occurred when Burbank's workers 

were destined to downtown Los Angeles. By census tract, between 8 and 20 
percent of Burbank's workers who work in downtown Los Angeles re:(X)rted that 

they used transit to get there. '!his is a much higher percentage of transit 

users than was re:(X)rted by residents who traveled to work in other parts of 

the region. For these workers, transit accounted for only 1 to 7 percent of 

all trips. 

Commuting Mode for Employees. Acoording to the 1980 Census, 75,313 persons 

re:(X)rted that they work in Burbank. Given the uncertainties associated with 
the sample of self-enumeration questionaires, this figure is extremely close 

to the City's estimate of 71,000 jobs available. Only 3 percent of the 

persons employed in Burbank indicated that they used transit to get to work, 

which is slightly lower than the percentage of Burbank residents who 

reported that they use transit to get to work. carpools and vanpools again 
account for a far larger share of commuter trips than did transit, 

accounting for approximately 18 percent of all work trips made to Burbank. 

As can be seen from Table 11, the percentages of persons commuting to 
Burbank via transit did not exceed 5 percent except for two cases. One of 

these occurred in census tract 3101 (in the hillsides), where a small 

number, but 10 percent, of the employees reported that they used transit to 
get there. The second case, and a more statistically valid one, was 

reported for census tract 3113. (See Figure 6 for the location of Burbank's 

census tracts.) 
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I 'D\BLB 11 

I 
MBAHS CF 'l'RANSPCRrATICB BY PLACE CF BIP.UmHll' 

I (Percent) 
Number of Work at 

Tract i'«:>rkers! Drive Alone carIX>Ol Transit Walk CnlJ'.: Other ~ans Hane 

I 3101 206 76 14 10 

3102 148 65 11 8 16 

I 3103 171 61 25 9 5 

I 3104 3249 75 20 1 1 3 

3105 26244 68 24 4 1 3 

I 3106 1118 69 14 5 7 2 3 

3107 9573 72 18 4 4 3 

I 3108 4184 71 17 3 5 4 

I 3109 2024 80 10 3 3 3 l 

3110 1826 79 12 4 l 4 1 

I 3110.98 13 100 

3111 1685 78 16 2 1 1 2 

I 3112 868 72 15 2 4 4 3 

I 3113 1496 65 19 8 5 l 2 

3114 642 84 9 5 2 

I 3115 897 79 10 6 l 5 

3116 12703 82 12 2 3 2 

I 3117 4889 73 16 2 5 2 2 

I 
3118 3390 71 19 1 5 4 

Burbank 75313 73 18 3 3 3 l 

I Notes: 
l ~loyed in Burbank 

I 
I 
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The high correlation between household income or auto availability and 
transit usage can be gleaned directly from Tables 12, 13, and 14. Table 12 

indicates that 1 percent of the persons employed in Burbank who used their 

own vehicle to travel to work did not own at least 1 vehicle. Table 13 

indicates that, on the other hand, 27 percent of the persons employed in 

Burbank, who used transit to travel to work did not own a vehicle. 

Since the number of households which include two workers is high, the 
importance which owning only 1 vehicle has on transit usage can also be 
noted from Tables 12 and 13. While only 27 percent of the persons employed 

in Burbank who used their own vehicle to travel to work owned only one or no 

vehicles, 66 percent of the persons employed in Burbank who used transit to 
travel to work owned only one or no vehicles. It is self evident that 
having one vehicle available for two workers will force one of them to use 

other means of transport. 

The correlation between low incomes and transit usage is clearly noted in 

Table 14. While 37.1 percent of all persons employed in Burbank who used 
transit had household incomes of less than $15,000, only 20.3 percent of all 

persons employed in Burbank had similar incomes. 

Travel Time by Mode. It is not only the characteristics of the household or 

the tripmaker which will influence transit ridership, but also the level of 

transit service provided. Although a more detailed evaluation of transit 
service levels will be described in Section IIIB, there are additional 

Census data which need to be reported here in order to understand the modes 

of travel listed in Table 11. As noted from Table 15 and Figure 14, persons 
who commuted to Burbank via transit spent an average of 42 minutes getting 
here, while persons who drove to work spent an average of only 23 minutes. 

Not only did transit take almost twice as long as driving, but carpooling, 
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I 'D\BIB u 

I 
.PBlCBNT CP ~l Ill) mB CAR, VAN CR 'l'1IXX 

BY NUMBER OF VEHICLES AVAILABLE 

I (Percent) 
Census Total Number 
Tract of \'i'.>rkers 'It> Vehicle 1 Vehicle 2 Vehicles 3+ Vehicles 

I 3101 185 40 26 34 

3102 112 40 60 

I 3103 148 28 49 24 

I 3104 3055 1 25 39 36 

3105 24070 31 1 27 42 

I 3106 930 29 30 41 

3107 8580 1 27 40 32 

I 3108 3683 1 21 44 34 

I 3109 1833 30 35 34 

3110 1651 1 26 47 26 

I 3110.98 13 100 

3111 1594 2 27 36 36 

I 3112 760 22 36 42 

I 
3113 1265 1 33 34 32 

3114 568 2 21 44 33 

I 3115 794 22 43 35 

3116 11802 1 27 41 32 

I 3117 4349 24 43 33 

I 
3118 3055 1 25 44 30 

Burbank 68447 1 26 41 32 

I 1 Employed in Burbank 

I 
I 
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I 'DWLB 13 

I PE1CBlff CF JilH<E8S1 B> mB POBLIC ~QI 

BY NUMBER OF VEHICLF..S AVAILABLE 

I (Percent) 
Census Total Number 

I 
Tract of Vehicles N:> Vehicle 1 Vehicle 2 Vehicles 3+ Vehicles 

3101 21 100 00 00 

I 3102 

3103 

I 3104 34 47 53 

I 
3105 1102 15 38 30 17 

3106 50 20 48 32 

I 3107 336 52 43 5 

3108 133 26 42 32 

I 3109 62 82 18 

I 
3110 74 66 34 

3111 31 100 

I 3112 19 100 

3113 113 74 26 

I 3114 

I 
3115 

3116 226 34 44 20 2 

I 3117 99 37 23 11 28 

3118 44 14 86 

I Burban}< 2384 27 39 22 12 

I l Enployed in Burbank 

I 
I 



------------------TABLE 14 

CXMPARISE CF w:.t<l<BlS1 BY TRAVEL KIE 1R> IllDE 

CUrmulative Percent 
Incane Percent of Workers of Workers Percent of Currurulative Percent 
Category Using Transit Using Transit Total Workers of Total Workers 

Less than 6.8 7.6 3.8 3.8 
$5,000 

$5,000 to 8.8 16.1 3.3 7.1 
$7,999 

$8,000 to 5.0 20.1 2.7 9.8 
$9,999 

$10,000 to 5.4 37.1 10.5 20.3 
$14,999 

$15,000 to 3.6 51.8 13.7 34.0 
$19,999 

$20,000 to 3.9 67.4 13.5 47.5 
$24,999 

$25,000 to 2.7 86.5 23.5 71.0 
$34,999 

$35,000 to 1.9 96.3 18.9 89.9 
$49,999 

$50,000 to .9 100.0 10.1 100.0 
or JOC>re 

1 Employed in Burbank. 



I 
TABLE 15 

I ~ mAVEL TIMBS 

I = ------ -

I ALL DRIVE CAR POOL DRIVE CARPOOL BUS OR 
IDRKERS CAR IN CAR TRUCK OR IN VAN S'I'REEK'.AR 

ALOOE VAN AIDNE OR TRUCK 

I 
TRACT 3101 33 27 44 29 0 60 

I 
TRACT 3102 20 11 0 20 75 0 
TRACT 3103 18 19 19 21 0 0 
TRACT 3104 24 22 28 23 42 18 
TRACT 3105 28 26 33 24 30 45 

I TRACT 3106 20 20 25 18 0 23 
TRACT 3107 21 21 23 22 28 40 
TRACT 3108 20 20 21 23 23 30 

I TRACT 3109 23 21 32 21 13 48 
TRACT 3110 23 22 21 24 18 56 
TRACT 3110.98 90 0 0 0 90 0 

I 
TRACT 3111 23 23 20 24 12 56 
TRACT 3112 18 15 22 21 29 60 
'rnACl' 3113 18 15 15 23 55 40 
TRACT 3114 19 20 21 13 15 0 

I TRACT 3115 17 17 24 16 0 0 
TRACT 3116 24 24 25 32 43 42 
TRACT 3117 22 21 27 22 31 29 

I 
TRACT 3118 21 20 21 27 44 41 

I 
AVERAGE 23 25 24 32 42 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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which involves numerous and circuituous stops, took an average of 32 minutes 

ccmpared to 10 or nore minutes for transit. 

Nearly all workers spent between 10 and 40 minutes traveling to work in 

Burbank, with those persons exceeding 30 minutes arriving to work via 

transit, carpools, or vanpools. Since approximately 3/4 of all employees 

arrive in Burbank by driving alone, it follows that most employees spent 

less than 30 minutes traveling to work in Burbank. 

Commute Patterns by Mode. Although the percentage of Burbank's workers 

commuting by mass transit increased from 2.4 percent in 1970 to 3.9 percent 

in 1980, the latter figure is still about half the county-wide average. Why 

transit accounts for a very small percentage of work trips made to or from 

Burbank will become more evident in the next sections, although the high 

travel times indicated in Table 15 and Figure 14 provide major clues. 

What is evident from the journey-terwork data collected by the 1980 Census 

is that auto availability or income, and the place of work are key factors 

in determining transit usage. '!'hose persons with no vehicles available to 

the household, or 1 vehicle available for 2 or more workers in a household 

are far more likely to ride transit than those people with a vehicle 

available for every adult in the household. (Although the data used in this 

analysis were for persons working in Burbank, previous experience would 

guarantee that Burbank's employed residents would exhibit the same 

behavior). 

