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CHAPTER 1.0 
INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 

1.1 PURPOSE AND USES OF THE EIR 

This Environmental Impact Report (EIR) identifies, describes, analyzes and evaluates 
significant environmental effects of a proposed rail transit project to be located in the San 
Fernando Valley of the City of Los Angeles. The EIR is intended to: a) provide the lead 
agency, responsible agencies, decision makers, and the general public with detailed 
information on the environmental effects of the proposed project, and b) to be used as tool 
by decision makers to facilitate decision making on the proposed project. The EIR has 
been prepared for the Los Angeles County Transportation Commission (LACTC) in 
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and State CEQA 
Guidelines, as amended. The LACTC is the designated lead agency for project. 

The LACTC has determined that the project may have significant environmental impacts 
upon the environment and has therefore directed that this EIR prepared. The LACTC 
prepared an Initial Environmental Study which indicated those issue areas to be analyzed in 
this EIR. Following the completion of the Initial Study, a Notice of Preparation was 
submitted to all identified responsible agencies, and a project summary was distributed to 
the general public and those on the project mailing list. The Initial Study and the Notice 
of Preparation are provided in Appendix A. Responses to the Notice of Preparation are 
included in Appendix B. The San Fernando Valley Rail Transit Project Mailing List is 
included in Appendix C. 

1.1.1 Public Review 

Public officials, affected agencies and the general public have the opportunity for reviewing 
and commenting on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) through a 45-day 
review period established by the State Office of Planning Research. During this review 
period, the LACTC will also conduct community workshops and public hearings at which 
time public testimony will be taken concerning the project and the DEIR. The preparers of 
the DEIR are required to respond, in writing, to relevant comments on the DEIR received 
from both citizens and public agencies. The comments and the responses to comments will 
be included in the Final EIR to be prepared after the public circulation period for the 
DEIR has ended. 

1.1.2 Project Selection 

After state and local governments and the general public have commented on the DEIR, 
LACTC will select a project from the options under study for final environmental 
clearance. Project decisions include: 

• Selection of route alternative 
• Selection of technology 
• Determination of project length and corresponding rail yard site 

These decisions will be based largely on information contained in this report and public 
comment. 

I - I 



1.1.3 Permits and Approvals 

Implementation of the project will require a number of discretionary actions to be taken by 
the LACTC and other responsible agencies. The following agencies may use the EIR as a 
part of the process of issuing permits, approvals or cooperative agreements required to 
construct the project: 

• City of Los Angeles 
• California State Department of Transportation 
• Los Angeles County Flood Control District 
• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
• Interstate Commerce Commission 
• Public Utilities Commission 
• Regional Water Quality Control Board 
• South Coast Air Quality Management District 
• Federal Railroad Administration 
• Southern California Rapid Transit District 
• Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
• Los Angeles County (Universaly City area connections) 

1.2 HISTORY OF THE PROJECT 

In November of 1980 the voters of the County 
of Los Angeles approved Proposition 'A'. 
This proposition authorized LACTC to assess 
a County-wide one-half percent sales tax to 
improve and expand existing public transit 
County-wide and to construct and operate a 
rail rapid transit system. As shown on the 
map which accompanied the proposmon 
(Figure 1-1 ), one section of the rail rapid 
transit system was an east-west line serving 
the San Fernando Valley. 

In February of 1987 LACTC authorized the 
preparation of an EIR for the proposed rail 
transit project connecting the West San 
Fernando Valley to the Metro Rail station in 
either North Hollywood or Universal City. 
The Commission selected five alternative light 
rail routes to be studied in the EIR in addition Figure 1-1 
to the "no project" alternative. These Regional Rail Transit System 
alternatives were studied in a report entitled 
Initial Alternatives Evaluation Report (Gruen Associates, September, 1987) relative to key 
engineering and environmental issues. 

Following publication of this report, a series of citizen meetings were conducted in the San 
Fernando Valley to obtain citizen input to the project. In general, opposition by residents 
along all route alternatives was noted during these meetings. 
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On November 18, 1987 LACTC voted to defer funher environmental study of the project 
and requested assistance from elected local officials to decide whether to continue with a 
rail transit project in the East/West San Fernando Valley corridor and, if so, where the 
project should be located. The Los Angeles City Council appointed the San Fernando 
Valley Citizens Advisory Panel which proceeded to prepare a report entitled Transportation 
Solutions (August 1, 1988). This report recommended that the Commission proceed with 
an EIR for three alternative routes: the SP Burbank Branch, the Ventura Freeway and San 
Fernando Road. In response to the citizens report, on September 28, 1988 the Commission 
authorized the resumption of the EIR process. 

From September 28, 1988 to April 21, 1989 when the EIR Notice of Preparation was 
issued, the Commission modified the alternatives to be studied as a part of the EIR. In 
brief, the Commission added technology and track profile alternatives to those previously 
under study. These alternatives are described below. 

1.3 DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

Two alternative route alignments 
have been selected for study in 
this EIR (Figure 1-2): 1) the 
Burbank Branch Route Alterna­
tive which follows, for the most 
part, the existing Southern 
Pacific Railroad Branch Line 
rights-of-way from Topanga 
Canyon Boulevard to the Metro 
Rail North Hollywood or 
Universal City Station; and 2) 
the Ventura Freeway Route 
Alternative which proceeds down 
Canoga A venue and then 
follows, for the most part, the 
Ventura Freeway from Canoga 
Avenue to the Universal City 
Metro Rail Station. 

Figure 1-2 
As shown in Figures 1-3 and Alternative Route Alignments 
1-4, six alternative profile and 
technology options are evaluated in this EIR for the Burbank Branch Route Alternative: 

la. Burbank LRT Vineland: A predominantly at-grade, light-rail transit 
(LRT) facility between Warner Center and Universal City utilizing 
Vineland Avenue between North Hollywood and Universal City. This 
alternative utilizes earth berms and shallow excavated segments in 
residential areas to mitigate noise and visual impacts. Transit riders 
would transfer at Universal City from LRT to Metro Rail trains. 

1 b. Burbank LRT Lankershim: A predominantly at-grade, LRT facility 
between Warner Center and North Hollywood, utilizing the adopted 
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Metro Rail subway on Lankershim Boulevard between North 
Hollywood and Universal City. This alternative is identical to 
alternative Number la, except for the Metro Rail subway segment 
between North Hollywood and Universal City. Transit riders would 
transfer at North Hollywood from LRT to Metro Rail trains. 

2a. Burbank LRT Deep Trench Vineland: An LRT facility between 
Warner Center and Universal City that is in a deep trench or subway 
25 to 30 feet below grade in residential areas. This alternative 
connects to Universal City via Vineland Avenue. Transit riders 
would transfer at Universal City from LRT to Metro Rail trains. 

2b. Burbank LRT Deep Trench Lankershim: An LRT facility between 
Warner Center and North Hollywood that is in a deep trench or 
subway 25 to 30 feet below grade in residential areas. This 
alternative is identical to alternative Number 2a except between North 
Hollywood and Universal City where the adopted Metro Rail subway 
route would be used. Transit riders would transfer at North 
Hollywood from LRT to Metro Rail trains. 

3a. Burbank Metro Rail Extension: An extension of Metro Rail between 
Warner Center and Universal City that is in deep-bore subway 
through residential areas 40 to 50 feet below grade. Transit riders 
would not be required to transfer between the main Metro Rail line 
and the San Fernando Valley extension. 

3b. Burbank ART: An automated rail transit (ART) facility between 
Warner Center and North Hollywood that is in deep-bore subway 
through residential areas 40 to 50 feet below grade. Single car, fully 
automated trains would run at two-minute headways (time wait 
between trains) during peak periods, but transit riders would be 
required to transfer at North Hollywood between ART and Metro Rail 
trains. 

Four alternatives profile and technology options are evaluated in this EIR for the Ventura 
Freeway Route Alternative: 

4a. Ventura South Side Metro Rail Extension: An extension of Metro 
Rail that is predominantly on aerial guideway between Warner Center 
and Universal City along the south side of the Ventura Freeway. 
Transit riders would not be required to transfer between the main 
Metro Rail line and the San Fernando Valley extension. 

4b. Ventura South Side ART: An ART facility between Warner Center 
and Universal City along the south side of the Ventura Freeway on 
aerial guideway. Single-car, fully-automated trains would run at two­
minute headways during peak periods, but transit riders would be 
required to transfer at Universal City between ART and Metro Rail 
trains. Metro Rail would terminate at Universal City instead of North 
Hollywood under this option. 
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ALIGNMENT 
ALTERNAT I VE 

Profile 

® la. SP Burbank Branch 
Aerial 

At-Grode 
LRT + Shallow Trench 

Vineland Extension Deep Trench -
Subway • 

® 
Aerial 

lb. SP Burbank Branch Al-Grode 
Shallow Trench 

LRT + Deep Trench 
Lankershlm Extension Subway 

(i) SP Burbank Branch 
Aerial 

2a. At-Grode 
LRT Deep Trench + Shallow Trench W 

Vineland Extension Deep Trench 
Subway 

Aerial 

(i) 2b. SP Burbank Branch At-Grode -
LRT Deep Trench + Shallow Trench -
Lankershim Extension Deep Trench 

Subway 

e 3a. SP Burbank Branch 
Aerial 

Al-Grode 
Metro Rail Extension Shallow Trench 

Lankershim Deep Trench 
Subway 

0 
3b. SP Burbank Branch Aerial 

ART Subway+ At-Grode 
Shallow Trench 

Lankershim Metro Deep Trench 

Rail Extension Subway 

~ 
Aerial 

4a. Ventura Freeway Al-Grode 
Me tro Rail Extension Shallow Trench 

Deep Trench via Southside Aerial 
Subwoy 

~ 
Aerial 

4b. Ventura Freeway At-Grode 
ART via Shallow Trench 

Deep Trench Southside Aerial 
Subwoy 

0 Sa. Ve ntura Freeway Aerial 
At-Grode -

Metro Rail Exte nsion Shallow I rench 

via Northside Subway Deep Trench 
Subwoy 

0 
Aerial 

Sb. Ventura Freeway Al-Grode -
ART via Shallow Trench 

Northside Subway Deep Trench 
Subwoy 

San Fernando Valley 
East/West Rail Transit Project 

0 LOS ANGELES COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
I.ACl'C 

ROUTE DESCRIPTION 

Route 
Length Train 

to Universal Length 
City 

5.6mi. 
7.1 ml. 3 Car 
3.3mi. 16.5 ml. 

Trains 0.3mi. 
I 0.2mi. 

3.9mi. 
6.5 mi. 
3.2mi. 16.5ml. 3 Car 

0.3mi. Trains 

- 2.6mi. 

6.1 mi. 

- I 2.3mi. 3 Car 
0.8mi. 16.5ml. 

Trains 4.6mi. 
__J 2.7mi. 

4.4mi. 

-- l.7mi. 3 Car 
- 0.7mi. 16.5 ml. 

Trains 4.6 mi. 
5.1 mi. 

3 Car Trains 
3.3 mi. west of 
l.4mi. White Oak 
0.0mi. 16.6ml. 

6 Car Tra:ns ~--1 0.0mi. 
11.9ml. east of 

White Oak 

I 3.3 mi. 
_J 1.4 mi. l Car 

_ J 0.0mi. 16.5ml. 
- - - I 0.0 mi. Trains 

11.8 mi. 

13.0 mi. 
3 Car Trains 

west of 
0.0mi. Resedo 
0.0mi. 16.5ml. 
0.0mi. 6 Car Trains 
3.Smi. east of 

Reseda 

- 13.0mi. 
0.0mi. lCar 
0.0mi. 16.5ml. Trains 0.0mi. 

- 3.5 mi. 

3 Car Trains 
4.8 mi. west of 
0.Smi. Reseda 
O.0mi. 16.5 ml. 

6 Car Trains 0.0mi. 
l l.2mi. east of 

Reseda 

I 4.8mi. 
0.5 mi. lCar 

I 0.0 mi 16.5 ml. Trains 
- 1 O.Omi. 

. I 11.2 mi. 