Those persons that work in a mixed use activity center, particularly a large 

one such as downtown Los Angeles, used transit to a far greater degree than 

those persons traveling to other work destinations. Activity centers, with 

their higher parking charges and mixture of land uses within walking 
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proximity, will attract more transit trips than other destinations even if 
they were receiving equal transit service. However, since transit operators 

know that their routes serving activi ty centers will generally be more 

productive than those that don't, the contribution of automobile 

disincentives and improved transit service means that activity centers will 

typically attract 3 to 5 times as many transit riders as office or 

industrial parks. 

B. ANM.YSIS CF SBRYICB 

The current levels of transit service available to the residents and 
employees of Burbank were evaluated in order to determine if excessive 

travel times or other service deficiencies limited the attractiveness of 

transit. Separate evaluations were done of RTD, and the Burbank 

Transportation Service, because the former's local and express bus routes 

are intended by this regional operator to serve the general population, 
while the latter provides only demand/response service for elderly and 

handicapped persons traveling primarily within Burbank. 

1. RID 

In order to evaluate the service provided by RID, two kinds of evaluations 
were done. In the first, any limitations in the level of service available 

for the RTD routes directly serving Burbank were noted. In the second, 

travel time comparisons were made of potential auto and transit trips in 

order to identify excessive transit travel tirres. 

The best headways and the most extensive terminal points served by the 14 
RTD routes operating within Burbank were listed in Table 1. However, not 

all route segments are operated by RTD at all times of the day, so that 
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travel which can be acoomplished at certain times of the day, particularly 

peak periods, cannot be acoomplished at other times, particularly during the 

early morning or evening periods. As noted in detail for every route in 
Table 16, the following types of exceptions make using RID's service even 

more difficult than just the wait times associates with regular service: 

1. Long headways required to travel to or from San Fernando, North 

Hollywood, and Los Angeles early in the morning or duirng 

evenings. 

2. Irregular evening service or no weekend service on certain routes 

to or fran San Fernando, IDs Angeles, or Glendale. 

3. Q1ly two inbound and two outbound trips provided per express bus 
route with no midday, evening, or weekend service available. 

4. No direct service east of Glendale. 

In order to identify excessive travel times on RTD buses caused by 

circuituous routes or long transfer wait times, the existing RI'D timetables 

were used to calculate the total travel times required from the Q:>lden Mall 

in Burbank to a variety of destinations. 'lbe Q:>lden Mall, in particular the 
intersection of Olive and San Fernando, was used as the origin point in 

Burbank for the travel time analysis because this is the hub of transit 

service in the city, and would therefore be expected to provide the best 

level of transit service. However, as can be seen from Table 17, current 

RID service allows a transit journey to be oompleted in less than 30 minutes 
to only about one third of all locations analyzed. Most of the locations 
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Route Number 

92 

93 

410 

94 

96 

97 

'fflBU!! 16 
RID SERVICE BXCEPI'l(H; IN BtlRBNiK 

Type of 
Service 

Local 

I.Deal 

Express 

Local 

I.Deal 

I.Deal 

90 minute morning off peak headways from 
Glenoaks and Olive north to San Fernando 
no afternoon service from Glenoaks and Olive 
north to San Fernando 
irregular evening service to San Fernando, last 
arrival 8:13 p.m. and last departure 7:45 p.m. 
no Saturday, Sunday, or holiday service from 
Glenoaks and Olive north to San Fernando 

first weekday northbound San Fernando arrival 
7:21 a.m. 
first weekday southbound San Fernando departure 
6:55 a.m. 
last weekday northbound San Fernando arrival 
7:32 p.m. 
last weekday southbound San Fernando departure 
7:14 p.m. 
last Saturday northbound San Fernando departure 
8:06 p.m. 
last Saturday southbound San Fernando departure 
6:55 p.m. 
last Sunday northbound San Fernando arrival 
7:55 p.m. 
last Sunday southbound San Fernando arrival 
7:44 p.m. 

2 inbound and 2 outbound trips only 
first inbound arrival in downtown L.A. 7:27 a.m. 
last inbound arrival in downtown L.A. 7:56 a.m. 
first outbound departure from downtown L.A. 
4:07 p.m. 
last outbound departure from downtown L.A. 
4: 37 p.m. 

weekday service between Truman Street and 
Mission Boulevard (San Fernando) and Sylmar 
provided only between 5:54 a.m. and 11:33 p.m. 
at 30, 40, or 60 minute headways 
weekend service provided only at 40 minute 
headways north of San Fernando 

30 minutes headways after 7:00 p.m. evenings 
60 minute headways after 8:00 p.m. evenings 

no southbound service pr<J11ided south of Burbank 
after 5:00 p.m. or northbound after 5:25 p.m. 
weekdays, and Sunday 
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Route Number 

I 
154 

I 163 

I 164 

165 

I 169 

I 
183 

212 

I 413 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

RID SERVICE BXCEPI'ICIIS (oontinled) 

Type of 
Service 

Local 

Local 

Local 

Local 

Local 

Local 

Local 

Express 

none 

no service east of Burbank Airport after 10:15 
p.m. weekdays and Sundays 

none 

none 

none 

no service south of Golden Mall after 7:20 p.m. 

off peak and evening service in north of 
Hollywood available at 60 minute headways only 

2 inbound and 2 outbound trips only 
first inbound arrival in Downtown L.A. 7:26 
a.m. 
last inbound arrival in Downtown L.A. 8:14 a.m. 
first outbound departure from Downtown L.A. 
4:23 p.m. 
last outbound departure from Downtown L.A. 5:18 
p.m. 
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listed can be reached only by riding one or two buses for at least 45 

minutes. 

'!be primary reason for the long bus travel times-the need to transfer and 
wait for the second bus--becomes apparent after comparing Table 17 with 

Table 18. Those locations which can be reached from the Golden Mall by 

using only one bus line, i.e., where direct service is provided, can be 

reached within 30 minutes. However, all of the locations which involve at 

least one transfer tend to take at least 10 to 15 minutes longer to reach 

because of the wait times between buses. 

Although it is p:>ssible to mentally oompare the RTD travel times listed in 

Table 17 with oomparable auto travel times, Table 19 indicates how great 

the disparity is between transit and auto travel times. Even during peak 
periods when the lowest transit headways are being provided, and when 
highway travel speeds are the slowest, with few exceptions, transit travel 

times at least 50 percent greater than auto travel times were noted. During 

off peak periods, when the highest transit headways are provided, and when 

highway travel speeds are the fastest, transit travel times 2 to 3 times 

greater than auto travel times prevail. In fact, current transit travel 

times are oompetitive with auto travel only in the following cases: 

1. When making trips within Burbank on a route directly oonnecting 

the destination and the Golden Mall. 

2. When traveling to selected locatlions in Van Nuys and Sherman oaks 

directly served by an RTD route. 

An imp:>rtant point that needs to be stressed, however, is that these travel 
time oomparisons do not include the time required to wait for the first bus, 

69 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

TABLE 17 

All trips fran,lto Golden Mall in downtown Burbank. Tines in minutes. 

Location 

Verdugo Hills Hospital 
CBS Studios 
Studio City 
cal State Northridge 
Olive View Hospital 
Valley Plaza 
Van Nuys Airport 
Mission Hills College 
Rose Bowl 
cal Tech 
Panorama City Center 
Sherman Oaks Galleria 
Burbank Airport 
Burbank Cam1unity Hospital 
Burbank Studios 
Glendale Galleria 
Jet Prcpulsion Laboratory 
Norton Siron Museum 
Plaza Pasadena 
St. Joseph's Hospital 
Eagle Rock Plaza 
Universal Studios 
Downtown L.A. 
Glendale Camiunity Hospital 
Glendale College 
IDs Angeles Valley College 
Kaiser Hospital 

Peak Period Service 

63 
66 
36 
70 
53 
26 
49 
40 
56 
62 
49 
23 
13 

5 
11 
22 
80 
52 
61 
11 
40 
47 
30 
31 
45 
25 
30 

Off Peak Service 

69 
68 
39 
72 
54 
29 
55 
43 
68 
65 
52 
29 
12 

5 
11 
22 

no service 
53 
71 
12 
43 
49 
29 
33 
49 
28 
35 
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TAIJlB18 

Direct Trips 

Golden Mall to/fran: 

o Burbank Air!X)rt 
o Burbank Carmunity Hospital 
o Burbank Studios 
o Downtown L.A. 
o Glendale Carmunity Hospital 
o Glendale Galleria 
o Laurel Plaza 
o L.A. Valley College 
o Mission Hills College 
o Olive View Hospital 
o St. Joseph's Hospital 
o Shernian oaks Fashion Square 
o Valley Plaza 

Non-Direct or Transfer Trips 

Golden Mall to/fran: 

o Cal State Northridge 
o Cal Tech 
o CBS Studios 
o Eagle Rock Plaza 
o Glendale College 
o Jet Prcpulsion Laboratory 
o Kaiser Hospital 
o Norton Sinon Museum 
o Panorama City Shcpping Center 
o Plaza Pasadena 
o Rose Bowl 
o Studio City Park - n - Ride Lot 
o Universal Studios 
o Van Nuys Airport 
o Verdugo Hills Hospital 



I TABLE 19 

I CXMP~ CF 'ml\NSIT AND Al1ID TRAVEL TDES 

All fran/to Golden Mall in Downtown Burbank. Tines in minutes. 