FULL LENGTH OPERATIONS 

Travel Time (minutes) 
Headway from Warner Center 
(Peak Hours) to Universal to Union 

City station 

7 minutes: 
change trains at :28 :55 

Universal City 

7 minutes: 
change trains a t :31 :55 
North Hollywood 

7 minutes: 
change trains at 

Universal City 
:28 :55 

7 minutes: 
change trains at :31 :55 
North Hollywood 

12 minutes: 
(Topanga to 
White Oak) 

:25 :49 6 minutes: 
(White Oak to 
Universal City) 

2 minutes: 
change trains at :28 :52 
North Hollywooc 

12 minutes: 
(Van Owen to 

Reseda) 
:28 :52 6 minutes: 

(Reseda to 
Universal City) 

2 minutes: 
change trains at :28 :55 

Universal City 

12 minutes: 
(Van Owen to 

Reseda) 
:28 :52 6minutes: 

(Reseda to 
Universal City) 

2 minutes: 
c hange trains at :28 :55 

Universal C ity 

PLAN 

Average 
Weekday 

Trips••• 

46,200 

46,200 

46,200 

46.200 

57 ,800 

54.800 

50,900 

48 ,300 

53,000 

50,200 

PHAS ED LENGTH OPTION 
COST IN 1994 

(MILLION$) 

AveraJe Phased 
Length Week ay Full LenQth 

Trips••• Length Option 

8.1 miles 

Sepulveda Sta t io n 37,900 1,305 806 
to Universal Citv 1,060" 561 • 

8.l miles 

Sepu lveda Sta t ion 37,900 1,692 l , 191 
to Un iversal C ity 1.01 r· 516'· 

8.1 m ile s 

Sepulv eda Station 37 ,900 2,648 l A39 
to Un iversal City 2,403 • 1,1 94' 

8.1 m iles 

Sepulveda Station 37 ,900 3,036 1,823 
to Universa l City 2,361 •• l , l 48 .. 

10.2 miles 

Ba lboa Statio n 48 ,900 3,583 1,980 
to Un iversal C ity 2,900· · l .305 .. 

8.1 miles 

Sepulveda Sta tion 38,100 3,452 1,922 
to Un iversal C ity 2.777 .. 1,247" ' 

6.8 miles 

Sepulveda Station 35,400 2,260 1,105 
t o Un iversal City 

6.8 miles 

Sepulveda Station 33.600 2,152 1,058 
to Universal C ity 

7.1 miles 

Sepulveda Station 36,900 3,544 1,831 
to Universal City 

7.1 miles 

Sepu lveda Station 35,000 3,376 l .734 
to Universal City 

. W ITHOUT VINELAND LRT EXTENSION COSTS 
.. WITHOUT LANKERSHIM M ETRO RAIL EXTENSION COSTS 

--·scAG 

Figure 1-3 

Summary of Project Alternatives; 
Alignment, Technology, Operations and Phasing Options 
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#2a) Vineland Extension 
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Phased length option: 
Sepulveda to Universal City 

Alternative #3 
SP BURBANK 
ART/ METRO RAIL EXTENSION 

A predominantly subway 
alternative in residential 
areas with above ground 
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#4a) Metro Rail Technology 
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Alternative #5 
VENTURA FREEWAY 
NORTHSIDE SUBWAY 

A combined aeria l/subway 
alternative following the 
south side of the Ventura 
Freeway west of Reseda 
and the north side in subway 
east of Reseda. 

Options: 

#Sa) Metro Rail Technology 
#Sb) ARTTechnology 

Phased length option: 
Sepulveda to Universal City 

figure 1.4 

Summary of Project Alternatives; 
Route and Profile Options 
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5a. Ventura North Side Metro Rail Extension: An extension of Metro 
Rail that is partially on aerial guideway and partially in deep-bore 
subway between Warner Center and Universal City. This alignment 
would follow the north side of the Ventura Freeway in a subway 
configuration between approximately Reseda Boulevard and Laurel 
Canyon Boulevard. Transit riders would not be required to transfer 
between the main Metro Rail line and the San Fernando Valley 
extension. 

5b. Ventura North Side ART: An ART facility that is partially on aerial 
guideway and partially in deep-bore subway between Warner Center 
and Universal City. Single-car, fully automated trains would run at 
two-minute headways during peak periods, but transit riders would be 
required to transfer at Universal City between ART and Metro Rail 
trains. Metro Rail would terminate at Universal City instead of North 
Hollywood under this option. 

All of the above alternatives include a railyard. The purpose of the yard is to provide for 
maintenance and/or storage of transit cars. For full length alternatives the yard is located 
at the northeast corner of Canoga Avenue and Vanowen Street. For Phased Length 
Options, as described below, the yard is located along the San Diego Freeway for both the 
Ventura Freeway or the SP Burbank Branch Alternatives. 

In addition to the above, the EIR generally evaluates Phased Length Options for each 
alternative, representing the minimum segments which can be built for practical transit 
operations. Phased Length Options include the study of interim terminal stations located 
near the 1-405 Freeway including parking, bus drop-offs and related facilities similar to 
those employed at the El Monte Busway Station. 

Technologies studied in the EIR include: 

• Light Rail Transit (LRTI: is the same system that LACTC is developing for the 
Los Angeles/Long Beach Blue Line. Power is supplied via an overhead catenary 
system. The system is manually operated on non-exclusive rights-of-way. 

• Automated Rail Transit (ART): will be similar to the system which LACTC is 
developing for the Norwalk-El Segundo Green Line. The system is automated, 
meaning that there do not need to be drivers on each train. Rail transit vehicles 
are controlled by computer from a central location, and operations plans can be 
flexible to respond to shorter headways and varied operating plans. Trains 
operate on exclusive rights-of-way and are grade separated at all street and 
highway crossings. 

• Metro Rail (Metro): a segment of this system is currently being built in Down­
town Los Angeles as a part of the Red Line that will eventually link Union 
Station with Universal City. The system is referred to generically as "heavy 
rail". Power is supplied via a third rail. The system can be operated both 
manually and by computer. The system operates on exclusive rights-of-way. 

1 - 7 



I 
• Advanced Technologies (Monorail and Mag-Lev): These technologies are more I 

experimental than other alternatives and have not yet seen widespread application 
in an American city. Monorail technologies have evolved considerably in recent 

1 years and presently are used for over 40 miles of high capacity route service in 
Japan. 

Medium capacity systems, such as the Disneyworld TGl "M" series monorail, I 
are also a possibility for particular applications. Mag-Lev (Magnetic Levitation 
Technologies) has had very limited practical application to date, although the 
potential for future use of this technology is great. I 

1.4 ENVffiONMENTAL IMPACT SUMMARY 

Figure 1-5 summarizes environmental impacts and m1t1gation measures for the alternative 
route alignments. Impacts that would remain after mitigation are noted in the summary as 
"unavoidable adverse impacts" if the project is approved as proposed (CEQA Section 
21081). 

Technology Cost Comparison: The DEIR 
also provides a comparison of impacts 
resulting from advanced technology. In 
order to provide comparative construction 
cost estimates for these advanced 
technologies, the adjacent table provides 
comparative figures to the cost estimates 
provided in Figure 1-3. For this exercise 
the Ventura Freeway Alternative #4 was 
used. As can be seen in such a 
comparison, the Alternative #4a Metro 
Rail and Alternative #4b ART construc­
tion costs are greater than the medium 
capacity monorail and Mag-Lev costs, but 
lower than the high capacity monorail 
costs. 

Summary or 1994 Alternative Technology 
Estimated Total Costs • 

Alternative 

Ventura Freeway Medium-Capacity 
Monorail/Via Soulh Side Aerial 

Ventura Freeway High-Capacity 
Monorail/Via Soulh Side Aerial 

Ventura Freeway Mag-Lev 
Via Soulh Side Aerial 

Total Cost 
($ Million) 

$2,093 

$2,305 

$2,094 

* Bued on V enlura Fl-eewa7 South Side Aerial Alternative. 

1.5 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY AND ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED 

By virtue of the long history of the project, and the many public workshops that have been 
held to discuss the project, numerous concerns have been raised by the community. The 
most frequently raised issues include noise/vibration, depreciation of property values, safety 
and security, traffic congestion, parking loss in neighborhoods, construction impacts, and 
proximity impacts (visual and privacy intrusion). 

The primary issue to be resolved is how to select the preferred horizontal and vertical 
alignment and technology for the project. Choices range from a predominantly at-grade 
light rail option within the Burbank Branch Corridor to Metro Rail extensions which are in 
subway through residential areas. In addition, the choice of full-length or phased-length 
options between Universal City and Warner Center must be made. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
CATEGORY 

• Compatibility with Local Area Plans. 

• Land Acquisition and Displacement 

Figure 1-5 
Summary of Environmental Impacts 

and Mitigation Measures 

SP BURBANK BRANCH 
ALTERNATIVES 

• Generally compatible with all six 
adopted Los Angeles City District 
Area Plans through which the align­
ment passes. 

• Some lmcompatibillty wtth 
Warner Center Specific Plan as 
that plan Identifies a future station 
location at Oxnard/Owensmouth. 
Instead. the planned LACTC 
station would be located at Victory/ 
Owensmouth, 3.300 feet away. 
Future connection to Topanga 
Canyon/Oxnard would be 
possible 1.000 feet away from 
Oxnard/Owensmouth. 

• The Southern Pacinc railroad (SPRR) 
plans to abandon the Burbank 
Branch freight rail line. However 
numerous commercial and industrial 
leaseholds still exist along that 
right-of-way that would be displaced. 
Some limited displacement outside of 
SPRR ownership would also be required. 

• Summary of Displacements: 
(Unavoldabhl Adv•rs. Impact) 

Alternatives # 1.,.#2 

- 84 Parcels (23 are SPRR) 
- 203 acres (167 acres SPRR) 
- No homes or apartments 
- 113 businesses (43 are SPRR) 
- 381.000 sq. ft. of office and industrial 

buildings 
(255,000 sq. ft. are SPRR) 

- 285 commercial parking spaces 
- 802 Jobs (344 are In SPRR leaseholds) 

Alternative_#J 

- 77 parcels (23 are SPRR) 
- 192 acres (167 acres are SPRR) 
- No homes or apartments 
- 56 businesses (43 are SPRR leaseholds) 
- 303,000 sq. ft. of office and industrial 

buildings 
(255,000 sq. ft. are in SPRR leaseholds) 

- No commercial parking spaces 
- 435 jobs (344 are in SPRR leaseholds) 
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VENTURA FREEWAY 
ALTERNATIVES 

• Rail transit has not been considered 
as a part of local area planning 
for the Ventura Freeway corridor. How­
ever. a roil corridor is generally 
compatible with the designation of the 
Ventura Freeway as a "transportation 
corridor." 

• Incompatibility with North Hollywood 
Redevelopment Area Plan and 
Metro Rail North Hollywood Statton 
Area Master Plan, because the 
Ventura Freeway Alternatives do not 
provide service to the adopted 
Metro Rail North Hollywood Station. 
(Unavoldabl• advflfs• impact) 

• Some incompatibility with Warner Center 
Specific Plan as that plan identifies a 
future station location at Oxnard/ 
Owensmouth. Instead. the planned 
LACTC station would be located at 
Oxnard/Canoga. 1.200 feet away 
from Oxnard/Owensmouth. 

• Substantial amount of private 
residential and business displacement . 

• Summary of Displacements: 
(Unavoldabl• Adverse Impact) 

Alternative.#4 

- 178 parcels 
- 174 acres 
- 70 single family homes 
- 429 multi-family homes 
- 1,078 residents 
- 98 businesses 
- 403,800 sq. ft. of commercial and 
Industrial buildings 

- 680 commercial parking spaces 
- 1, 123 jobs 

Alternative #5 
·····-·····-··-··-··-··-···· 

- 143 parcels 
- 178 acres 
- 2 single-family homes 
- 212 multi-family homes 
- 430 residents 
- 133 businesses 
- 546.100 sq. ft. of commercial and 
industrial buildings 

- 690 commercial parking spaces 
- 1.489 jobs 



ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
CATEGORY 

• Reglonwide Travel 

Figure 1-5 
Summary of Environmental Impacts 

and Mitigation Measures 

SP BURBANK BRANCH 
ALTERNATIVES 

• The project will have a beneficial Impact 
on the region with a projected reduction 
In vehicle miles travelled. (VMT) 

VMT Reduction: .............................. 

Art. #1-410.000VMT/day 
Art. #2 -410.000 VMT/day 
Alt. #3 - 440.000 VMT/day 

VENTURA FREEWAY 
ALTERNATIVES 

• The project will have a beneficial impact 
on the region with a projected reduction 
in vehicle miles travelled. 

VMT Reduction: 

Alt. #4 - 424.000 VMT /day 
Alt. #5 - 418.000 VMT /day 

• Impacts near Stations and Major Streets • Local area traffic Impacts are expected 
at station areas. 

• Local area traffic Impacts are expected 
at station areas. 

lntersecttons_Adversety Affected: 

Art. # l - 18 intersections impacted 
( 14 at-grade street crossings with 
signal pre-emption of traffic) 

Art. #2 - 11 intersections (station area 
Impacts only, as alignment is 
completely grade-separated 
from traffic) 

Alt. #3 - 11 intersections (station area 
Impacts only. as alignment is 
completely grade-separated 
from traffic) 

Mitigation: Roadway improvements 
such as widening. restrlplng and recon­
figuration of turn lanes will lessen 
station area Impacts to 
levels that would not be significant. 

• Spillover parking could occur at 
station areas. 