I 
I I.Dcation Peak Periods Off Peak Periods 

Transit Auto Transit/ Transit Auto Transit/ 
Auto Auto 

I Verdugo Hills Hospital 63 25 2.52 69 20 3.45 

I 
CBS Studios 66 45 1.47 68 30 2.27 
Studio City Park 36 20 1.80 39 15 2.60 
cal State Northridge 70 30 2.33 72 20 3.60 
Olive View Hospital 53 25 2.12 54 15 3.60 

I Valley Plaza/I.,aurel Plaza 26 20 1.30 29 15 1.93 
Van Nuys Airp:>rt 49 30 1.63 55 20 2.75 
Mission Hills College 40 25 1.60 43 15 2.87 

I 
Rose Bowl 56 25 2.24 68 15 4.53 
cal Tech 62 35 1.77 65 25 2.60 
Panorama City Center 49 60 1.63 52 20 2.60 
Sherman oaks Galleria 23 20 1.15 29 15 1.93 

I Burbank Airp:>rt 13 10 1.30 12 8 1.50 
Burbank Ccmnunity Hospital 5 4 1.25 5 4 1.25 
Burbank Studios 11 10 1.10 11 9 1.22 

I Glendale Galleria 22 15 1.47 22 10 2.20 
Jet Prcpulsion Laboratory 80 30 2.67 no 20 

service 

I 
Norton Sinon Museum 52 30 1.73 53 20 2.65 
Plaza Pasadena 61 35 1.74 71 25 2.84 
St. Joseph's Hospital 11 10 1.10 12 9 1.33 
Eagle Rock Plaza 40 20 2.00 43 15 2.87 

I Universal Studios 47 25 1.88 49 15 3.27 
Downtown Los Angeles 30 20 1.50 29 15 1.93 
Glendale carmunity Hospital 31 20 1.55 33 15 2.20 

I Glendale College 45 25 1.80 49 20 2.45 
Los Angeles Valley College 25 25 1.00 28 20 1.40 
Kaiser Hospital 30 25 1.20 35 20 1.75 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

but assume a simultaneous arrival of the potential passenger and the bus at 

the bus stop. Adding 5 to 10 minutes for walking or wait times would mean 

that a short trip within Burbank would take 20 minutes, and the ratio 

between transit and auto travel times would increase to nearly 2. 

One additional important point is that the actual transfer time between 

buses is often longer than the transfer times used in this evaluation of 

Rl'D's service. In the calculation of time needed to travel by transit from 

the Golden Mall to various locations, an "ideal" bus schedule was assumed. 

First, the bus lines from the mall to various locations were chosen because 

they required the least amount of travel time. Second, the average wait 

time caused by buses arriving or departing off schedule (early or late) 

wasn't considered during the analysis. 

2. BURBANK TRANSPORI'ATION SERVICE 

There are two major deficiencies which potential users of Burbank's demand 

resfX)nse service for elderly and handicapped persons encounter. The first 

is that trips must be reserved two working days in advance. This 

requirement may not cause a hardship for those using the service on a 

regular basis, but it certainly reduces the potential user's flexibility to 

make discretionary trips, even for medical reasons. Second, trips outside 

of Burbank are made only to hospitals and medical centers in North Hollywood 

and Glendale, and are scheduled for Mondays and Tuesdays. Again, the user's 

flexibility of selecting a doctor or dentist outside Burbank is reduced, as 

is the ability to use the service for non-medical trips outside Burbank. 

Since the aim of the service is to operate within Burbank almost 

exclusively, this is an intentional policy deficiency, and not an 

operational one. 
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C. SCJRYEm CF WSFDlffl Atll 'BWl>IT RDER; 

Two original surveys and a previous survey were used to indicate specific 

requirements for transit improvements in Burbank. First, a random sample of 
Burbank households was included in a telephone survey in order to determine 

travel patterns and attitudes exhibited by the general population. Second, 

riders of Burbank's Transportation Service were surveyed to determine their 

travel characteristics and recommendations for service improvements. Third, 

an earlier telephone survey of RTD was used to describe the attitudes of 

current patrons about RTD's service. The discussions of these data sources 

follow in the order in which they were listed above. 

1. SURVEY OF BURBANK HOOSEJ-IOLDS 

During October 1984, households in Burbank were telephoned in order to 

determine their current level of transit usage, reasons for using current 

travel modes, recommendations for possible transit improvements, and 

projected usage rates if these service improvements were implemented. The 

households were selected using the random dialing technique to generate a 

sample of telephone numbers for the city's prefixes. Four-hundred 

interviews were completed in order to achieve a precision of+ 5% at the 95% 

confidence level. 

The characteristics of the 400 households which did complete the 

questionnaire were compared to Census of Population data in order to 

determine possible bias. After comparing household income, vehicles 
available per household, and mcxle of travel to work for the households who 

completed the telephone survey against all households in Burbank, no 

discernible bias was noted. The questionnaire which was used for the 

household interviews has been included as Appendix A. 
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Of the heads of household who answered the telephone, 7.7 percent responded 

that they had used transit in the previous week. As noted in Table 20, the 

majority of persons who rode transit did so infrequently, less than 5 days a 

week. 

'mBLB 20 

IDi CF.mN RIIE TRAIEIT 

Cumulative Cumulative 

Value Frequency Frequency Percent Percent 

Not a Rider 369 369 92.2 92.2 

Every day 6 375 1.5 93.7 

5 Days a Week 6 381 1.5 95.2 

2 or 3 Days 11 392 2.7 98.0 

a Week 

1 Day a Week 3 395 0.7 98.7 

First Tine 4 399 1.0 99.7 

No Response 1 400 0.2 100.0 

Total 400 400 100.0 

Although the majority of transit riders used the service less than five days 

a week, work trips accounted for the primary trip purpose, while shopping 

trips and trips to doctors or dentists were the second and third most 

frequently noted trip purposes. As can be noted from Table 21, work trips 

represented the main trip purpose for those using transit, while shopping 

was the secondary trip purpose. 
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Value Frequency 

No Transit 369 

Trip 

Work 11 

Shopping 5 

Recreation 1 

Doctor/ 9 

Dentist 

Personal 5 

'lUI'AL 400 

'12\BLB 21 

MIN "DUP PURPCm Rm TRANSIT "DUP 

'lbtal Population lbde Transit 

CUmulative CUmulative CUmulative 

Frequency Percent Percent Percent Percent 

369 92.2 92.2 

380 2.7 95.0 35.5 35.5 

385 1.2 96.2 16.1 51.6 

386 0.2 96.5 3.2 54.8 

395 2.2 98.7 29.0 83.8 

16.2 100.0 

400 1.2 100.0 100.00 

400 100.0 
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'mBIB 21 (COntinued) 

SIIXHlARY mIP PURE(SE E"Cm ~IT mIP 

'l'btal Population Rode Transit 

CWnulative Cumulative CWnulative 

Value Frequency Frequency Percent Percent Percent Percent 

No Transit 369 369 92.2 92.2 

Trip 

Work 4 373 1.0 93.2 12.9 12.9 

Shopping 10 383 2.5 95.8 32.2 45.1 

Recreation l 384 0.2 96.0 3.2 48.3 

Doctor/ 3 387 0.7 96.8 ' 9.7 58.0 

Dentist 16.2 100.0 

Personal 2 389 0.5 97.2 6.5 64.5 

No Other 11 400 2.7 100.0 35.5 100.0 

'lUI'AL 400 400 100.0 100.0 

A relatively high 23.l percent of the heads of household indicated that they 

had used transit during the last year, while 12.7 percent indicated that 

they had used transit in the last month. On the other hand, as noted in 

Table 22, 25.5 percent of the resfX)l'ldents indicated that they had never used 

transit, while another 42.0 percent indicated that they had last used 

transit over five years ago. Somewhat surprisingly, more people had used 

transit than a taxi during the last week or month. 
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'lM[B 22 

I 
LAST TDE mBD 'DWl>IT 

I Cumulative Cumulative 

Value Frequency Frequency Percent Percent 

I 
No Response 6 6 1.5 1.5 

I Last 1-k:>nth 51 57 12.7 14.2 

Last Year 42 99 10.5 24.7 

I 
About 2 Years Ago 31 130 7.7 32.5 

Over 5 Years Ago 168 298 42.0 74.5 

Never 102 400 25.5 100.0 

I TOI'AL 400 400 100.0 

I '12\BIB 22 (Q:mtinued) 

I LAST TAXI 'mIP 

I 
Cumulative Cumulative 

Value Frequency Frequency Percent Percent 

I Last Week 5 5 1.2 1.2 

Last Month 20 25 s.o 6.2 

I Last Year 57 82 14.2 20.5 

2 Years Ago 43 125 10.7 31.2 

I 5 Years Ago 167 292 41.7 73.0 

Never 108 400 27.0 100.0 

I TOI'AL 400 400 100.0 
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Of those persons who did not ride transit the previous week, the largest 

percentage - 45.1 - indicated that they needed their car during the day. As 

seen in Table 23, another 23.9 percent considered transit to be 

inconvenient, and 13.9 had never even considered the use of transit. (As 

shall be seen later in the analysis, cross tabulating why people didn't ride 

transit against various service factors provided more specific clues about 

attitudes.) 

When asked to rank the importance of six specific factors in influencing 

their mode of travel, reliability was given the highest priority, time for 

waiting or transferring came in second, total trip time was third, while 

control of the travel environment was fourth. Free or cheap parking was 

oonsidered imJ;X>rtant by a smaller percentage of resJ;X>ndents, and travel cost 

or fare was considered the least important. The response rates to this 

question are listed in Table 24. 

Approximately thirty-six percent of all heads of household indicated that 

there was no trip purpose for which they would consider using transit. 