Miti_gatton: Parking counts will be 
monitored and parking regulations will 
be strictly enforced. Neighborhoods 
may require residential on-street 
permit parking in some station areas. 

1 - 10 

Intersections.Adversely Affected: 

Alt. #4 - 14 intersections impacted 
(Statton area impacts only as 
alignment is completely 
grade-separated from traffic) 

Alt. #5- 15 intersections impacted 
(Station area impacts only 
as alignment is completely 
grade-separated from traffic) 

Mitigation: Roadway improvements 
such as widening. restriping. and recon­
figuration of turn lanes will lessen 
station area Impacts to levels that 
would not be significant. 

• Spillover parking could occur 
at station areas. 

Mitigation: Parking counts will be 
monitored and parking regulations 
will be strictly enforced. Neigh­
borhoods may require residential 
on-street permit parking in some 
station areas. 

• Guldeway placement in the median of 
Canoga Avenue will require closure of 
up to two lanes during construction and 
permanent reconfiguration with intersec­
tion nares to provide for turning lanes 
under guldeway. 

Mitigation: Construction would be 
phased to minimize impacts on 
local traffic & businesses. Some work 
could occur In weekend and night 
periods to avoid rush hour periods. 
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Figure 1-5 
Summary of Environmental Impacts 

and Mitigaiton Measures 

SP BURBANK BRANCH 
ALTERNATIVES 

• Atternatives #2 and #3 are below 
ground In sensitive areas and therefore 
no noise impacts are anticipated. 

• Atternatlve # l. the at-grade LRT align­
ment utilizes a shallow trench with 
earthberms which serves to buffer 
noise sensitive areas. After mitigation 
with such berms. noise impacts remain 
for 38 single-family homes. principally 
due to the sound of street crossing 
warning bells. 

Mltlgation: By limiting LRT speeds In night 
and weekend periods to 35 mph. 
it would be possible to not use 
warning bells at those times. In 
addition. SdB quieter warning bells 
could be used during daytime periods 
when higher LRT speeds would be 
maintained. These mitigations would 
reduce Impact to 9 single-family homes. 
LACTC would work with the affected 
owners to resolve site specific noise 
impacts during the design phase. 

• The SP Burbank Branch Alternatives have 
potential for ground-bcrne vibration 
from two double crossover tracks 
located in residential areas. Impacts 
include: 

Atternative _# l 

- 20 single-family homes 
- 18 multi-family buildings 
- 1 religious building 

Atternative _#2 

- 19 single-family homes 
- 7 multi-family buildings 
- l religious building 

Alternatlve_#3 

- 20 single-family homes 
- 2 multi-family buildings 
- 1 religious building 

MJ!Jgg~9.Q.: The specific needs for 
these crossovers will be assessed. 
Special treatment of track rail 
and track bed would occur following 
further studies of specific c onditions. 
Estimates of special track work 
required for mitigation include: 

Att. it 1 - 800-4.300 feet 
Alt. #2 - 1.200-2.400 feet 
Alt. #3 - 600-2.750 feet 
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VENTURA FREEWAY 
ALTERNATIVES 

• Atternative #5 is below ground in 
sensitive areas and therefore no 
noise impacts are antic ipated. 

• Atternative #4 is located on aerial guide­
way close to numerous commercial and 
residential buildings. Noise ba rriers can 
be attached to the outside of the guide­
way to mitigate most of this impact. Pro­
perties impacted after mitigation Include: 

Att. #4a - Metro Rail Atternat ive: 

- 13 single-family homes 
- 5 apartment buildings 
- 2 office buildings 

Alt. # 4b - ART Alternative: 
··············-········-············-············· 
- 9 single-family homes 
- l apartment building 
- 2 office buildings 

Mit igation: Further mit igation beyond 
noise barriers attached to the guide­
way would Involve the use of up 
to 4.500 feet of welded tie-and­
baliast track. Such treatment should 
eliminate the above impacts. 

• Alternative #4 is predominantly on aerial 
guideway where there is litt1e potential 
for vibration impact. Impact areas are 
in locations where single-family homes 
are closest t o retained fill t rack sections. 
Impacts include: 

Atternative #4 

- 25 single-family homes 

• Atternative #5 Is predominantly in subway 
and has a much greater vibration impact 
potential because of the number of 
buildings that this alignment is directly 
under or almost under. Impacts include: 

Atternatlve #5 

- 37 single-family homes 
- 42 multi-family buildings 
- 1 medical office building 
- 1 convalescent hospital 

Mitigation: Special t reatment of track 
rail and track bed following further 
studies of specific conditions. 
Estimates of special track work 
required for mitigation include: 

Alt. #4 - 1.600-4.500 feet 
Alt. #5 - 4.050-13.300 feet 



ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
CATEGORY 

• Adjacent Land Uses 

• Aerial Guldeway Proximity Impacts 

Figure 1-5 
Summary of Environmental Impacts 

and Mitigation Measures 

SP BURBANK BRANCH 
ALTERNATIVES 

• Summary of Adjacent Land Uses: 

Altematives_#l, #2, #3 

- 44% residential 
- 36% commercial/Industrial 
- 18% porks and schools 
- 2% freeway adjacent 

• Alternative# 1. the at-grade LRT 
would have flyovers structures at 
major street Cr0$ings at DeSoto. 
Winnetka and Victory Boulevards. 
Although these guldeways would be 
aesthetically designed and 
screened by landscaping where 
possible. proximity Impacts including 
loss of privacy. and obstruction of 
view corridors would occur. 
Approximately 25-30 homes would 
have their sideyards and 
rear yards affected. 
(UnavoidabM advfHUI Impact) 

• Five stations would be located in 
residential areas. Such stations 
would contribute light and 
glare for all of the SP Burbank 
Branch Alternatives. 

Mitigation: Station design -will incor­
porate elements which address light 
and glare impacts. LACTC -willl seek 
community input and -will coordinate 
-with the City of Los Angeles regarding 
station plans. 
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VENTURA FREEWAY 
ALTERNATIVES 

• Summary of Adjacent Land Uses: 

Alternative #4 

- 27% residential 
- 28% commercial/industrial 
- 4% parks and schools 
- 41% freeway adjacent 

Alternative #5 

- 16% residential 
- 27% commercial/Industrial 
- 7% porks and schools 
- 50% freeway adjacent 

• Alternative #4, the southside aerial 
would be configured on a guideway 
in residential areas for approximately 
28% of its route. Some loss of 
privacy and blockage of view 
corridors would result for several 
hundred homes along this route. 
(UnavoldabM advtHH Impact) 

• Six stations would be 
located in residential areas with 
Alternative #4 and three 
stations would be located in 
residential areas with Alternative #5. 
Such stations would contribute 
lignt and glare and alter the visual 
character of these areas. 

Mitigation: Station design -will incor­
porate elements which address light 
and glare impacts. LACTC -willl seek 
community input and -will coordinate 
with the City of Los Angeles regarding 
station plans. 
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Figure 1-5 
Summary of Environmental Impacts 

and Mitigation Measures 

SP BURBANK BRANCH 
ALTERNATIVES 

• The length of time that 
neighborhoods would be subject 
to temporary construction impacts 
would vary among the alternatives 
(construction periods based on 
typical one-mile segments): 

Alternative # l 

At-grade construction is the fastest 
of the alternatives under study. 
Construction along the existing 
SP trackbed would extend for 
2-3 months in at-grade areas 
and 8-12 months for aerial 
flyover structures. 

Alternatlve_#2 

Deep trench construction would 
involve heavy construction and 
excavation for the entire length of 
the line. Construction activities 
would extend for 3-4 years. 

Alternative #3 

Deep-bore subway segments 
would utilize construction staging 
sites at future station areas. 
Heavy construction equipment 
and excavation activities would 
be confined to these station areas. 
Construction activities would 
extend for 3-4 years for deep-bore 
subway segments. 

Mitigation: Prior to construction traffic 
c ontrol plans and public Information 
campaigns will be developed. Noise 
specifications for inclusion in Construc­
tion documents shall be developed 
on the selection of a preferred route. 
Utility relocations shall be phased to 
minimize service delays. 
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VENTURA FREEWAY 
ALTERNATIVES 

• Construction of aerial and subway 
sections along the edge of the 
Ventura Freeway would require a 
coordinated traffic management 
plan. with some freeway ramp 
relocations and c losure of freeway 
lanes during off-peak periods. 
Off-peak construction would 
necessitate night and weekend 
work which would be disruptive 
In residential areas. 
(Unavoidable adve,w Impact) 

• The length of time that neighbor­
hoods would be subject to 
temporary construction impacts 
would vary among the alternatives 
(construction periods based on 
typical one-mile segments): 

Alt.e.mo!lv.e .. l.A 
Aerial guldeway construction along 
the edge of the Ventura Freeway 
would most likely involve precast 
guideway sections being erected onto 
cast-In-place foundation and guideway 
support columns. Construction activities 
would extend for 8-12 months. 

A.Jternw.iv.e .. #.:5 
Deep-bore subway segments 
would utilize construction staging 
sites located at future station areas. 
Heavy construction equipment 
would be confined to these station 
areas. Construction act ivities would 
extend for 3-4 years in deep-bore 
subway segments. 

Mitigation: Prio r to construction traffic 
control plans and public information 
campaigns will be developed. Noise 
specifications for inclusion in Construc­
tion documents shall be developed 
on the selection of a preferred route. 
Utility relocations shall be phased to 
minimize service delays. 



ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
CATEGORY 

• Reglonwlde Air Quality 

• Local Area Impacts 

Figure 1-5 
Summary of Environmental Impacts 

and Mitigation Measures 

SP BURBANK BRANCH 
ALTERNATIVES 

• The project will have a beneficial 
impact on the region with a pro­
jected reduction In automobile 
generated pollutants: 

Alternatives # l. #2 
• • •••••••• •••••••H•+••+••+•••••••••• 

- Organic gases 0.31 tons/day 
- Carbon monoxide 3.23 tons/day 
- Nitrogen oxides 0.60 tons/day 

Alternative #3 

- Organic gases 0 .33 tons/day 
- Carbon monoxide 3.47 tons/day 
- Nitrogen oxides 0.64 tons/day 

• Carbon monoxide concentrations 
at stations with larger parking lots are 
anticipated to increase due to 
Increased traffic being attracted to 
these stations. The largest 
'hot-spoi Increases range from 
0. 1 to 0.4 parts per million on Mure 
base levels of 17 to 20 parts per million. 

_Mitigation: Statton design shall Incor­
porate measures to minimize conges­
tion during peak periods including off 
street bus transfer points. on-site Kiss and 
ride parking. and circulation patterns 
that Will reduce queue lengths. since 
auto idling is related to localized air 
pollution. 
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VENTURA FREEWAY 
ALTERNATIVES 

• The project 'Nill have a beneficial 
impact on the region with a pro­
jected reduction in automobile 
generated pollutants: 

Alternatives_ #4, _#5 

- Organic gases 0.32 tons/day 
- Carbon monoxide 3.31 tons/day 
- Nitrogen oxides 0.62 tons/day 

• Carbon monoxide concentrations 
at stations with larger parking lots are 
anticipated to increase due to 
increased traffic being attracted to 
these stations. The largest 
'hot-spoi increases range from 
0.4 to 0.8 parts per million on Mure 
base levels of 17 to 20 parts per million. 

Mitigation: Station design shall incor­
porate measures to minimize conges­
tion during peak periods including off 
street bus transfer points. on-site Kiss and 
ride parking, and circulation patterns 
that Will reduce queue lengths. since 
auto idling is related to localized air 
pollution. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
CATEGORY 

• Earth Removal 

• Floodplains 

• Hydrocarbons 

• Earthquakes 

Figure 1-5 
Summary of Environmental Impacts 

and Mitigation Measures 

SP BURBANK BRANCH 
ALTERNATIVES 

• Excavation for below ground 
segments would require haul routes 
along the SP rignt-of-way and major 
streets. Quantities of earth removal 
removal by alternative Include: 

Excavation_ Required :_ 

#lo) 127.000 cu yds 
#lb) 422.000 cu yds 
#2a) 1.884.000 cu yds 
#2b) 2. 183.000 cu yds 
#3o) 2.293.000 cu yds 
#3b) 2.026.000 cu yds 

• Possibility exists that excavation along 
areas of this predominotiy industrial/rail­
road corridor would uncover toxic ma­
terials. SUch materials would be dis­
posed of as specified in EPA guidelines. 

Mitigation: Excavation materials would 
be taken to other construction projects 
and to londf!I sites. Because of 
shortages In such facilities, any sub­
stantial additional demand is significant. 
(Unavoidable adverse Impact) 

• Construction of the phased-length 
railyard In the Sepulveda Basin 
would be located within standard 
project nood levels. Construction 
activities would need to comply 
with stringent design requirements 
of the US Army Corps of Engineers. 