Since 7.7 percent of all respondents i ndicated that they already used 

transit, those who indicated that they would strongly consider switching to 

transit represent 56.1 percent of the adult population of Burbank. As 

indicated in Table 25, the majority of these persons would consider using 

transit for work, shopping, or recreation trips, in that order. 
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Value 

Transit Rider 
Too Much Tine 
Inconvenient 

Uncanfortable 

Unreliable 
Unsafe 

Not Considered It 
Need car 

carpool;Vanpool 

'IOTAL 

TABIB 23 

Total Population 

Frequency 

32 

33 

88 

2 

13 

7 

51 

166 

8 

400 

80 

Don't Ride Transit 

Percent Percent 

8.0 

8.2 8.9 

22.0 23.9 

0.5 .1 

3.2 3.5 

1.7 1.9 

12.7 13.9 

41.5 45. 1 

2.0 2.2 

100.0 100.0 
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mBLE 24 

IMPCRl2\tCB CR P'ACRES IN SELFCl']H; KDE CR TRAVEL 

FAC'IOR: 'IDrAL TRIP TIME 
Cumulative 

Value Frequency Frequency Percent 

Very Important 189 189 47.2 

Important 157 346 39.2 

Not Important 54 400 13.5 

'IUrAL 400 400 100.0 

FAC'IOR: TIME FOR WAITING OR TRANSFERING 
Cumulative 

Value Frequency Frequency Percent 

Very Important 224 224 56.0 

Important 142 366 35.5 

Not Important 34 400 8.5 

FAC'IDR: COST OR FARE 

Cumulative CUrnulative Cumulative 

Value Frequency Frequency Percent 

Very Important 88 88 22.0 

Important 164 252 41.0 

Not Important 148 400 37.0 

'lUTAL 400 400 100.0 

81 

Cumulative 
Percent 

47.2 

86.5 

100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

56.0 

91.5 

100.0 

Percent 

22.0 

63.0 

100.0 
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I 
FAC'IOR: RELIABILITY 

CUmulative CUmulative 

Value Frequency Frequency Percent Percent 

I 
Very Important 252 '252 63.0 63.0 

I Important 131 383 32.8 95.8 

Not Important 17 400 4 . 2 100.0 

I 'IDrAL 400 400 100.0 

I 
FAC'roR: CONTROL OF TRAVEL ENVI~ 

Cumulative CUmulative 

Value Frequency Frequency Percent Percent 

I 
Very Important 112 112 28.0 28.0 

I Important 221 333 55.2 83.3 

Not Important 67 400 16.7 100. 0 

I 'IDrAL 400 400 100.0 

I 
FAC'IOR: FREE OR CHEAP PARKING 

CUmulative CUmulative 

I 
Value Frequency Frequency Percent Percent 

Very Important 120 120 30.0 30.0 

I Important 176 296 44.0 74.0 

Not Important 104 400 26.0 100.0 

I 'IDrAL 400 400 100.0 

I 
I 82 

I 



I 
I 

I I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I I 
11 
11 
I 

I 

':mBIB 25 

IDJID S'.ftOG.Y OH;IDER TRANSIT 

Cumulative Cumulative 

Value Frequency Frequency Percent Percent 

No Response 1 1 0.2 0.2 

~rk or Business 90 91 22.5 22.7 

Shopping 51 142 12.7 35.5 

Recreation 40 182 10.0 45.5 

School or College 11 193 2.7 48.2 

Dcx::tor/Dentist 35 228 8. 7 57.0 

Personal Business 27 255 6.7 63.7 

No Trip 145 400 36.2 100.0 

'lUI'AL 400 400 100.0 

Actually causing a shift in travel modes is not likely to be easy, however, 
as noted from the responses listed in Table 26. Of those who would 

potentially ride transit, approximately 94 percent said that providing 
service within 2 blocks of their home or destination, and not requiring 

transfers was important to them. Approximately 91 percent said that 
providing a transit trip lasting no more than twice as long as driving, or 
having to wait less than 10 minutes for the bus to arrive was important to 

them if they were to switch to transit. 
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'ffiBLB 26 

FAC'IOR: WAITING LESS '!HAN 10 MINm'ES roR FIRST BUS 

'lbtal Population Would Ride Transit 

Cumulative Cumulative Cumulative 

Value Freg:uenci Freg:uenci Percent Percent Percent Percent 

Would Not 

Ride Transit 144 144 36.0 36.0 

Very 140 284 35.0 71.0 54.7 54.7 

Important 

Important 93 377 23.2 94.2 36.3 91.0 

Not 23 400 5.7 100.0 9.0 100.0 

Important 

TOTAL 400 400 100.0 100.0 
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'mBIB 26 (COntinued) 

I FAC'IDR: 00 TRANSFER.ING 

I I Total Population vblld Ride Transit 

I Cumulative Cumulative Cumulative 

I Value Freg:uenci Freg:uenci Percent Percent Percent Percent 

I vb.Ild Not 

Ride Transit 144 144 36.0 36.0 I 
I 

Very 165 309 41.2 77.2 64.4 64.4 

Important I Important 87 383 21.7 95.8 34.0 93.4 

I Not 17 400 4.2 100.0 6.6 100.0 I Important 

I '!UrAL 400 400 100.0 100.0 

I 
I FAC'IDR: SERVICE WI'IHIN 2 Bux::KS OF HCME I 
I Total Population vb.Ild Ride Transit I 

Cumulative Cumulative Cumulative 

I Value Freg:uencl Freg:uenci Percent Percent Percent Percent I vblld Not 

I Ride Transit 144 144 36.0 36.0 

I Very 152 296 38.0 74.0 59.4 59.4 

I Important 

I Important 87 383 21.7 95.85 30.0 94.4 

I Not 14 400 3.5 100.0 5.6 100.0 

;rmportant I 
I 

'!UrAL 400 400 100.0 100.0 

I 
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'l2WIB 26 (Omtinued) 

I 
FAC'IDR: SERVICE WITHIN 2 BIOCKS OF DESTINATION 

I I Total Population ~ld Ride Transit 

I Cumulative Cumulative Cumulative 

I Value Freguency Freguenci Percent Percent Percent Percent 

I i'«:>uld Not 

Ride Transit 144 144 36.0 36.0 I 
I Very 152 296 38.0 74.0 59.4 59.4 

Important I 
I 

Important 88 384 22.0 96.0 34.4 93.8 

Not 16 400 4.0 100.0 6.2 100.0 I Important 

I 'IUI'AL 400 400 100.0 100.0 

I 
I FAC'IDR: 'rol'AL TRIP TIME NO IDRE THAN 'IWICE AS IDNG AS DRIVING I 
I Total Population ~ld Ride Transit I 
I 

Cumulative Cumulative Cumulative 

Value Frequency Freguency Percent Percent Percent Percent I i'«:>uld Not 

I Ride Transit 144 144 36.0 36.0 I Very 160 304 40.0 76.0 62.5 62.5 

I Important 

I Important 75 379 18.7 94.8 29.3 91.8 

I Not 21 400 5.2 100.0 8.2 100.0 

Important I 
I 

'IUI'AL 400 400 100.0 100.0 

I 
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If the service improvements listed in Table 26 were actually provided, then 

48 percent of those who said they would strongly consider transit would ride 

only if their own vehicle was not available for making the trip. Since 36.5 

percent of the respondents indicated that they would not ride transit, 

another 7.7 percent already ride transit, this last response means that the 
number of potential transit riders has been reduced by another 26.8 percent 
of the total population. If, as shown in Table 27, the 4.8 percent of those 

who said they would ride transit only once as a novelty or new experience 

were also subtracted from the total population, then only 24.2 of the total 

population would be considered as potential transit riders if major service 
improvements were made. Of these persons, roughly one third said they would 
ride transit frequently to school or work, while two thirds said they would 

ride transit frequently for other trips. 
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'mBIB27 

Rm\C'l'IOO '10 mANSIT SERVICE ~ 

'lbtal Population Would Ride Transit 

CUmulative CUmulative CUmulative 

Value Freguency Freg:uency Percent Percent Percent Percent 

Would Not 

Ride 146 146 36.5 36.5 

Ride to 

School/Work 48 194 12.0 48.5 18.9 18.9 

Ride for 

Other Trips 72 266 18.0 66.5 28.3 47.2 

Ride Only if 

Car Not 

Available 122 388 30.5 97.0 48.0 95.2 

Ride as 

Novelty 12 400 3.0 100.0 4.8 100.0 

'l'OrAL 400 400 100.0 100.0 

In order to determine the total market shares for transit, not only among 

heads of households, but also including other members of the household, 

those interviewed were asked if other members of their household rode 

transit last week. According to the responses, 7.7 percent of the 

households reported that one of their members had used transit in the last 

week. As noted in Table 28, 52.9 percent of the other persons who rode 

transit did so at least five days a week. Half of those other members of 

the household who rode transit used it to travel to work. 
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'fflBIB 28 

ANY amER TRANSIT RIDERS IN HOOSEHOID 

CUrnulati ve 

Value Frequency Frequency 

No Response 11 11 

Yes 28 39 

No 361 400 

'1UI'AL 400 400 

HCM OFI'EN DID CYl'HER PERSON RIDE TRANSIT 

Cumulative 

Value Frequency Frequency 

No Transit Trip 372 372 

Every Day 4 376 

5 Days a Week 11 387 

2 or 3 Days a Week 4 391 

1 Day a Week 5 396 

First tine 3 399 

No Response 1 400 

rorAL 400 400 

89 

CUmulative 

Percent Percent 

2.7 2.7 

7.0 9.8 

90.2 100.0 

100.0 

CUmulative 

Percent Percent 

93.0 93.0 

1.0 94.0 

2.7 96.8 

1.0 97.8 

1.2 99.0 

0.7 99.7 

0.2 100.0 

100.0 
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I mBIB 28 (Omtinued) 

I 
MAIN TRIP PURPOSE FOR Ol'HER TRANSIT RIDER 

CUmulative Cwnulative 

I Value Frequency Frequency Percent Percent 

I No Transit Trip 372 372 93.0 93.0 

~rk 14 386 3.5 96.5 

I Shopping 2 388 0.5 97.0 

Recreation 1 389 0.2 97.2 

I 
School 6 395 1.5 98.7 

Doctor/Dentist 2 397 0.5 99.2 

Personal Business 3 400 0.7 100.0 

I 'IUl'AL 400 400 100.0 

I 
I HCM MANY 01'HERS IN HOOSEHOLD RODE TRANSIT 

I 
Cwnulative Cumulative 

Value Frequency Frequency Percent Percent 

I No Transit Ride 372 372 93.0 93.0 

One 23 395 5.7 98.7 

I 'l'\t,O 4 399 1.0 99.7 

Five or More l 400 0.2 100.0 

I 'IUl'AL 400 400 100.0 

I 
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The respondents were then asked about their mode of travel to work. When 

they were asked their employment status, 62. 7 percent indicated that they 

worked full-time, another 6.7 percent said they worked part-time, while the 

remaining 31 percent said they were not presently employed. 

The modes of travel reported from the telephone survey for the journey to 

work, which are listed in Table 29, are very similar to those reported by 

the 1980 census. Nearly identical percentages of persons indicated that 

they rode transit to work -- 3.6 percent. A higher percentage of 

respondents indicated that they drove to work (88.3 percent vs. 74.3), and a 

lower percentage indicated that they arpooled to work (4.7 percent vs. 

14.4). However, in both cases, 92 percent of the respondents indicated that 

they drove to work, so that only formal carpools may have been considered in 

the telephone survey. 
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1MI.E29 

KIE CJ.i' 'mAVEL 'ID ~ 

Total Population Are Enq:>loyed 

CUmulative CUmulative CUmulative 

Value Freg:uenci Freg:uenci Percent Percent Percent Percent 

Ik>n't Work/ 

No Res-

ponse 126 126 31.5 31.5 

Drive 

Alone 242 368 60.5 92.0 88.3 88.3 

Carpool 13 381 3.2 95.2 4.7 93.0 

Bus 10 391 2.5 97.8 3.6 96.6 

Walk 7 398 1.7 99.5 2.6 99.2 

Bicycle,etc. 1 399 0.2 99.7 .4 99.6 

Work at Hane 1 400 0.2 100.0 .4 100.0 

'ro'l'AL 400 400 100.0 100.0 

As was the case with the census journey-to-work data, 36.2 percent of 

Burbank's employed residents indicated that they worked in Burbank. The 

next highest percentage, 10.6 percent, reported that they worked in downtown 

Los angeles, while 10.3 percent reported that they worked in Glendale. As 

noted in Table 30, lower but still significant, percentages of respondents 

indicated that they work in North Hollywood, West Los Angeles, or travel all 

over. Other individual destinations accounted for less than 5 percent of 

all workers. 
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'D\BIB 30 

'Ibtal Population 

Value Frequency Percent 

Don't work/It> 
Response 127 31.7 

IA/CBD 29 7.2 

Burbank 99 24.7 

Van Nuys 8 2.0 

Beverly Hills 2 0.5 

Travel all over 17 4.2 

Hollywood 10 2.5 

West Los Angeles 14 3.5 

Los Angeles 4 1.0 

North Hollywood 21 5.2 

w. San Fernando Valley 8 2.0 

South L. A. County 12 3.0 

Glendale 28 7.0 

Pasadena 8 2.0 

E. San Fernando Valley 6 1.5 

San Gabriel Valley 4 1.0 

Other 3 0.7 

'IUI'AL 400 100.0 

Enployed 

Percent 

10.6 

36.3 

2.9 

.7 

6.2 

3.7 

5.1 

1.5 

7.7 

2.9 

4.4 

10.3 

2.9 

2.2 

1.5 

1.1 

100.0 

Attendance at a school or college and the mode of travel used to get there 

were the next subjects of the interview. Almost 77 percent of the 
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respondents indicated that no one in their household was attending a school, 

college, or university, while 13 percent indicated that someone was 

attending elementary through high school, and another 10 percent indicated 

that someone in the household was attending college or university. 

As indicated in Table 31, only 3.4 percent of those attending any kind of 

school rode transit to get there. Since those attending elementary through 

high schools are included in these figures,it is not surprising that far 

greater percentages of walk and carpool trips were reported. Furthermore, 

it is equally apparent why Burbank was reported to be the predominant 

location of the school attended, with the remainder scattered throughout 

colleges and universities located west of Burbank. 

Value 

No School/No 

Response 

Drive Alone 

carpool 

Bus 

Walk 

Bicycle, etc. 

'lUl'AL 

TAHU! 31 

Total Population 

Frequency Percent 

311 77.7 

55 13.7 

13 3.2 

3 0.7 

17 4.2 

1 0.2 

400 100.0 

94 

Attend School 

Percent 

61.7 

14.6 

3.4 

19.1 

1.1 

100.0 
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Value Frequency 

No School/No 

Response 311 

Valley College 10 

Burbank 50 

West Los Angeles 1 

Los Angeles 1 

L. A. City 

College 1 

Glendale 7 

Northridge 9 

Pooona 1 

Other 10 

'lUI'AL 400 

'fflBLB 31 (Omtinued) 

CUmulative 

Frequency 

311 

321 

371 

372 

373 

374 

381 

390 

391 

400 

400 

Percent 

77.7 

2.5 

12.5 

0.2 

0.2 

0.2 

1.7 

2.2 

0.2 

2.1 

100.0 

Cumulative 

Percent 

77.7 

80.2 

92.7 

93.0 

93.2 

93.5 

95.2 

97.5 

97.8 

100.0 

The next section of the interview contained the questions which asked the 

respondents to list the specific transportation or transit problems which they 

thought the City of Burbank should address. 

Of the 400 people who answered questions 23 and 24 of the telephone survey, 

24 percent could not identify any transportation problems (general or 

tr.ansit-specific) affecting Burbank. These respondents either felt 
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unqualified to answer because they were unfamiliar with local transportation 

issues, or believed that Burbank has no significant transportation problems. 

The responses of the 316 participants who were able to identify 

transportation problems have been grouped into the following categories: 

l. Additional bus service 

2. Efficient operation of the existing bus system 

3. Alternative transit m:rles 

4. Road improvements 

5. Other 

Specific problems included in each of these categories are sunmarized below. 

ADDITIONAL BUS SERVICE. The most frequently mentioned transit problems are 

those that would be mitigated through expanded bus service. 'lhese problems 
include infrequent service on existing lines, local destinations or 

thoroughfares in need of service, inadequate express service to destinations 

outside of Burbank, and inadequate evening service. 

Excessive waiting at bus stops was mentioned by 64 percent of the 
respondents able to identify transportation problems. Most felt that 

headways should be no more than 10 to 15 minutes long. Approximately 2 
percent of the respondents, but over 25 percent of the transit riders, made 

~ific reference to long waits while transferring. 
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Service to more destinations or along more thoroughfares was mentioned by 44 

percent of the respondents. Specific destinations identified as needing 

more service include downtown Burbank (21 percent), and local schools, 

Burbank Airport and senior citizen centers (all mentioned by less than 1 
percent). Too many transfers needed to reach their destinations were 

mentioned by 2 percent of all respondents, but over 20 percent of the 

transit riders. The following local thoroughfares were identified as 

needing new or additional service: Keystone Street, Burbank Boulevard and 

Alameda Street (each of these was indicated once). Two respondents 
expressed a need for more crosstown lines to connect with existing north

south service. 

Twelve percent of those who responded mentioned a need for improved express 

service to destinations outside of Burbank. '!he destinations cited include: 

downtown Ios Angeles (9 mentions), Hollywood (5 mentions), shopping malls (4 
mentions), the beaches (3 mentions), Tarzana via Ventura Boulevard (l 

mention), Chatsworth without first going to the airport (1 mention), north 

San Fernando Valley (l mention), tourist attractions (1 mention), and sports 

arenas (1 mention). 

Over 16 percent of the respondents (33 cases) complained of long walks to 

and from bus stops. Sixteen respondents felt that bus stops were too far 

from their homes, 9 felt that bus stops were too far apart along the bus 
line, 7 felt that bus stops are located too far from their non-home 

destinations, and l respondent felt that there should be more bus stops in 

the Burbank Hills. 

Over 2 percent of the respondents expressed a need for more late night 

se~vice (8 cases). One mention was made of the need for RTD Line 97 to 

expand its evening service. 
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MORE EFFECTIVE OPERATION OF EXISTING BUS SERVICE. The most commonly 

mentioned problems associated with the operation of the existing bus system 

included high fares, unreliable service, poor driver conduct, lack of 

passenger safety, lack of passenger comfort, and the unavailability of 

scheduling and routing information. 

Of the 316 respondents who were able to cite specific transit problems, 22 

percent felt that bus fares are too high. However, almost one half of these 

persons believed the fares to be too high for others, particularly senior 

citizens or low income residents. 

The unreliability of the existing service was also frequently mentioned. 

Almost 9 percent of the resp:>ndents felt that buses are too frequently off

schedule. Two resp:>ndents complained that bus drivers purposely miss stops, 

and 2 others felt that, when buses break down, replacements are not sent 

soon enough. 

Almost 6 percent of all respondents felt that driver conduct could be 

improved. Of these respondents, 13 felt that drivers should be more 

courteous, 4 felt that drivers should drive more carefully, and 1 felt that 

drivers should be prohibited fran going on strike. 

Another six percent of the respondents complained about the unavailability 

of scheduling and routing information. Specific suggestions to make this 

information more available include posting of schedules and route maps at 

bus stops (1 mention), and rrore legible schedules (1 mention). 

Safety on buses or at bus stops was a confern of nearly 5 percent of all 

respondents. Suggestions to improve safety included security guards on 
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buses (3 mentions), better lit bus stops(3 mentions), seat belts on buses (1 

mention), metal detectors on buses (1 mention), and emergency telephones at 

bus stops (1 rrention). 

The comfort and cleanliness of buses and bus stops was a problem mentioned 

by less than 2 percent of all respondents. Four mentioned that buses should 

be cleaner, 1 felt that there should be more support poles for standees, and 

1 felt that bus stops should be covered. Other complaints about existing 

bus service include annoying diesel exhaust from buses (6 mentions), and 

insufficient wheelchair access to buses (2 mentions). 

ALTERNATIVE TRANSIT MCDES. Twelve percent of the respondents expressed a 

need for alternatives to the existing bus system. Mentioned by 21 

respondents, rail transit (either subway, monorail, light rail or people 

mover) was the most commonly suggested transit alternative. Also suggested 

were bike lanes (2 mentions), and a demand responsive minibus system (8 

rrentions). 

~ IMPROVEMENTS. Perhaps because most of the previous questions had been 

about transit, only 3.2 percent of the respondents mentioned the condition 

of the roads as a transportation problem in Burbank. Specific problems 

mentioned included potholes (4 mentions), roadside litter (4 mentions), a 

need to restripe streets and repaint curbs (1 mention), and a need for 

freeway off-ramps to attract more people (especially shoppers) to Burbank (1 

rrention). 