• Potential dangers from underground 
hydrocarbons are of concern in 
underground sections (Alternatives 
#2 and #3). No areas of significant 
underground gas accumulation 
were Identified. 

• The San Fernando Volley is a seismically 
active region although no active faults 
are crossed by the alignment. 

Mitigation: Design Issues shall be 
addressed once a route hos been 
selected and further Geotechnical 
studies are undertaken. No significant 
Impacts Of' public safety Issues are 
anticipated. 
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VENTURA FREEWAY 
ALTERNATIVES 

• Excavation for below ground 
segments would require haul routes 
along the freeway and major 
surface streets. Quantities of earth 
removal by alternative include: 

Excavation. Required:. 

#4o) 634.000 cu yds 
#4b) 564.000 cu yds 
#Sa) 2.100.000 cu yds 
#Sb) 1,820.000 cu yds 

Mit igation: Excavation materials would 
be token to other construction projects 
and to londtu sites. Because of 
shortages in such facilities. any sub­
stantial additional demand is significant. 
(Unavoidable adverse Impact) 

• Construction of the phased-length 
railyard adjacent to the spillway 
area of the Sepulveda Dam 
would need to comply with 
stringent design requirements of 
the US Army Corps of Engineers. 

• Potential dangers from underground 
hydrocarbons are of concern in 
underground sections (Alternative #5). 
No areas of significant underground 
gos accumulation were identined. 

• The San Fernando Volley is a seismically 
active region although no active faults 
are crossed by the alignment. 

Mitigation : Design Issues shall be 
addressed once a route has been 
selected and further Geotechnlcai 
studies are undertaken. No significant 
Impacts Of' public safety issues are 
anticipated. 



ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
CATEGORY 

• Sepulveda Basin Recreation Area 

• Other Recreation and Park Facilities 

Figure 1-5 
Summary of Environmental Impacts 

and Mitigation Measures 

SP BURBANK BRANCH 
ALTERNATIVES 

• Atthough the SP Burbank alternatives 
pass through the Sepulveda Basin 
In railroad right-of-way. approximately 
2.7 acres of parkland adjacent to the 
rail right-of-way would be required. 

• The SP Burbank phased-length 
route option would displace 
28 acres of parkland adjacent 
to the San Diego Freeway 
for a raiiyard site. 
(Unavoidable adverse Impacts) 

• Station parking at the planned 
Winnetka Station would displace 
three Utt1e Leauge softball fields 
on Pierce College property. 

• The Vineland Extension route option 
would diplace 1.3 acres of 
South Weddington Park. 
(Unavoidable adverse Impacts) 

Mitigation: Parkland areas through 
which the rail transit project passes will 
be landscaped in coordination with the 
US Army Corps of Engineers and the 
LA Recreation and Parl<s Department 
to reflect planned recreation uses 
for these areas. 
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VENTURA FREEWAY 
ALTERNATIVES 

• Construction of aerial guideways 
and station areas would displace 
6. 1 acres of parkland for 
Alternative # 4 and 22.5 acres 
for Alternative # 5. 

• The Ventura Freeway phased-length 
route option would displace 21 
acres of Sepulveda Recreation 
Area land currently used by 
LA Fire Department# 88 and the 
US Army Reserve Training Center. 
(Unavoidable adverse Impacts) 

Mitigation: Parkland areas through 
which the rail transit project passes will 
be landscaped in coordination with the 
US Army Corps of Engineers and the 
LA Recreation and Parks Department 
to reflect planned recreation uses 
for these areas. 
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Figure 1-5 
Summary of Environmental Impacts 

and Mitigation Measures 

SP BURBANK BRANCH 
ALTERNATIVES 

• These alternatives pass next to 4 
schools and wtthln 1/4 mile of 16 schools. 

• Noise Impacts are not significant as 
Alternative # l would be constructed 
wtth shallow trenches/berms near 
schools to provide buffering . 

• Alternatives # 2 and #3 are located 
below ground and would therefore 
have no Impact . 

• Schools located near planned transit 
stations would experience increased 
traffic congestion in the morning rush 
hours when school and transit uses 
coincide. Stations would provide 
positive benefit to schools for students 
and faculty that would use the transit 
system. 

Mitigation: LACTC safety criteria shall be 
observed and coord ination with school 
officials shall be sought during the design 
phase of the project in regard to con­
struction phasing. pedestrian walkways 
and security around storage. maintain­
once trackway and power source areas. 
Noise & vibration impacts will be reduced 
to acceptable levels. 

• Increased transit usage will result In 
increased demand on LAPO services 
to support Transit Security personnel. 

• Increased transit usage will result in 
increased demand for LAFD fire 
fighting and paramedic units. 
increased Inspection requirements 
and addttlonal false alarms. Traffic 
concentra tions around station areas 
may lengthen emergency response 
times during peak hours. 

• Alternative # l . due to crossing gates. 
may lengthen emergency response 
times due to signal pre-emption. 
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VENTURA FREEWAY 
ALTERNATIVES 

• Alternative #4 would pass next to 5 
schools and within 1/4 mile of 15 schools. 

• Alternative #5 would pass next to 3 
schools and wtthin 1/4 mile of 15 schools. 

• Alternative #4 would require the dis­
placement of Campb ell Hall Schoof. 
a p rivate elementary through senior 
high school located at Laurel 
Canyon Boulevard. 
(Unavoidable adverss impact) 

• Alternative #4 would also require 
temporary taking during the con­
struction phase of a portion of Hesby 
St. School playground (currently not 
used for teaching) during the con­
struct ion phase of the p roject. 

• Schools located near planned transit 
stations would experience increased 
traffic congestion in the morning rush 
hours when school and transit uses 
coincide. Stations would provide 
positive benefit to schools for students 
and faculty that would use the transit 
system. 

Mitigation: LACTC safety criteria shall be 
observed and coordination with school 
officials shall be sought during the design 
phase of the p roject in regard to con­
struction phasing, pedestrian walkways 
and security around storage. maintain­
once trackway and power source areas. 
Noise & vibration impacts will be reduced 
to acceptable levels. 

• Increased transit usage will result in 
increased demand on LAPO services 
to support Transit Security personnel. 

• Increased transit usage will result In 
increased demand for LAFD fire fighting. 
paramedic units. and increased 
Inspection requirements. Tra ffic 
concentrations around station 
areas may lengthen emergency 
response times during peak hours. 

• The Alternative #4 and #5 Phased-Length 
Route would require the relocation of 
Fire Statton #88 for the construction of a 
Rail Storage Facility along side the 
San Diego Freeway. 



ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
CATEGORY 

• Archaeological & Hlstorical 

• Loss of Housing stock 

Figure 1-5 
Summary of Environmental Impacts 

and Mitigation Measures 

SP BURBANK BRANCH 
ALTERNATIVES 

• Potential exists for the disruption 
of archaeological sites during 
construction activities. No kno'Ml 
active sites were identified along 
the project alternative routes. 
however appropriate CEQA 
guidelines will be followed in the 
event that artifacts are uncovered. 

• Some greater potential for uncovering 
historical or archaeologlcal materials 
exlsts wtth Alternative #2. due to the 
need to excavate along the surface of 
the SP Burbank Route for most of the 
length of the alignment. Alternative #3 
surface excavation would be confined 
to station areas. while Alternative # 1 
would be confined to shallow 
trench areas. 

Mitigation: Portions of the Sepulveda 
Basin through which the alignment will 
pass shall be monitored during con­
struction. A suNey along the railroad 
right-of-way should be conducted 
prior to the start of construction. 

No housing would be displaced 
by these alternatives. 
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VENTURA FREEWAY 
ALTERNATIVES 

• Potential exists for the disruption 
of archaeological sites during 
construction activities. No kno'Ml 
active sites were Identified along 
the project alternative routes. 
however appropriate CEQA 
guidelines will be followed in the 
event that artifacts are uncovered. 

Mitlgation: Portions of the Sepulveda 
Basin through which the alignment will 
pass shall be monitored during con­
struction. A suNey along the railroad 
right-of-way should be conducted 
prior to the start of construction. 

Because of low vacancy rates 
and a lack of affordable housing 
in the Los Angeles area. any loss of 
available housing is considered a 
significant adverse impact. 

• Alternative #4 would displace 69 
single-family homes and 429 
multi-family units. 
(UnavoldabM advers. Impact) 

• Alternative #5 would displace 
2 single-family homes and 
212 multi-family units. 
(UnavoldabM advtHW Impact) 

Mitigation: LACTC would coordinate 
with the Los Angeles Community 
Development Department to 
develop a replacement housing 
program to replenish units displaced 
by the roil transit alignment. (Funding 
for the program has not been in­
cluded In project cost eslmates.) 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
CATEGORY 

• Energy Savings 

• Growth Inducement 

• Cumulative Impacts 

Figure 1-5 
Summary of Environmental Impacts 

and Mitigation Measures 

SP BURBANK BRANCH 
ALTERNATIVES 

The project would hove beneficial 
Impact on regional energy 
consumption through a reduction 
in vehicle miles travelled. 

Doily Gollons.o(Fuel_Saved: 

Alt # 1 . #2 - 18.800 gallons 
Alt #3 - 20.100 gallons 

• All the alignments have the potential 
for redistribution and concentration of 
future regional growth along 
transit corridors. Alternative #3 has 
somewhat greater potential for 
redistribution due to greater estimated 
patronage and the higher potential of 
Metro Rail/ART transportation 
technologies to accommodate higher 
levels of patronage in the future 
than LRT technologies. 

• Other transportation projects are In 
planning stages Including a north-south 
rail transit line in the San Diego Freeway 
corridor. a possible extension of the 
east-west roll transit line from Canoga 
Park to Simi Valley. on HOV- bus 
guideway along the north side of the 
Ventura Freeway. a possible use of 
the Los Angeles River as a highway 
corridor. and potential rail connection 
between Sylmar. Palmdale and Los 
Angeles International Airport or CBD as 
a part of a high-speed interstate roil 
project linking Southern California and 
Las Vegas. Any or all of these projects 
would have the effect of Increasing 
patronage on the east-west rail transit 
line. and therefore increase potential 
air quality and energy use savings 
compared to the project alone. 
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VENTURA FREEWAY 
ALTERNATIVES 

The project would have beneficial 
impact on regional energy 
consumption through a reduction 
in vehicle miles travelled. 

Daily Gallons_of Fuel.Saved: 

Alt #4 - 19.400 gallons 
Alt #5 - 19.100 gallons 

• All the alignments have the potential 
for redistribution and concentration of 
future regional growth along 
transit corridors. 

• Other transportation projects are in 
planning stages including a north-south 
roil transit line in the San Diego Freeway 
corridor. a possible extension of the 
east-west roil transit line from Canoga 
Park to Simi Valley. an HOV- bus 
guideway along the north side or the 
Ventura Freeway. a possible use of 
the Los Angeles River as a highway 
corridor. and potential rail connection 
between Sylmar, Palmdale and Los 
Angeles International Airport or CBD as 
a part of a high-speed interstate rail 
project linking Southern California and 
Las Vegas. Any or all of these projects 
would have the effect of Increasing 
patronage on the east-west roil transit 
line. and therefore increase potential 
air quality and energy use savings 
compared to the project alone. 
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CHAYfER 2.0 
PROJECT PURPOSE AND HISTORY 

2.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed project examined by this report is a rail transit facility which will form a 
part of the larger 150-mile regional rail transit system being developed in Los Angeles 
County, California. The segment studied in this document is intended to primarily serve 
residential and employment centers in the San Fernando Valley. This segment is shown in 
the context of the Countywide Rail Transit Plan (Figure 2-1, Los Angeles County Rail 
Transit Plan). 

Depending on the alternative selected, the project will be adjacent or to the north of US 
Highway 101/State Route 134 (Ventura Freeway). The easterly terminus of the project will 
be the proposed Metro Rail station in either North Hollywood or Universal City which, in 
turn, will provide rail service to the Los Angeles Central Business District (CBD), or 
regional core, and beyond. From either Metro Rail station, the project will extend in a 
westerly direction to Warner Center in the west San Fernando Valley. 

2.2 PROJECT PURPOSE 

The purposes of the proposed project are threefold: 

1. To carry out the public mandate for the construction of a countywide rail 
transit system expressed by the voters in 1980 (Proposition A). Planning 
policies of the City of Los Angeles were reinforced when Los Angeles 
County voters passed Proposition A in November of 1980. This proposition 
added one-half percent to the County sales tax to provide, in part, local 
funding for a county-wide rail rapid transit system. The east-west rail transit 
line through the San Fernando Valley formed an important part of this 
system. Implementation of the project would represent a direct response to 
the voter mandate for such a system. 

2. To provide an alternative mode of transportation and help control the growth 
of traffic congestion in the San Fernando Valley. The Southern California 
Rapid Transit District (SCRTD) operates the largest bus-only transit facility 
in the nation carrying over 1.5 million passengers daily. Nonetheless, more 
than 95% of the region's residents continue to rely almost exclusively on the 
automobile for transportation. The introduction of a regional rail transit 
system integrated with other public transit facilities is intended to provide an 
efficient, cost effective and reliable alternative form of transportation, thus 
decreasing the heavy reliance on the automobile for movement and better 
serving the needs of transit dependent residents. 
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Transportation modeling forecasts performed for the region indicate that 
problems associated with vehicular movement can be expected to increase 
substantially by the year 2010. SCAG estimates that average rush hour 
travel speeds will drop from the current 37 miles per hour to 17 miles per 
hour by the year 2000. The Ventura Freeway, for example, is currently 
operating at close to capacity and is forecasted to have average "rush" hour 
speed limits approaching seven miles per hour. Regional rail transit, in 
conjunction with other measures, can aid in reducing these levels of 
congestion. 

3. To respond to the policies of the City of Los Angeles General Plan. A 
major component of the City of Los Angeles General Plan is the planning 
concept of creating centers (Figure 2-2, Los Angeles Centers Concept). 1 

Centers are defined by the general plan as areas " ... with a high intensity of 
varied urban activities: residential, commercial, cultural, recreational, and 
appropriate industrial uses." 2 Transit systems are expected to play an 
important part in the centers concept as witnessed by policies of the 
General Plan's Circulation Element which state: "It is the City's policy that 
a rapid transit system is essential to the achievement of the General Plan. 
Such system is to interconnect Centers throughout the City and include 
auxiliary local systems in the larger Centers."3 Designated major centers 
which the proposed project may serve include Warner Center/ Woodland 
Hills, Reseda, Van Nuys, Sherman Oaks, North Hollywood and Universal 
City. Development of the proposed project would therefore aid in realizing 
the policy aims of the City of Los Angeles General Plan. 

2.3 PLANNING HISTORY 

In 1976 the California State Legislature created the LACTC to coordinate short-range 
transportation funding and planning in Los Angeles County. The Commission is 
responsible for overseeing street, freeway and transit funds in Los Angeles and is the Lead 
Agency responsible for the San Fernando Valley Rail Transit project. 

Over the past thirteen years LACTC has taken a number of steps toward the identification 
of appropriate routes and system alternatives. The development of project alternatives 
(Figure 2-3, Historic Development Process) is described below: 

November 1980: Los Angeles County voters approved Proposition A, which defined the 
areas to be served by rail transit. 

May 1983: LACTC adopted the San Fernando Valley East/West corridor as one of six 
high-priority rail transit corridors recommended for further route refinement studies under 

Concept Los Angeles, The Concept of the Los Angeles General Plan, City of Los Angeles, April, 1974; and Cenlers 
Definition Report, City of Los Angeles Planning Department, 1983. City ordinances related to Centers were amended by 
Ordinance No. 161684 (effective November 3, 1986) which provided additional regulation of heights and floor areas. 

2 
Ibid (Concept Los Angeles), Page 2. 

3 
Ibid, Page 5. 
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• CENll:RS 

111 RAPID TRANSIT LINE 

Figure 2-2 Source: The Los Angeles General Pim, 1974. 

Los Angeles City Centers Concept 

May 1983: LACTC adopted the San Fernando Valley East/West corridor as one of six 
high-priority rail transit corridors recommended for further route refinement studies under 
Proposition A. 

July 1983: LACTC conducted a preliminary route assessment study. Alternative routes 
studied in the San Fernando Valley East/West Corridor included the Southern Pacific 
Mainline, Sherman Way, Ventura Freeway, Los Angeles River, Ventura Boulevard (aerial), 
and the Southern Pacific Burbank Branch. 

October 1983: based on a preliminary assessment of candidate routes, LACTC selected a 
mid-Valley light rail transit line (LRT) generally following the Southern Pacific's Burbank 
Branch as a representative route for system planning purposes. 

Sprin~ 1985: LACTC initiated a route refinement study which analyzed multiple alignment 
variations generally using the Burbank Branch right-of-way. A summary report was issued 
in August 1986. 

Fall 1986: Substantial local opposmon to the Burbank Branch route emerged. LACTC 
elected to expand the route refinement study to include four other light rail routes. These 
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included the SP Coast Mainline, Victory Boulevard, the Los Angeles River and the Ventura 
Freeway corridors. 

February 1987: Five alternative routes were selected for study in an Environmental Impact 
Report by LACTC and conceptual engineering of the routes commenced. Route 
alternatives studied included the SP Burbank Branch, the SP Mainline, the LA River, 
Victory Boulevard, and Ventura Freeway aerial. Previous route alternatives, Sherman Way, 
the Southern Pacific Burbank Branch "Oxnard Street Variation", and the Ventura Boulevard 
aerial, were dropped from further consideration. 

September 1987: Conceptual engineering of the routes was completed and presented in a 
report entitled Initial Alternatives Evaluation Report. Contents of the report were reviewed 
with the public. 

November 1987: LACTC voted to postpone initiation of an EIR on the project due to 
continuing and growing opposition to all five alignment alternatives. Simultaneously, the 
Commission requested assistance from elected Valley officials to develop a consensus on 
how to proceed with future rail studies. 

March 1988: The Los Angeles City Council created the San Fernando Valley Citizens 
Advisory Panel on Transportation Solutions. This panel prepared a report (Transportation 
Solutions, August, 1988) which included recommendations on how to proceed with rail 
transit development in the Valley. 

August 1988: Pursuant to the Panel's report recommendations, the Los Angeles City 
Council adopted a resolution incorporating the following directives: 

a. Preparation of an EIR for three alternative route alignments: the Southern 
Pacific Burbank Branch route, the Ventura Freeway route, and the San Fernando 
Road route. 

b. Implementation of commuter rail service along the San Fernando Road route. 

c. Reconvening of the Citizens' Panel to review the draft EIR. 

d. Appointment of a citizen's oversight committee to implement community 
improvements or project enhancements upon the selection of a specific route for 
construction. 

e. Study of an extension of Metro Rail within the EIR. 

f. Study in the EIR (and for other transit projects in Los Angeles) of the total 
undergrounding of the rail line adjacent to residential communities where 
practical, affordable and feasible. 

September 1988: Based on the Citizens Advisory Panel Report and the Council 's action, 
LACTC adopted the following at their meeting of September 28, 1988: 

a. Preparation of a Notice of Preparation to begin the formal EIR process on two 
alternatives: 

2 - 5 



• Ventura Freeway as an extension of Metro Rail. 

• Burbank Branch route from Warner Center to North Hollywood in three 
configurations: 1) full subway, 2) trenched, bermed and fenced section, 
and 3) some combination of full subway and trenched, bermed and fenced 
sections. 

b. Prepare a Route Refinement Study of the San Fernando Road route on the 
condition that Proposition A funds from the Los Angeles City Council and the 
Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors be provided to study this alternative. 

January 1989: The Notice of Preparation was prepared and submitted to the LACTC 
Transit Committee. The Transit Committee recommended authorization to release the 
Notice of Preparation. Additional comments from the City and other groups emerged. 
At the January 25, 1989 meeting, the LACTC deferred issuance of the Notice of 
Preparation for the EIR pending staff review of additional comments received from the 
City of Los Angeles' Chief Legislative Analyst, elected officials, and members of the 
public. 

February 1989: At the February 13th meeting of the Transit Committee, LACTC staff 
recommendations were revised to include the following alternatives: 

Burbank Branch Route: 

a. An aeriaVsubway alternative which is in full subway within residential areas 
only and which includes a Metro Rail extension option and an automated rail 
transit option. 

b. A mitigated light rail alternative with shallow trench/berm, deep-trench, and deep 
bore options through residential areas, and having at least a deep-trench along 
the "diagonal" segment in Van Nuys. 

Ventura Freeway Route: 

a. A mitigated aerial rail guideway alternative along the south side of the Ventura 
Freeway which would be in subway adjacent to residential areas and include a 
Metro Rail extension option and an automated rail transit option. 

Further, each alternative was to be studied with an interim terminal near the 405 Freeway 
as a length/phasing option. The interim terminals were to include feeder bus provisions 
like the El Monte busway station. Monorail and magnetic-levitation technologies were also 
to be considered as options to the Metro Rail extensions. These recommendations were 
passed onto the LACTC for approval. 

March 1989: at their March 8, 1989 meeting, the LACTC authorized staff to issue the 
Notice of Preparation for the following alternatives: 
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Southern Pacific Railroad-Burbank Branch Route: 

a. An aerial/subway alternative which is in full subway within residential areas 
only and which includes a Metro Rail extension option and an automated rail 
transit option. 

b. A mitigated light rail alternative which utilizes shallow trench/berm, deep trench, 
and deep bore options through residential areas and has at least a deep trench 
along the "diagonal" segment. 

Ventura Freeway Route: 

a. A mitigated aerial rail guideway alternative along the Ventura Freeway to 
include a Metro Rail extension option and an automated rail transit option. 

b. An aerial/subway alternative which is in full subway within residential areas 
only and aerial elsewhere and is to be studied as a Metro Rail extension option 
and an automated rail transit option. 

All alternatives are to be studied with interim terminals near the 405 Freeway as 
length/phasing options. The interim terminals are to include feeder bus provisions like the 
El Monte busway station. Monorail and magnetic-levitation technologies are also to be 
considered as options within the fully-grade separated alternatives. 

At this meeting, the Commission also expressed its intention to complete environmental 
work on the San Fernando Valley, Pasadena and North Coast lines before making a 
decision on the next project or project segments to be built. This decision is expected to 
be made by no later than March 1990. 
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CHAPTER 3.0 
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

In contrast to growth projections for the Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG) region as a whole, the San Fernando Valley is projected to show relatively 
moderate population growth in the next 20 years. Due to existing Valley constraints, 
however, this growth is expected to create a variety of different problems, many of which 
are related to transportation. 

The purpose of this chapter is to present an overview of the ex1stmg Valley-specific 
environmental setting as it relates to the proposed project. Due to the dynamic nature of 
growth within the Southern California Region and the San Fernando Valley, the chapter 
also provides an overview of the environmental setting as it is expected to evolve in the 
future. 

3.1 REGIONAL CONTEXT 

The project is situated in the planning region of Southern California. This region is 
generally defined as the six counties in the Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG): Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, Ventura and Imperial. 
Collectively the region covers an area of over 38,500 square miles. The majority of the 
region's population lives in the Los Angeles Basin between the San Gabriel Mountains and 
the Pacific Ocean. The basin is divided by the Santa Monica Mountains which separate 
the San Fernando Valley from the rest of Los Angeles (Figure 3-1 ). 

PROJECT 
AREA 

C, 

Figure 3-1 
Southern California Planning Region 
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In 1940 the region had a population of 3.3 million inhabitants which increased to over 12.4 
million by the year 1984. SCAG projects that the region will grow to over 18 million by 
the year 2010, a 47 percent increase over the 1984 figure. The greatest population increases 
in the region are projected for Los Angeles County. Regional employment, in like fashion, 
is expected to increase from the 1984 figure of 5.9 million to 9 million in 2010. 

The San Fernando Valley is approximately 252 square miles in area. The Valley is 
separated from the Los Angeles coastal basin by the Santa Monica Mountains. The area is 
located northwest of Downtown Los Angeles (Figure 3-2). Local topography is relatively 
flat with the majority of the area sloping toward the Los Angeles River which cuts 
diagonally (northwest to southeast) through the Valley. Access to the Valley from the Los 
Angeles Basin through the Santa Monica Mountains is accomplished via the Sepulveda 
Pass, Cahuenga Pass and through a variety of canyon access routes (e.g. , Coldwater and 
Laurel Canyons). 

Both project route alternatives are influenced by drainage features in the Valley; the major 
surface drainage feature being the Los Angeles River. The 100-year floodplain limits of 
the river are largely contained within a lined concrete channel; the exception to this being 
the Sepulveda Basin where the river course and surrounding floodplain have been left in a 
natural state. The Basin is owned and operated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers as a 
major drainage facility. Both project route alignments pass through portions of the basin. 
Much of the basin has been leased to the City of Los Angeles for parks and recreation 
purposes and to Caltrans for the San Diego and Ventura Freeways. There are a number of 
smaller water courses that bisect the Valley from north-south and outfall into the river (i.e., 
Chatsworth Creek, Arroyo Calabasas, Bull Creek, Browns Canyon Wash, Bull Creek, Aliso 
Canyon Wash, Limekin Canyon Wash, and Tujunga Wash.) These water courses are 
typically conveyed in lined channels or pipes. Due to their north-south orientation, these 
watercourses present a variety of engineering problems for the construction of the proposed 
project. 