OTHER. Problems that were mentioned, but do not fall into the above 

categories are as follows: 
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o Gasoline costs are too high (1 rention). 

o Resp:>nse tires for taxis are too slow (1 rention) • 

o Traffic congestion is bad because the City has not imposed 

sufficient building height limitations (1 rention). 

2. SURVEY OF BURBANK TRANSPORl'ATION SERVICE'S RIDERS 

All persons using Burbank's demand responsive service for the elderly and 

handicapped were asked to complete the brief questionnaire included in 
Appendix B. The questionnaires were distributed by the drivers to all 
passnegers boarding on a Friday, Sunday, and 'l'Uesday in October, 1984. the 

347 responses which were collected thus provide information from all trips 

made during those representative days. 

After discounting home, which obviously would be the predominant origin or 

destination for these elderly or handicapped riders, Table 32 indicates that 
trips for medical reasons or to nutrition centers accounted for over 42 

percent of all trips made. These trip types, even individually, account for 

more trips than the next highest trip categories -- shopping, recreation, or 

visits to social service centers. 

The majority of the users of Burbank's Transportation Service, 56.8 percent, 

ride four or fewer days per week. As shown in Table 30, only 7.2 percent of the 

riders do so every day of the week. Approximately 94 percent of the trips ended 

or began inn Burbank. 
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Value Frequency 

No Response 4 

Hane 221 

Shopping 21 

Visiting 6 

Recreation 15 

Medical 26 

Nutrition 23 

Social Services 15 

Other 16 

'IUI'AL 347 

'fflBIE 32 

CUmulative 

Frequency 

4 

225 

246 

252 

267 

293 

316 

331 

347 

347 

101 

Percent 

1.2 

63.7 

6.1 

1. 7 

4.3 

7.5 

6.6 

4.3 

4.6 

100.0 

Cumulative 

Percent 

1.2 

64.8 

70.9 

72.6 

76.9 

84.4 

91.1 

95.4 

100.0 
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'lW3IE 32 (Caltinued) 

I 
TRIP ImTINATICH> 

CUmulative CUmulative 

I Value Frequency Frequency Percent Percent 

I No Response 8 8 2.3 2.3 

Hane 107 115 30.8 33.1 

I Shopping 38 153 11.0 44.l 

Visiting 9 162 2.6 46.7 

I 
Recreation 21 183 6.1 52.7 

Medical 49 232 14.1 66.9 

Nutrition 59 291 17.0 83.9 

I Social Services 14 305 4.0 87.9 

Other 42 347 12.1 100.0 

I 'IOTAL 347 347 100.0 

I 
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I 
I 
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Value Frequency 

No Response 14 

1 Day 70 

2 Days 50 

3 Days 43 

4 Days 20 

5 Days 90 

6 Days 19 

7 Days 25 

First Tine 2 

Less than Once 

A week 14 

'IOI'AL 347 

TABIB 33 

'!'RIP FRIQJBtO' 

(Days Per Week) 

Cumulative 

Frequency 

14 

84 

134 

177 

197 

287 

306 

331 

333 

347 

347 

Percent 

4.0 

20.2 

14.4 

12.4 

5.8 

25.9 

5.5 

7.2 

0.6 

4.0 

100.0 

CUmulative 

Percent 

4.0 

24.2 

38.6 

51.0 

56.8 

82.7 

88.2 

95.4 

96.0 

100.0 

The preponderance of the riders are elderly, with 87 percent being 60 years 

old or older, and 82.1 percent being 65 years old or older. In fact, there 

are almost twice as many persons using the service who are 80 or older (31.1 

percent), as there are handicapped persons under 60 (14.4). 

No.t having a choice, as evident by not having a car available or not being 

able to drive, was the most important reason given by 92.5 percent of the 
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respondents as to why they use the demand responsive service. As shown in 
Table 31, even though contributions range between 15 and 25 cents per trip, 

only 1.4 percent of the users said they used the service because it was more 

eoonomical. The convenience of the service was only cited by 4.3 percent of 

the tripmakers. 

The transit dependency of the riders becomes very evident after reviewing 

their household income and auto availability. As shown in Table 30, 89 

percent of the tripmakers reported annual household incomes of less than 

$10,000, while 82 percent indicated that their household has no vehicles 

available. 

Another interesting statistic indicating dependency on the service has to do 
with the gender of the tripmakers. Nearly 83 percent of the tripmakers were 

elderly women, presumably single with no other means of transportation 

available. 
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TABm 34 

ID ISRfl kl> CllARAC'1BRISTICS 

I 
HOOSEHOID no:::ME 

I 
CUrnulative CUrnulative 

I Value Frequency Frequency Percent Percent 

I No Response 77 77 22.2 22.2 

Less 'lllan $2500 79 156 22.8 45.0 

I $2500-$5000 83 239 23.9 68.9 

$5000-$10,000 79 318 22.8 91.6 

I $10,000-$15,000 11 329 3.2 94.8 

$15,000-$20,000 7 336 2.0 96.8 

I $20,000-$30,000 11 347 3.2 100.0 

'l'OI'AL 347 347 100.00 

I VEHICLES AVAILABLE IN HOOSEHOLD 

I CUmulative Cumulative 

Value Frequency Frequency Percent Percent 

I 
I None 284 284 81.8 81.8 

One 36 320 20.4 92.2 

I 'I\.,U 15 335 4.3 96.5 

'lllree 12 347 3.5 100.0 

I 
'l'OI'AL 347 347 100.0 
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When the users of Burbank's Transportation Service were asked to indicate 

which three service improvements they were most interested in receiving, two 

responses stood out as clear favorites. Being able to call for a ride the 

same day or the day before instead of at least two working days before was 

the most desired improvement. The second most requested improvement -
scheduling a ride at any time of day - would also increase the flexibility 

afforded the user of the service. As listed in Table 35, the next most 

requested improvements would expand the geographic coverage of the service, 

with being able to travel to any area within 15 miles of Burbank tying with 

traveling to North Hollywood and Glendale any day for any reason. (Two 

separate percentages were calculated in Table 33 to indicate the percentage 
of preferred responses based on the total number of responses and on the 

number of improvements actually requested.) 

3. SURVEY OF R'ID RIDERS 

A separate survey of current RID riders was not undertaken as part of this 

study (outside of the responses received from those heads of household who, 

when interviewed, indicated that they rode transit). However, in order to 

better understand the differences in attitudes and travel behavior between 

Rl'D riders and the general population, the results of a telephone survey of 

Rl'D riders conducted by Barton-Aschman Associates during November, 1983 were 

also analyzed. 

Those persons who were riding Rl'D buses were asked if they had shifted from 

another mode of travel since July 1982 when the Proposition A Fare Reduction 

Program went into effect. Only 28.5 percent responded that the reduced 
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Improvement 

Longer weekday hours 

I Longer weekend hours 

I 
calling for a ride 

the same day or 
day before 

I Traveling to medical 
appointnents witin 
15 miles of Burbank 

I Scheduling a ride at 
any time of the day 

I Traveling to North 
Holl~ and 
Glendale 'Wednesday 

I through Sunday for 
medical appointnents 

I 
Traveling to North 

Hollyuwood and 
Glendale any day 

I 
for any reason 

Traveling to other 
areas within 15 

I miles of Burbank 

I 
I 
I 
I 

Frequency 

19 

52 

232 

60 

154 

29 

66 

65 

TABLE 35 

Possible 
Percent 

(n=l041) 

1.8 

5.0 

22.3 

5.8 

14.8 

2.8 

6.3 

6.2 

Percent 
of Improvements 

(n=677) 

2.8 

7.7 

34.3 

8.9 

22.7 

4.3 

9.7 

9.6 
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fares had caused them to shift from another mode for the bus trip they were 
making, with the remaining reasons being related to not having a car 

available for the trip. 

When asked to indicate which factors they considered most important when 

evaluating bus service, the RTD riders gave the following rankings: 

reliability, safety, trip time, comfort, driver courtesy, and bus 

cleanliness. Then when asked to evaluate Rll)'s performance, the riders gave 
the following ranking to Rll)'s service: safety, driver courtesy, trip time, 

comfort, reliability, and cleanliness. What is most noteworthy is that, 

whereas reliability was rated as very important to non-transit users, RID's 

riders listed this as one of the lowest ranked attribute of the service. 

As another source for identifying possible transit needs in Burbank, 

representatives from various city departments, the largest employers in 

Burbank commuter computer, and regional planning agencies were interviewed. 

These persons were specifically asked about the current aoo potential role 
of the ridesharing modes in serving Burbank's residents, visitors, or 

employees. The highlights of the interviews which follow have been 
classified as representing city departments, major employers, etc. 

City Departments. The current paratransit service in Burbank is operated by 

the Park and Recreation Department, as an outgrowth of its community 

services program. The immediate priorities for the Burbank Transportation 

Service include acquiring another van to improve reliability, and developing 
computer based schedules to increase efficiency. The department is 

interested in continuing to operate transit services, even if expanded to a 

municipal, general public operation. 
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There are no other city departments integrally responsible for transit 

planning or operations. However, the Burbank Redevelopment Agency has 
prepared transportation plans for the city's three redevelopment projects 

which call for transit and other ridesharing modes to carry significant 
numbers of future employees. Although recommendations for possible shuttle 

systems and transit centers have been presented, no detailed final 

commitment to these potential projects has been made, pending the outcome of 

this study. 

Major Employers. Representatives from the largest employers in Burbank -
Lockheed, Disney, NBC, St. Joseph's Medical Center, the Burbank Studios, and 

Warner/Elektra/Atlantic - were also interviewed. '.ltiese interviews revealed 

the following about current conditions and attitudes: 

1. No organized programs are currently underway to effectively 
increase the number of transit riders, carpoolers, or vanpoolers. 

For example, although there are carpools in operation at some of 

the employment sites, these have been formed without receiving any 

preferential treatment, such as close-in parking, from their 

employers. 

2. All companies, except for Lcckheed, are currently registered with 
Commuter Computer, the regional rideshare organization, but no 

company representative could state how many carpools were in 
operation. The number of carpools actually formed through the 

auspices of Commuter Computer's matching program was considered to 

be very small. 
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3. Flexible working hours, particularly in the Media District, and at 

St. Joseph's Medical Center, were held as key reasons why 

increasing the number of transit riders or persons sharing rides 

might be difficult to accanplish. 