There are no significant landforms within the San Fernando Valley. Predominant soil types 
include Tujunga-Soboba, Hansford and Yolo Associations, which are generally alluvial in 
nature. From a seismic standpoint, a number of faults and geologic features have been 
identified in the Valley. These faults run in a northwest to southeast direction and are 
generally concentrated in the northern third of the Valley. 

The San Fernando Valley is a highly developed urban environment. Nonetheless, the 
Valley does support significant plant and animal life in the Sepulveda Basin and in other 
sensitive natural areas located at the perimeter of the Valley in the Foothills and 
mountains. 
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3.2 LAND USE 

The majority of the San Fernando Valley lies within the corporate limits of the City of Los 
Angeles. Other jurisdictions within the Valley include Los Angeles County (Universal 
City), the City of San Fernando, and the City of Burbank. Those areas which fall within 
the City of Los Angeles encompass 14 community plan areas or disoicts including 
Chatsworth-Porter Ranch; Northridge; Granada Hills-Knollwood; Mission Hills-Panorama 
City; Sylmar; Arleta-Pacoima; Sunland-Tujunga; Sun Valley; Canoga Park-Winnetka­
Woodland Hills; Reseda-West Van Nuys; Encino-Tarzana; Van Nuys-North Sherman Oaks; 
Studio City-Sherman Oaks-Toluca Lake; and North Hollywood. 

Figure 3-3 illustrates the generalized land use pattern in the San Fernando Valley. 
According to SCAG, approximately 68 percent of the land in the Valley is devoted to 
residential use. The next largest category is open space (15 percent); whereas public, 
industrial and commercial constitute approximately 5-6 percent each. 

The residential character of the San Fernando Valley varies depending on location. 
Generally speaking, the southern half of the Valley is a combination of lower density, 
single family homes with enclaves of apartments and condominiums. The northern portion 
of the Valley is characterized as being predominantly single family neighborhoods. 

Major indusoial land uses in the Valley follow Southern Pacific (SP) railroad lines. The 
largest concentration of indusoial uses is found along the SP Mainline that runs diagonally 
(northwest to southeast) through the Valley. Other concentrations of industrial development 
can be found along eastern portions of the SP Burbank Branch line. There are also major 
industrial areas surrounding the Van Nuys Airport. Commercial development is generally 
older lower density strip commercial along major arterials; although a number of new 
shopping centers (e.g., Topanga Plaza, Northridge, Fallbrook) have more recently been 
developed. 

Major higher density, mixed use centers have developed in Sherman Oaks, Van Nuys, 
Panorama City, Universal City, North Hollywood, Chatsworth, Warner Center in Woodland 
Hills and in Burbank's Media Disoict. Concentrations of high-rise office developments are 
found in Universal City, Warner Center, along Ventura Boulevard and in the Burbank 
Media Disoict. 

The Valley has experienced significant growth and development in the last decade. In 
particular there have been large increases in single family development in the Chatsworth­
Porter Ranch area, and large increases in the number of apartments in the North Hollywood 
and Van Nuys areas. Commercial and office development along Ventura Boulevard has 
expanded greatly, along with the continued build-out of the Universal City and Warner 
Center office areas. Rapid growth in some areas has, however, resulted in a variety of 
land use conflicts and impacts. Within the City of Los Angeles, these impacts have 
engendered development moratoria in selected locations. Currently two specific plans, six 
moratoria and twelve interim control ordinances have been adopted by the Los Angeles 
City Council to address growth-related issues and concerns. Similarly, the City of Burbank 
is nearing the adoption of the Media Disoict Specific Plan to address growth and 
development in the studio area in the southwest portion of the city. 
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According to SCAG's San Fernando Valley Area Study (Phase m. future changes in land 
use for the Valley are expected to reflect regional trends. In particular, residential and 
non-residential densities are projected to rise as a result of increased construction of multi­
family dwelling units (apartments/condominiums) as well as through greater concentrations 
of employment locating in the Valley. 

3.3 DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS 

3.3.1 Population and Housing 

Figure 3-4 
According to preliminary 
estimates prepared by SCAG, in 
1987 the San Fernando Valley 
contained a population of 
approximately 1,300,000 people 
housed in just over 479,000 
housing units (Figures 3-4 and 
3-5). Approximately 53 percent 
of this population is located 
south of Roscoe Boulevard 

Housing Distribution and Growth •· 1987 to 2010 

(typically defined as the 
geographic center of the 
Valley)1

• The largest communit­
ies (over 100,000 persons each) 
include Canoga Park, Van Nuys, 
and North Hollywood. These 
three communmes make up 
almost one third of the Valley's 
population. The communities 
with the greatest population 
density in the Valley include 
North Hollywood, Van Nuys, 
San Fernando, Arleta, Mission 
Hills and Reseda (Figure 3-1). 
Each of these communities has 
population densities greater than 

1987 

Chatsworth 28,146 
Canoga/Woodland His 58,229 
Encino/farzana 28,209 
Granada Hills 18,456 
Northridge 20,850 
Sunland 19,318 
Reseda 32,202 
Mission Hills 33,577 
Burbank 37,815 
Sylmar 16,462 
Sherman Oaks 36,250 
Sun Valley 21,659 
Van Nuys 54,475 
Arleta 19,426 
N. Hollywood 48,353 
San Fernando 5,747 
Universal City 2 

Total 479,176 

2010 

51,486 
97,082 
42,503 
27,680 
30,501 
25,554 
42,401 
43,871 
48,058 
20,778 
45,193 
26,859 
65,744 
22,732 
52,905 
6,168 

2 

649,517 

Soun:e: SCAG 9/89 and Terry A. Hayes Associates 

Change 

23,340 
38,853 
14,294 
9,224 
9,651 
6,236 

10,199 
10,294 
10,243 
4,316 
8,943 
5,200 

11,269 
3,306 
4,552 

421 
0 

170,341 

Percent 

82.9% 
66.7% 
50.7% 
50.0% 
46.3% 
32.3% 
31.7% 
30.7% 
27.1% 
26.2% 
24.7% 
24.0% 
20.7% 
17.0% 
9.4% 
7.3% 
0.0% 

35.5% 

the city-wide average of approximately 6,400 persons per square mile. By the Year 2010 
the proportion of the valley population located south of Roscoe is projected to increase to 
56 percent. 

1 
Includes the communities of Burbank, North Hollywood, Sherman Oaks. Van Nuys. Reseda, Encino. Tanana, 

Canoga Park, Woodland Hills, and Universal City. 
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Figure 3-5 
Population Distribution and Growth •· 1987 to 2010 

Canoga Park 
Van Nuys 
N. Hollywood 
Burbank 
Mission Hills 
Reseda 
Chatsworth 
Arleta 
Sherman Oaks 
Encino 
Sun Valley 
Northridge 
Granada Hills 
Sunland 
Sylmar 
San Fernando 
Universal City 

Total 

163,327 
121,223 
108,572 
88,436 
88,373 
82,467 
80,244 
76,188 
71,595 
70,250 
65,184 
60,081 
55,558 
54,603 
54,081 
20,264 

5 

1,260,451 

~ 
B0244 136.834 60.081 B0.328 

13.0% 
9.6% 
8.6% 
7.0% 
7.0% 
6.5% 
6.4% 
6.0% 
5.7% 
5.6% 
5.2% 
4.8% 
4.4% 
4.3% 
4.3% 
1.6% 
0.0% 

WQ 

248,335 
138,734 
116,468 
107,557 
113,557 
100,288 
136,834 
74,281 
87,622 

103,105 
77,800 
80,328 
75,585 
66,136 
63,307 
21,000 

5 

1,610,942 

15.4% 
8.6% 
7.2% 
6.7% 
7.0% 
6.2% 
8.5% 
4.6% 
5.4% 
6.4% 
4.8% 
5.0% 
4.7% 
4.1% 
3.9% 
1.3% 
0.0% 

CHATSWORTH NOR1HRIDGE 
PORTER RANCH 

82,467 100.288 

RESEDA 
WEST VAN NUYS 

I 
70.250 103,105 
ENCINO 
TARZANA 

121.223 138.734 

VAN NUYS 
N. SHERMAN OAKS 

108,572 11 6,468 
N. HOl.lYWOO 

SHERMAN OAKS , .. 
STUDIOCllY 
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Change 

85,008 
17,511 
7,896 
19,12 

25,184 
17,82 

56,590 
(1,907) 
16,027 
32,855 
12,616 
20,247 
20,027 
11,533 
9,226 

736 
0 

350,491 

52.0% 
14.4% 
7.3% 

121.6% 
28.5% 

121.6% 
70.5% 
-2.5% 
22.4% 
46.8% 
19.4% 
33.7% 
36.0% 
21.1% 
17.1% 
3.6% 
0.0% 

27.8% 
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3.3.2 Employment 

The Valley had almost 670,000 jobs in 1987. Employment centers in the Valley, as 
identified by SCAG, include the following: 

• Chatsworth (Industrial) 
• Warner Center (Office/Commercial) 
• Ventura Boulevard (Office/Commercial) 
• Van Nuys (Office/Commercial/Government) 
• Panorama City (Industrial/Commercial) 
• San Fernando (Industrial) 
• Burbank Airport Area (lndustriaVcommercial) 
• Burbank Media/Downtown (Office/Commercial) 
• Universal City (Office/Commercial) 

Figure 3-6 indicates the 
Figure 3-6 estimated 1987 employment 

Existing and Future Population and 
Employment Density (Per Square Mile) 

levels in the various Valley 
commumues. As can be seen, 
the largest proportion of jobs is 
located in the Canoga Park area, 
which includes Warner Center. 
Other communities with large 
employment concentrations 
include the City of Burbank, 
Van Nuys, Mission Hills and 
Chatsworth. 

Population Employment 

Future employment densities 
(Year 2010) in the Valley are 
projected to increase by 
approximately 16 percent over 
current levels. SCAG predicts 
that employment densities will 
increase the most in San 
Fernando, Burbank, Sylmar, and 
North Hollywocxl (Figure 3-7). 
Densities in Universal City are 
currently the highest in the 
Valley, having nearly 45,000 
employees per square mile 
which is projected to increase to 
49,000 by the year 2010. Aside 

1987 2010 

Universal City 11 
Van Nuys 9,915 
San Fernando 8,443 
N. Hollywood 11,019 
Canoga/Woodland His 6,307 
Burbank 5,172 
Reseda 6,429 
Chatsworth 3,692 
Shennan Oaks 5,259 
Mission Hills 7,888 
Sun Valley 3,993 
Northridge 6,263 
Encino/farzana 3,620 
Arleta 8,016 
Sylmar 4,332 
Granada Hills 3,684 
Sunland 2,885 

Total 5,513 

11 
11,347 
8,750 

11,820 
9,590 
6,290 
7,818 
6,295 
6,436 

10,136 
4,765 
8,373 
5,313 
7,815 
5,071 
5,012 
3,495 

7,046 

1987 2010 

44,879 
5,925 
5,023 
4,226 
4,102 
3,655 
3,417 
3,030 
2,952 
2,908 
2,650 
2,570 
2,428 
1,776 
1,116 
1,000 

383 

2,915 

48,574 
6,874 
6,616 
4,777 
4,506 
4,825 
3,921 
3,238 
3 ,629 
3,563 
2,972 
2,780 
2,802 
2,224 
1,431 
1,240 

462 

3,389 

Source: SCAG 9/89, City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, and Terry 
A. Hayes Associates 

from Universal City, the greatest employment densities are projected for 
Fernando, North Hollywocxl, Canoga Park and Burbank by the year 2010. 

Van Nuys, San 
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Granada Hills 
Sylmar 
San Fernando 
Sunland 

Total 

Figure 3-7 
Employment Distribution and Change -- 1987 to 2010 

I 

1281 

106,215 
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3.3.3 Jobs/Housing Balance 

The term "jobs/housing balance" is a planning concept which implies that ideal planning 
areas are those which provide for approximately equal housing and employment 
opportunities. A balanced planning area in Southern California is technically defined as 
having an employment to housing ratio of 1.27 in 1984 and 1.20 in 2010 (the regional 
average). Job-rich subregions have ratios substantially greater than the regional average 
and housing rich subregions have ratios substantially lower than the regional average. 

Figure 3-8 
The jobs to housing ratio for the Valley is 
1.39. This suggests that the San Fernando 
Valley has a relative balance between jobs and 
housing. However, on an individual com­
munity basis there are distinct job-rich and 
housing rich areas (Figure 3-8). The com­
munities in the northern one-third of the 
Valley are housing rich and those of the 
southeastern quarter of the area are job rich. 
The central and southwest portions of the 
valley are close to the regional ratio of 1.27 
and are assumed to be in relative balance. By 
2010, SCAG projections suggest that there will 
be significant changes in various Valley 
commumnes. Chatsworth, Canoga Park, 
Encino, Reseda and Van Nuys will have ratios 
near the regional average. San Fernando, Sun 
Valley, and Burbank will continue to be job­
rich, while Northridge, Mission Hills, Arleta, 
North Hollywood, Sylmar, Granada Hills, and 
Sunland will be imbalanced toward housing. 