4. All employers, except for the Burbank Studios, indicated that they 

not only had no parking supply deficiencies,but that they had and 

would oontinue to provide the amounts of parking required by their 

employees and visitors. 

5. Reactions to a shuttle service linking the City's three 

redevelopment project areas were generally negative, with most 
representatives indicating no need for their employees to travel 
from one area of Burbank to another during the workday. However, 

the reaction to a shuttle within the Media District, particularly 
one serving a satellite parking facility received more interest. 

Even though the need for the shuttle was not considered to be 

major during lunch hours, the oonstruction of a satellite parking 
facility by the City was considered as a positive step by the 

studios to permit rore intensive use of their own properties. 

Commuter Computer. Not including Lockheed Corporation, there are 25 work 

sites containing 11,235 employees presently cooperating with Commuter 

Computer. Of these, at last count 6,207 employees were registered with 

Commuter Computer to receive matchlists. Based on regional statistics, 30% 

of those registered will actually be interested in using their matchlists, 

so that about 15 percent of all employees will actually try to use the 

matchlists provided. Since different work shifts and residential dispersion 

will make finding matches very difficult, Commuter Computer is seeking to 

increase management's direct support of rideshare programs, as well as 
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cooperation within a job center, and not just for individual oompanies. 

Burbank Airport. In May 1984, a study of possible improvements in transit 

service to the Burbank Airport was undertaken. That study concluded that 
shuttle bus service would not necessarily increase the usege of Burbank 

Airport because congestion or high parking fees are not deterring people 
from using the airport. Among the data items which were analyzed in order 

to reach this conclusion were the following: 

1. Only 28 percent of the representatives of companies located in 

Burbank, Glendale, or Pasadena thought that a shuttle would be 

useful. 

2. Those private operators who had tried to provide bus service to 

the Burbank Airport had failed because of ten passenger volumes, 

the isolation of the airport from their other routes, and a 

service area characterized by one-way trips. 

3. Nearly 3/4 of those questioned in the survey of companies 

indicated that accessibility to the airport was excellent. 

4. Nearly 3/4 of those making a trip to the airport spent less than 

1/2 hour getting there. Nearly the same percentage indicated they 

would use transit, but only if it didn't take longer than 1/2 hour 

to get them to the airport. 

E. KEY cncwsICH; 

A yariety of data sources were used to identify the current and future 

transit needs of Burbank's residents, employees, and employers. In the 
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following paragraphs, Burbank's transit needs have been categorized using 

the three population groups and 2 time periods just listed in order to 
help identify possible priorities and responsibilities for implementation. 

1. Existing Conditions 

Residents. The primary need for transit services is exhibited by those 

residents, 9.2 percent of Burbank's total, who do not have an auto available 
in their household. The largest concentration of these households can be 

found south of downtown in census tract 3107 (See Figure 10). Other census 

tracts which contain smaller percentages of autoless households, but still 

exceed the City average are found predominantly west of the Golden State 
Freeway. These households need some form of fixed route or demand 

responsive transit service because they have no other means of transport 

available to them. 

Another large group of Burbank residents in need of transit service are the 

elderly, particularly those persons unable or unwilling to drive their own 

vehicle. At least 30 percent of Burbank's 12,769 residents who are 65 or 

older would be totally dependent on transit to make these trips. Currently, 
Burbank's Transportation Service provides trips to only about two percent of 

this eligible group, primarily because of service limitations, and also 

because of lack of awareness. 

Persons who are unable to use regular transit services because of a mental 
or physical disability require special services, typically paratransit. 

Approximately 35 percent of Burbank's population was classified by the 1980 

census as being transit disabled. 
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Transit usage by the general population is currently somewhat higher than 

expected given Burbank's household income, auto availability, and place of 

work character is tics. Approximately 7. 7 percent of Burbank's households 

reported in a telephone survey that one of their members had used transit 

during the last week. Given that Burbank's households have incomes and auto 

ownership rates which are higher than Los Angeles County's, the amount of 

market penetration achieved by existing transit services is somewhat 

surprising given the generally low levels of service which are provided by 

RID, and the low percentage of Burbank's residents who work in downtown Los 

Angeles. 

As noted in Table 1, only 1 of RID's routes directly serving Burbank offers 

headways of 10 minutes, the level considered very important by 94.2 percent 

of Burbank's riders who might consider using transit. In fact, out of 28 

destinations analyzed, travel times on RID buses exceeded 30 minutes for 19 

of them, and 45 minutes for 12 of them, even during peak periods. During 

off peak periods, when headways and wait times would be even greater, the 

level of accessibility would be even lower. Increasing the directness of 

service available from Burbank, or reducing wait times through scheduling 

improvements or headway changes, are transit supply needs affecting both 

current and potential ridership levels. 

Employees. A very high 36 percent of Burbank's employed residents travel to 

work within Burbank. Since free parking is provided to nearly all 

employees, and since only short stretches of arterial streets are oongested 

during rush hours, these employees do not consider transit to be a viable 

competitor to driving. Since 9.2 percent of the City's households have no 

autos available, approximately 1400 of Burbank's employed residents would 

depend on transit to get them to work within Burbank. 
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The majority of Burbank's residents are employed outside the City, generally 

in locations with few incentives (high parking costs, low parking 

availability} for high transit usage. Only about 10 percent of Burbank's 
residents are employed in downtown Los Angeles. 20% of these workers 

commute via transit, with the few express bus trips during peak periods~ 
the lack of express bus service during the peak periods inhibiting the 

creation of a larger share of transit riders. Express bus routes or even 

direct local bus routes are currently not provided by RID to most employment 

areas which Burbank residents travel to, so that this service deficiency 

would have to be addressed in order to possibly increase transit ridership. 

Employers. Almost all of the major employers in Burbank, with the exception 
of Burbank Studios, have committed themselves to the capital~ on-going 

maintenance and operating costs associated with providing the number of 
parking spaces required by their employees or visitors. CUrrent efforts to 
increase the number of employees using ridesharing modes and transit to get 
to work are meager, generally ineffective, and lack commitment from 

manage100nt. 

2. FU'IURE CXNDITIONS 

Residents. Burbank's population is likely to increase very slowly, 

certainly less than 1 percent per year, for the next 10 to 20 years. The 

higher than average proportion of elderly residents will probably not change 
because, even though younger families may move into single family homes now 
occupied by single (usually widowed} heads of households, elderly persons 

are likely to occupy many of the condominiums being built in the City. 

Assuming a continued aging of the population, it is possible that 20 years 

fr_om now, 20 percent of Burbank's population of 90,000 will be at 65 years 

old. Assuming that at least 30 percent of these persons will be unable to 
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drive, then 5,400 elderly residents in Burbank will require transit 

services. 

Projecting the future number of autoless households is not an easy task. On 

the one hand, auto ownership rates and family incomes have been steadily 

increasing. Rising housing costs in Burbank are also likely to reduce the 

number of housing opportunities which can be afforded by autoless, generally 

low income, households. On the other hand, continued immigration and 
Burbank's central location within Los Angeles county may help to keep the 
percentage of autoless households at least at today's levels. If 9 percent 
of Burbank's future households are projected to be autoless, then 

approximately 8,100 persons will require transit services to make their 

trips. 

The percentage of transit disabled persons is likely to increase because of 

advances in medical treatments, and increased longevity. Assuming that 4 

percent of Burbank's future population is projected to be labeled as transit 

disabled means that approximately 3,600 Burbank residents may require some 

form of special transit service. 

An increased need for transit is likely to be experienced by residents of 

Burbank who are employed in major regional activity centers, such as 

downtown Los Angeles. Assuming the continued growth in women's 
participation rates in the labor force, and delayed retirement because of 

changes in social security, Burbank's 90,000 residents are like to include 

50,000 employed residents. Since Burbank is very close to downtown Los 

Angeles, and since the number of jobs in downtown ws Angeles is projected 

to increase steadily, then the percentage of Burbank's residents working in 

do:wntown ws Angeles is likely to increase from 10% to at least 15%. Thus, 

7500 of Burbank's future employed residents will require premium transit 
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service to downtown Los Angeles. 

Employees. The most dramatic change in Burbank over the next 20 years is 

likely to be the nearly 33 percent increase in jobs, particularly office and 

retail jobs located within the Media District and Town Centre areas. 

Although the provision of some relatively minor street improvements and the 
construction of parking garages are being promoted as the most detailed 

means of providing additional capacity for moving and storing vehicles, the 

need for increased use of transit and ridesharing modes has also been 
recognized. An additional 20,000 employees are likely to more thandouble 

the number of Media District employees. Since concurrent increases in the 

capacity of the regional freeway and local arterial systems are not 

possible, then interest in or demand for improved transit services to the 

Media District and to the Town centre projects will increase drastically, 
resulting in a need for improved regional transit service to these 

destinations, and more effective rideshare programs generating higher 

carpool and vanpool formation rates. If direct and express transit services 

are not provided to the Media District, improved line-haul service being the 
highest priority for this area, then satellite parking facilities 

strategically located to intercept traffic from the freeways and a local 
circulation shuttle bus operation will be needed to mitigate against peak 

hour congestion. Similar type needs, although at a reduced scale, will 

affect the Town centre area. 

Employers. Increasing intensities of employment, particularly in the Media 

District, will require increases of transit and ridesharing modes by the 
employees working in Burbank. At the current time, no rail transit lines or 
high-occupancy vehicle lanes designed to provide preferential treatment for 
transit riders or carpoolers are planned to serve Burbank. Burbank's 

employers, as well as the City, face the need for expanded advocacy at all 
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available planning and programming forums, as well as increased 
responsibility for funding the required transit and rideshare programs. 

Table 37 lists the transit needs identified to date for Burbank. 'nlis list 

has been prepared without any constraints due to possible responsibility for 

implementation or funding source, i.e., this is a comprehensive list which 

includes more needs than can possible be addressed using Burbank's 

Proposition A revenues of approximately $750,000 per year (in constant 

dollars). 
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current (1985) 

ftt>bili ty Needs 

'mBIB 36 

BURBANK'S 'mAt61T ~ 

Households with no autos available 

Elderly with likely inability to drive 

Transit disabled persons 

Accessibilit Needs 

Residents working in downtown I£>s Angeles 

Rl'D service limitations - indirect service, high 
headways, few express trips, no off peak express 
trips 

Future (2000-2005) 

ftt>bility Needs 

Households with no autos available 

Elderly with likely inability to drive 

Transit disabled 

Accessibility Needs 

Residents working in downtown I£>s Angeles 

atployees in the Media district - total 
who are burbank residents 
who are not Burbank residents 

Group 

Group 
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Errq;>loyees in the Town Centre Area 

No planned rail transit lines or HOV lanes 

Land Banking 

Possible rail stations, park-and-ride lots, 
transit centers 
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Number 

Hello, my nane is ,-----,,----,-----_,,........-.....,,..,,.......,....---- I'm calling on 
behalf of the City of Burbank, and we're talking to sooe people in the City 
today about their recent travel. we are just looking for sooe information 
and for your q,inions about transp:>rtation. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

First, am I speaking to one of the heads of your household? 
ask for one. If not available, terminate interview.) 

Next, did you ride transit last week? 
(RHJ bus or Burbank's Transp:>rtation Service) 

1 Yes 2 It> (skip to question 6) 

(If "yes"). lbw often do you ride transit? 

(If "no," 

l Every day 2 5 days a week 3 2 or 3 days a week 

4 1 day a week 5 '1\'lat was the first tine 

What was the main purp:>se for the trips where you rode transit? 

l W::>rk or business related 2 Shq>ping 3 Iecreation 

4 School or college 5 Doc:tor/Dentist 6 Personal Business 

1 - 3 

4 

5 

6 

5. What is the second type of trip purp:>se for which you used transit last week? 

6. 

' I 

7. 

1 W::>rk or business related 2 Shq,ping 3 Iecreation 

4 School or college 5 Doc:tor/Dentist 6 Personal Business 

7 It> other purp:>se 

When was the last tine that you used transit? 

1 Last nonth 2 Last year 3 About 2 years ago 

4 over 5 years ago 5 Never 

When was the last tine that you rode a taxi? 

l 

4 

Last week 2 Last nonth 3 Last year 

About 2 years ago 5 Oller 5 years ago 6 Never 

7 

8 

9 
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8. 

9. 

What 
"no" 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

is the rost important reason why you do not use transit? 
to question 2) • 

It takes too nruch time. 

(If 

It is not convenient (have to transfer, have to get going early, 
have to wait). 

I don't think the bus ride would be canfortable. 

I don't think the service is reliable (breakdowns and delays 
cause schedules to be missed). 

I don't think it is safe to ride the bus or wait for a bus. 

I've never considered transit, so I don't think nruch about the 
service available. 

I need my car during the day. 

I am in a carpool/vanpool. 

In deciding which node of travel to use, please rank the importance of 
the following factors. For each, tell me if you consider it very 
important(l), important(2), or not important(3). 

'lbtal trip time 

Time for waiting or transferring 

Cost or fare 

Reliability 

Control of travel environrrent 

Free or cheap parking 

I 10. For which trip purpose would you rost strongly consider using transit? 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

1 W'.>rk or business related 2 Shopping 3 Pecreation 

4 School or college 5 Doctor/D:!ntist 6 Personal Business 

7 lt>ne (skip to question~) 

11. For that trip that you might consider using transit, how important are 
the following in order for you to consider switching to transit. 
Please use very important(l), important(2), or not important(3) for 
your answers. 

Service where I would have to wait less than 10 minutes for the 
first bus. 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 
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Direct service to zey destination so that I don't have to 
transfer. 

service available within 2 blocks of zey home. 

Service available within 2 blocks of zey destination. 

'Ibtal trip times no rore than twice as long as driving. 

12. If these service improvements were made, which of the following would 
you do? (one answer only) 

13. 

14. 

15. 

l Ride transit frequently, at least for school or work trips. 

2 Ride transit frequently for other trip purposes . 

3 Ride transit only if our/zey car was not available for the trip. 

4 Ride transit once as a novelty or new experience. 

Did anyone else in your household ride transit last week? 

1 Yes 2 It> (Skip to question 17) 

(If "yes") lbw many people in your household, other than you, rode 
transit last week? 

1 

4 

Qi.e 

Four 

2 

5 

'lwo 3 'Ihree 

Five or rore 

For the other person that rode transit last week and made the rost 
transit trips, how often does that person use transit? 

1 Every day 2 5 days a week 3 2 or 3 days a week 

4 1 day a week 5 '!hat was the first tine 

I 16. What was the main purpose for the trips where that person rode transit? 

I 
I 
I 
I 

17. 

1 

4 

~rk or business related 

School or college 5 

2 Shopping 

D:x:tor/Dentist 6 

3 aecreation 

Personal Business 

Are you or other members of your household currently enployed? 

1 Yes, full time 2 Yes, part-time 3 It> (skip to question 20) 

19 

20 

21 

22 . 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 
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18. 

19. 

20. 

(If "Yes") lbw do you (or they) usually get to work? 

1 Driving alone 2 carpool/vanpool 3 

4 Walk 5 Bicycle/noped/J10torcycle 

What is the narre of the City where you (or they) 
Angeles, specify neighborhood or area.) 

Bus 

6 ~rk at hare 

work? (If Los 

------------------------------· 

Are you or other nenbers of your household currently going to school, 
college, or university? 

1 Yes, elerrentary through high school 

2 Yes, camrunity college or university 

3 tb (skip to question 23) 

21. (If "Yes") lbw do you (or they) usually get to school, college, or 
university? 

1 Driving alone 2 carpool/vanpool 3 Bus 

4 Walk 5 Bicycle/noped/IlOtorcycle 

22. What is the narre of the city where you (or they) go to school, college 
or university? (If Los Angeles, specify neighborhood or area.) 

23. What are the IlDSt imfX)rtant transportation problems you think that 
Burbank should address? 

24. Now, specifically for transit, are there any problems that you think 
the City should address? 

RJW we liWld like to ask yai SCIE ~stials abwt yair oousebold. 

25. What is your age? 

26. ~ rrany people live in your household? 

27. lbw rrany vehicles (cars, trucks, vans) do you keep at your household? 

28. What is your total household incare? (in thousands) 

'1hank yai very JIIJCh for yair ooq>eratiai. 

29 

30,31 

32 

33 

34,35 

36 - 40 

41 - 45 

46 · 

47 

48 

49 
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APPIR)IX B 

I BURBANK k1IERS8.IP SURVEY 

I ~IOHURE 
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Dear Rider: 

Please fill out this short survey during your van ride today. 

All information will be kept in strictest confidence. 

The information collected will help the City of Burbank plan for future 
transit services. 

If you have aey questions or need help, the driver will help you. 

Nten you have finished, please return this survey to the driver. 

'lbank you for your help. 

1. lmBRB were you IElUIB you got on 'JIIIS van? (Check one mly) 

l □ Ible 4 □ :Recreation 

2 □ Shqlping 5 □ Doctor/Dentist 

3 □ Visiting 6 □ Nutritioo 

2 . Did you CZl' CJil this van in Burbank? 

l □ Yes 2 □ 1'b 

3. 1H!IE are you <DDC 'l'O OCM? 

l □ Ible 

2 a Shopping 

3 □ Visiting 

4 □ :Recreation 

5 □ Doctor/Dentist 

6 a llltri tion 

4. Will you <Zr en' this van in Burbank? 

l □ Yes 2 □ 1'b 

\J Turn Over 

7 □ Social Services 

8 □ Other 

7 □ Social Services 

8 □ Other 

Next Page(; 

Do IIOt wrtle 
•tNacou-

4 

5 

6 

7 
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5. I tEmU.Y ride the van ? days a week. 

l 0 l day 4 0 4 days 

2 0 2 days 5 □ 5 days 

3 0 3 days 6 □ 6 days 

6. 'lbe IIET ~ lllfA9III I RIIE the van is: 

l □ I/we don't have a car • 4 □ 

2 □ I doo't drive. 5 □ 

3 □ 'lbe van is eoonanical. 6 □ 

(Oleck ooe atl.y) 

7 0 7 days 

8 □ lhis is my first 
time. 

9 □ Less than ax:e 
a week. 

(Oleck ooe atl.y) 

Salleone else uses the car • 

'!be van is oonvenient. 

Traffic is bad. 

0. IIOt wrtte 
llltllla~• 

8 

9 

7. I am ___ years of age. 10,11 

C 

8. I am: 

l D Male 2 D Female 

9. 'lbere are _?_ IIO'l'OR VIIIIICLES (cars, trucks, vans) in 
running oordi tion ,a my JOIE: (Oleck ooe only) 

0 D 0 (oone) 2 D 2 

1 D 1 3 D 3 or DDre 

10. I am lhi&d!S'lisu .iR the following 'JBRBB SBRYia DIPKM!Ml!R'IS: (Oleck any 
3 that apply) 

l lalger hours on weekdays 5 □ Scheduling a ride at any 
tine of the day 

2 □ lalger hours on weekends 6 □ Travelling to N:>rth B::>lly-
l«Xld and Glendale Wednesday 
through SUrday for medical 
appointments 

3 □ calling for a ride the sane 7 □ Travelling to N:>rth B::>lly-
day or the day before l«Xld and Glendale any day 

for any reason 

4 □ Travelling to other areas 8 □ Travelling to other areas 
within 15 miles of Burbank within 15 miles of Burbank 
for JECHcal reasons for any reason 

11. 'lbe '!IDmL MBIAL IRDE of my household 'JBIS DAR is: 

l □ Less than $2,500 

2 □ $2,500 - $5,000 

3 □ $5,000 - $10,000 

4 □ $10,000 - $15,000 

5 □ $15,000 - $20,000 

6 □ $20,000 - $30,000 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 
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