Jobs To Housing Ratios -- 1987 to 2010 

The importance of the characterization of com­
munities as job or housing-rich relates to the 
potential for increased trip lengths which affect 
traffic congestion and air pollution. The 

1987 

Universal City 5.00+ 
Chatsworth 2.34 
San Fernando 2.10 
Sun Valley 2.00 
Canoga/Woodland Hills 1.82 
Encino/f arzana 1.67 
Burbank l.65 
Reseda l.36 
Van Nuys l.33 
Northridge 1.18 
Sherman Oaks 1.11 
Mission Hills 0.97 
Arleta 0.87 
North Hollywood 0.86 
Sylmar 0.85 
Granada Hills 0.82 
Sunland 0.38 

Total l.39 

Source: SCAG 9/89, and Terry A. Hayes Associates 

2010 

5.00+ 
1.37 
2.57 
1.81 
1.20 
l.28 
l.72 
1.19 
l.28 
0.87 
1.()() 

0.91 
0.93 
0.89 
0.86 
0.68 
0.34 

1.19 

balance also has implications for future development options where 
encourage housing construction in job-rich areas and vice versa. 

it may be desirable to 

3.4 TRANSPORTATION 

According to SCAG's San Fernando Valley Area Study (Short Range Transportation 
Improvements, 1986). recent growth trends have transformed the Valley from a bedroom­
type community into a more self-sufficient subregion which has achieved an overall balance 
between population and employment opportunities. A majority of the jobs in the Valley 
(63 percent) are occupied by workers that live within the Valley. Currently 40 percent of 
the working residents of the Valley hold jobs outside of the Valley. 

In terms of commute trips destined outside of the Valley, the most significant destination is 
the large area in the Los Angeles basin west of downtown. This destination area includes 
Mid-Wilshire, Culver City, Beverly Hills, West Los Angeles, and Hollywood. This area 
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attracts nearly 40 percent of all the work trips that leave the Valley. Other major destina­
tions are downtown Los Angeles, Glendale, South Gate/East Los Angeles, and West Los 
Angeles/Santa Monica. 

The local street system in the San Fernando Valley was planned in a grid pattern. The 
area is served by five freeways: the Ventura Freeway (US-101/SR134), the San Diego 
Freeway (I-405), the Hollywood Freeway (US-101/SR170), the Simi Valley Freeway (SR-
118), and the Golden State Freeway (1-5). Except for SR-118 which serves only the 
northern portion of the Valley, these facilities provide the major connections to the Los 
Angeles metropolitan area south of the Santa Monica Mountains. All of the freeways 
through the Valley serve as major intra-state travel routes. State Routes 134 and 118 
provide for east-west travel between Los Angeles and Ventura counties. 1-5 and 1-405 
provide for the north-south travel. 

During peak travel hours and occasionally during non-peak periods the freeway system 
serving the Valley experiences extreme congestion. High travel demand on the these 
facilities results in average speeds well below 35 miles per hour with resultant delays. 
SCAG studies indicate that the north-south arterials in the Valley are relatively less 
congested than the east-west arterials during the peak hours. Typical north-south arterial 
volumes on secondary arterials range from 10,000 to 22,000. On major arterials, the north­
south volumes range from 25,000 to 55,000 vehicles daily. SCAG found the volume-to­
capacity ratios for these north-south facilities to be 0.66. In comparison, the heaviest 
volumes on east-west arterials range from 20,000 to 30,000 vehicles daily. Volume-to­
capacity ratios in the east-west direction of travel were found to be 0.73. 

The 2010 transportation model for the Valley forecasts that 68 percent of the Valley 
residents will live and work in the Valley. Thirty-two percent will leave the Valley for 
work. In 2010, 29 percent of the employees in the Valley will reside outside of the Valley. 
The heaviest demand for work travel from outside areas will be to the following 
communities (in descending order): 

• Burbank 
• Van Nuys 
• North Hollywood 
• Sun Valley 
• Panorama City 
• Encino/Tarzana 
• Studio City 
• Chatsworth 

The heaviest demand for work travel within individual communities (intracommunity work 
travel) will be within the following communities. 

• Van Nuys 
• Canoga Park/Woodland Hills 
• Burbank 
• Chatsworth 
• Reseda 
• Encino/Tarzana 
• Panorama City 
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According to SCAG's transportation model forecast, work travel between communities will 
be greatest between the following pairs of communities: 

• Panorama City to Van Nuys 
• North Hollywood to Burbank 
• Canoga Park to Woodland Hills 
• Reseda to Van Nuys 
• Canoga Park to Reseda 
• Reseda to Encino 
• Encino to Van Nuys 
• N orthridge to Chatsworth 

According to SCAG, the growth in Valley population and employment and through trips is 
expected to outpace proposed capacity improvements on the transportation system. 
Specifically growth trends in population indicate that the areas west of the San Diego 
Freeway would likely be the most impacted by traffic growth, particularly the communities 
of Chatsworth and Woodland Hills. Considering the areas where heavy travel growth is 
projected, potential increases in congestion are expected for: 

• Ventura Boulevard Corridor near Encino 
• Sepulveda Pass 
• Cahuenga Pass 
• Ventura Freeway Corridor near Warner Center 
• Ventura Freeway Corridor in Studio City 
• Vicinity of Van Nuys Airport 
• Golden State Freeway Corridor near City of San Fernando 
• San Diego Freeway Corridor 
• Universal City area 

Heavy peak hour trip impacts are also predicted for the commumues of Sherman Oaks, 
Van Nuys, Woodland Hills, and Panorama City, where the concentration of peak hour trips 
could potentially result in future capacity deficiencies. 

3.5 AIR QUALITY 

The project study corridors are located within the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB). The 
South Coast Air Basin is a 6,600-square mile area which encompasses all of Orange 
County, most of Los Angeles and Riverside counties, and the western portion of San 
Bernardino County. The region generally lies on the semi-permanent high pressure zone of 
the eastern Pacific Ocean. As a result the climate is mild and is tempered by cool sea 
breezes. The usually mild climatological pattern is interrupted periodically by periods of 
extremely hot weather, winter storms, or Santa Ana winds. 

Under the provisions of the Clean Air Act, areas are classified by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency as either attainment or non-attainment areas for pollutants such as 
carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides, ozone, hydrocarbons, total suspended 
particulates and lead. Attainment is based on whether the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS) are being met. Los Angeles County is designated a non-attainment 
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area for ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxide and particulates; but 1s classified as an 
attainment area for sulfur dioxide. 

Figure 3-9 presents one-hour ozone 
concentrations as a general indicator of 
air quality conditions for selected South 
Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD) monitoring stations. Air 
quality conditions in the San Fernando 
Valley are best represented by 
monitoring information froIJl the Reseda 
and Burbank monitoring sites. Accord­
ing to the Source Receptor Areas as 
defined by SCAQMD, the Reseda Site 
generally covers the Valley area west 
of the San Diego Freeway and the 
Burbank covers the area east of the 
freeway. 

Data from these monitoring sites 
indicates that the Burbank site recorded 
levels that exceeded the State ozone 
standard of 0.10 ppm from 127 to 142 
days during the 1984-88 period. 
Exceedances at the Reseda site are 
somewhat less, i.e., 121-139 days 
annually. Compared to the 15 monitor­
ing sites in Los Angeles County, the 
Reseda site ranked sixth in 1988 and 
the Burbank site ranked seventh in 
terms of the number of days the 
standard was exceeded. 

Figure 3-9 
Air Quality Indicators (Ozone) Comparison of 

Valley and SCAQMD Monitoring Stations 
1984-1987 

Days State Ozone Standard Exceeded(!> 
1984 1985 1986 1987 

Y.ruky 
Rescda 139 133 131 121 
Burbank 127 141 142 130 

Qther CQunt:x:: Areas 
Los Angeles 114 107 99 91 
West Los Angeles 79 82 81 58 
Lennox/Hawthorne 16 11 19 10 
Long Beach 32 29 29 11 
Whittier 108 95 82 71 
Pasadena 169 173 166 150 
Azusa 168 166 165 163 
Glendora 160 187 191 180 
Pomona 138 138 133 122 
Pico Rivera 129 120 126 120 
Lynwood 49 41 46 24 
Newhall 132 141 128 129 
Lancaster 110 106 108 105 

(1) Swe standard is ozone concentrations great.er than 0.10 ppm for a 
I-hour period. 

Source: South Coast Air Quality Management District. Annual Air 
Quality Summaries 1984-1987. 

According to the Southern California Association of Governments, the projected growth in 
Southern California over the next 25 years will lead to continued postponement of attaining 
air quality standards unless more stringent controls are enacted. A case in point are the 
findings of SCAG's San Fernando Valley Area Study, prepared in 1988. This study 
indicates that by 2010 there would be: 

• A 21 percent increase in vehicle miles traveled during the p.m. peak. 
• A 98 percent increase in volume to capacity ratios greater than 1.0 for arterials 

and freeways. 
• A 97 percent increase in severe congestion on arterials and freeways. 
• A 49 percent increase in vehicle delay. 
• A 13 percent decrease in average vehicle speed. 

Taken together these factors will exacerbate pollution emissions from automobiles and other 
mobile sources in the San Fernando Valley. 
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CHAPTER 4.0 
DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

4.0 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter provides descriptions of project alternatives being evaluated in this EIR. 
Based on previous route refinement studies conducted by the LACTC (described in Chapter 
2.0) and recommendations developed by the San Fernando Valley Citizens Panel on 
Transportation Solutions appointed by the Los Angeles City Council in 1987, two basic 
route alternatives were identified for environmental review (Figure 4-1, Route Alternatives). 
The two basic alternatives are: 

• 

• 

Southern Pacific (SP) Burbank Branch Route Alternative: This route alternative 
begins at Topanga Canyon Boulevard/Victory Boulevard. From this point the 
alignment proceeds along the north side of Victory Boulevard to Variel Avenue 
where it enters the SP Burbank Branch Right-of-Way (ROW). The alignment 
proceeds within this ROW to the North Hollywood Station. Optionally, the 
alignment may a) continue east within the SP ROW to Vineland A venue and then 
proceed south to the Metro Rail University City Station, or b) upon reaching 
Lankershim Boulevard the alignment will join the adopted Metro Rail subway route 
to the Universal City Station. 

Ventura Freeway Route Alternative: This route alternative begins at the intersection 
of Vanowen Street and Canoga Avenue. The alignment proceeds south in the 
median of Canoga Avenue to the Ventura Freeway, where it turns east along either 
the south or north side of the freeway to Lankershim Boulevard where it proceeds 
south to the Universal City Station of Metro Rail. 

In addition to the basic route alternatives, profile, phasing and technology alternatives were 
identified for study. These include: 

• 

• 

• 

Profile Alternatives: In addition to at-grade rail alignments, the EIR was to 
consider grade separated alignments including aerial,deep trench and subway 
configurations. For at-grade segments the EIR was to consider bermed sections in 
residential areas as well as flyovers at major street crossings. 

Phasing Alternatives: Because of the length of the route alternatives between 
Universal City, North Hollywood and Warner Center, Phased Length Options were 
to be studied. These are defined as shortened segments of the overall route which 
could be constructed as fully operational, phased segments of the overall route. 

Technology Alternatives: Three generic transit technologies were identified for 
study in the EIR: 1) Light Rail Transit (LRT), which is the system presently being 
developed for the Long BeacM,..os Angeles Rail Transit Project, 2) Metro Rail, 
which is generically referred to as "heavy rail" and is currently being constructed in 
Downtown Los Angeles, and 3) Automated Rail Transit (ART), a driverless system 
similar to the LACTC Norwalk-El Segundo Green Line technology or the "Skytrain" 
system in Vancouver, Canada 
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In addition to the three primary technologies considered, Monorail and Magnetic­
Levitation are evaluated for application potential along alignment alternatives #3b, 
#4b and #5b, described in Section 4.2 and 4.3 of this chapter. The alignment 
technology evaluations are provided in Section 4.6. 

4.1 DEFINITION OF EIR PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

Based on the above set of criteria, Conceptual Engineering drawings were prepared for the 
SP Burbank and Ventura Freeway Route Alternatives. In total, five basic EIR project 
alternatives were defined to incorporate profile options. These five alternatives were 
identified in the Initial Environmental Study and Notice of Preparation (included in 
Appendix A and B of this report). For each of the alternatives, options were developed to 
incorporate route and technology variations. This has resulted in the following set of EIR 
project alternatives that have been evaluated in this report: 

Alternative la - SP Burbank LRTNineland: defined as a light rail alignment located 
primarily at-grade. Berms would be constructed along the alignment in residential areas to 
provide buffering. Flyovers or crossing gates would be used at cross streets. The 
connection between North Hollywood and Universal City being located along Vineland 
Avenue. Riders would transfer from LRT to Metro Rail technologies at Universal City. 

Alternative #1 b - SP Burbank LRT/Lankershim: defined as Alternative #la above with a 
subway connection between North Hollywood and Universal City located along the adopted 
Metro Rail Lankershim Boulevard subway route instead of the route along Vineland 
A venue. Riders would transfer from LRT to Metro Rail technologies at North Hollywood. 

Alternative #2a - SP Burbank LRT-Deep Trench/Vineland: defined as a light rail 
alignment utilizing a combination of deep trench and subway configuration in residential 
areas, with the connection between North Hollywood and Universal City being located 
along Vineland A venue. All traffic intersections would be grade-separated. Riders would 
transfer from LRT to Metro Rail technologies at Universal City. 

Alternative #2b - SP Burbank LRT-Deep Trench/Lankershim: defined as Alternative #2a 
above utilizing a combination of deep trench and subway configuration in residential areas, 
with a subway connection between North Hollywood and Universal City being located 
along the adopted Metro Rail Lankershim Boulevard subway route instead of the route 
along Vineland A venue. Riders would transfer from LRT to Metro Rail technologies at 
North Hollywood. 

Alternative #3a - SP Burbank Metro Rail Extension: defined as an extension of the 
approved Metro Rail Transit Project utilizing deep bore subway tunnels in residential areas 
and Metro Rail transit technology. Riders would not need to change technologies with this 
route option. They would be able to remain on the same transit vehicle through both the 
North Hollywood and Universal City Stations. 

Alternative #3b - SP Burbank ART: defined as Alternative #3a above utilizing automated 
rail transit technology instead of Metro Rail technology. Riders would transfer between 
ART and Metro Rail technologies at the North Hollywood Station. 
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Alternative #4a - Ventura South Side Metro Rail Extension: defined as an extension of the 
approved Metro Rail Transit Project primarily configured on aerial guideway along the 
south side of the Ventura Freeway. Riders would not need to change technologies with 
this route option. They would be able to remain on the same transit vehicle through the 
Universal City Station. There would be no transit service to the approved North 
Hollywood Metro Rail Station under this alternative. 

Alternative #4b - Ventura South Side ART: defined as Alternative #4a above utilizing 
automated rail transit technology instead of Metro Rail technology. Riders would transfer 
between ART and Metro Rail technologies at Universal City Station. No service would be 
provided to the approved Metro Rail North Hollywood Station under this alternative. 

Alternative #Sa - Ventura North Side Subway Metro Rail Extension: defined as an 
extension of the approved Metro Rail Transit Project in deep bore subway tunnels in 
residential areas and located beneath and to the north of the Ventura Freeway east of 
Reseda Boulevard. Riders would not need to transfer between technologies with this route 
option. They would be able to remain on the same transit vehicle through the Universal 
City Station. No service would be provided to the approved North Hollywood Metro Rail 
Station under this alternative. 

Alternative #5b - Ventura North Side Subway ART: defined as Alternative #Sa above 
utilizing automated rail transit technology in deep bore subway through residential areas 
and located beneath and to the north of the Ventura Freeway east of Reseda Boulevard. 
Riders would transfer between ART and Metro Rail technologies at Universal City Station. 
No service would be provided to the approved Metro Rail North Hollywood Station under 
this alternative. 

As a part of the route refinement process, Plan and Profile drawings as well as Station 
Area Concept Plans were prepared at a scale of 1 inch= 100 feet for each of the basic 
alternatives. Also, for each of the basic EIR project alternatives a Phased Length Option 
was defined from either Universal City or North Hollywood to the Sepulveda Basin-San 
Diego Freeway area. These segments could be constructed and operated either as phased 
portions of the total route or as shorter but complete lines in their own right. As such, 
separate railyard storage and maintenance facility sites were identified and evaluated for 
each of the Phased Length Options. These options are described in Section 4.5 of this 
report. 
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4.2 SP BURBANK BRANCH - PROFILE AND ALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES 

This section presents a discussion of the various profile and alignment alternatives being 
considered for the Southern Pacific Burbank Branch Route. The route is divided into six 
sub-areas that are described and illustrated through text and drawings. Cross-section 
drawings of typical segments of the route are cross-referenced to aerial photo maps, oblique 
aerial photos and the corresponding conceptual station site plan drawings for each potential 
station area. 

All of the alternatives for the Southern Pacific Burbank Branch route follow the existing 
railroad right-of-way almost exclusively between Warner Center and North Hollywood 
Station, except for a short length along Victory Boulevard west of DeSoto A venue. The 
route would extend for 13.9 miles to the North Hollywood Station and 16.5 miles to the 
Universal City Station. About 13.5 miles of the route would be located within the 
Southern Pacific right-of-way. 

4.2.1 SP Burbank Branch Route Alternative Warner Center-Canoga Park Area 
Figures 4-2 through 4-5 (see fold-out section for Figure 4-5) 

The westernmost station of the SP Burbank Branch alignment is located on the north side 
of Victory Boulevard just west of Owensmouth A venue. Alternatives 1 and 2 are located 
on aerial guideway within the existing parking lot of the Topanga Plaza Shopping Center 
while Alternative #3 is located in subway beneath Victory Boulevard. 

The alignment proceeds east along Victory Boulevard in front of Rocketdyne, Warner 
Corporate Center and other commercial/industrial uses to a point just east of Variel 
Avenue, where the alignment enters the Southern Pacific Right-of-Way. Upon crossing 
DeSoto A venue, the alignment proceeds within the 100 foot railroad corridor on the north 
side of Victory Boulevard. Alternative #1 would be located in a shallow depressed channel 
east of DeSoto with earthberms along the route to provide visual and acoustical buffering. 
Alternative #2 would be located in a deep channel or trench approximately 20 to 25 feet 
below grade in this segment. Alternative #3 would continue through this segment in deep 
bore subway, approximately 40 to 50 feet below ground level. Land uses in this segment 
of the route include single-family residential homes to the north of the alignments and Los 
Angeles Pierce College to the south of Victory Boulevard. 

Winnetka Station would be grade-separated at Winnetka A venue. Alternative #1 would be 
located on aerial guideway above Winnetka Avenue, while Alternatives #2 and #3 would 
cross beneath Winnetka Avenue. A large park-and-ride lot would be provided at Winnetka 
Station on the site of the existing Pierce College ballfields and Child Development Center. 
These uses would need to be relocated across Victory Boulevard to the main campus 
property. 

Along Topham Street the route continues within the SP Right-of-Way on the north side of 
that street. Alternatives #2 and #3 would be located below grade in either deep trench or 
subway configuration. Alternative #1 would follow a rolling profile four to six feet below 
grade, rolling up to an at-grade crossing of Corbin Street. 
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View looking East along Victory Boulevard at Topanga Station Area. Topanga Plaza Shopping Center Is 
located on the left of the photo with Rocketdyne Corporation manufacturing operations In the upper left 
corner. The high-rise Warner Center developments are located to the right of the photo. 
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Burbank Branch Alternative 
Topanga Station Area 
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4.2.2 SP Burbank Branch Route Alternative Reseda-West Van Nuys Area 
Figures 4-6 through 4-10 (see fold-out section for Figure 4-10) 

The route continues within the SP Right-of-Way along the north side of Topham Street. 
Alternative #1 would be a depressed rolling profile four to six feet below existing grade 
with berms on both sides of the mainline tracks. The alignment would be depressed in 
mid-block locations and roll up to cross Tampa A venue, Wilbur A venue, Lindley A venue 
and White Oak A venue. Alternatives #2 and #3 would be located below-grade in deep­
trench and subway configurations. 

Tampa Station is planned as a simple platfonn for pick-up and drop-off only. Alternative 
#1 would cross Tampa Street at-grade with crossing gates to allow signal pre-emption for 
the LRT trains. Alternatives #2 and #3 would be grade-separated and would pass beneath 
Tampa Street. No parking would be provided at this station. 

At Reseda Station parking for 370 vehicles has been provided west of Reseda Boulevard. 
This parking would displace an existing lumber yard and several industrial structures. 
Alternative #1 would rise to an aerial configuration. Alternatives #2 and #3 would 
continue in depressed configurations and would pass beneath Reseda A venue, with station 
platforms below ground. 

At White Oak Station, parking for 475 cars would be provided. The profile for Alternative 
#1 would be at-grade with crossing gates to allow for signal pre-emption. Alternatives #2 
and #3 would be located in subway with station platforms below ground. 

Land uses in this segment of the route are predominantly single-family residential except 
near Reseda Boulevard where a mixture of industrial and com_mercial uses are clustered 
around the existing freight rail facilities. 
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4.2.3 SP Burbank Branch Route Alternative Sepulveda Basin Area 
Figures 4-11 through 4-14 (see fold-out section for Figure 4-14) 

To the east of White Oak Avenue the SP Right-of-Way enters the Sepulveda Basin Flood 
Control/Recreation Area. All of the alternative profiles are at-grade west of Balboa 
Boulevard where the SP Right-of-Way crosses the Los Angeles River Flood Control 
Channel. A new bridge approximately 350 feet in length would be constructed for this 
crossing. 

At Balboa Station all of the alternatives are located on aerial guideway to grade-separate 
the crossing of Balboa Boulevard and to minimize earthwork in the Sepulveda Basin. 
Parking would be provided for 400 cars. 

Between Balboa Station and Woodley Station the aerial configuration would continue for 
Alternatives #2 and #3, while it would return to at-grade for Alternative #1. Existing 
bicycle and pedestrian pathways would be maintained beside the rail transit alignment to 
provide access to Sepulveda Basin Recreation Area facilities. 

Woodley Station would be located at-grade for Alternative #1 and elevated for Alternatives 
#2 and #3. Parking would be provided for 440 vehicles. 

East of Woodley Station all alignments would exit the Sepulveda Basin in an at-grade 
configuration. The alignment would continue within the existing SP Right-of-Way to cross 
beneath the San Diego Freeway utilizing the existing underpass. 

Land uses adjacent to the route in this area are located entirely in the Sepulveda Basin 
Recreation Area to the south of the alignment. These uses include the Navy and Marine 
Corps Reserve Center, the planned Bull Creek Park Recreational Lake and Arts Park, the 
City of Los Angeles Valley Region Headquarters, the US Army Reserve Center, the 
California Air National Guard and the Tillman Water Reclamation Plant. 
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Burbank Branch Profile Alternatives 
Sepulveda Basin Area 
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View looking East along Victory Boulevard/SP right-of-way at Woodley Avenue. The U.S. Army Reserve 
and California Air Notional Guard ore located In the Sepulveda Basin at the right of the photo. Mixed 
commercial and multi-family resldentlol uses ore located across Vic tory Boulevard from the proposed 
alignment. 
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Burbank Branch Alternative 
Woodley Station Area 



4.2.4 SP Burbank Branch Route Alternative Van Nuys-North Sherman Oaks Area 
Figures 4-15 through 4-18 (see fold-out section for Figure 4-18) 

Because of high traffic volumes along Sepulveda and Van Nuys Boulevards, the alignment 
alternatives in this area are grade-separated above these two street crossings. Alternative 
#1 returns to grade for about 2000 feet between Sepulveda and Van Nuys Boulevards to 
cross Kester A venue at street level with crossing gates to allow for signal pre-emption. 
Alternatives #2 and #3 remain on aerial guideway for the full mile between Sepulveda and 
Van Nuys Boulevard. 

Land uses in thi s area are principally commercial and industrial. At Sepulveda Station, an 
existing Drive-In Movie Theater would be displaced for a station Park and Ride Lot. The 
location of this parking lot, immediately adjacent to the San Diego Freeway would allow 
for possible future direct ramp connections between the freeway and the transit station. At 
Van Nuys Station, low rise automotive and industrial structures along Oxnard Street give 
way to mid-rise governmental structures comprising the Van Nuys Civic Center 
Administrative Complex two blocks north of the alignment. 

East of Van Nuys Station, commercial and industrial land uses continue to Hazeltine 
A venue where they transition to residential uses. South of the alignment are two to three 
story multi-family apartments that face towards Oxnard Street. North of the alignment, 
single-family residences face away from the alignment toward Bessemer Street. 

Because of sensitive residential land uses east of Hazeltine A venue, the profile of the 
alternatives in this area are depressed below grade in this area. Alternative #3 transitions 
from an aerial guideway at Van Nuys Station to a subway configuration at Hazeltine 
Avenue. Alternatives #1 and #2 are configured in a deep trench to pass beneath Woodman 
A venue approximately 20 to 25 feet below grade. 
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Figure 4-15 

Burbank Branch Profile Alternative 
Van Nuys/North Sherman Oaks Area 
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View looking Northeast at the San Diego Freeway In the vicinity of Sepulveda Boulevard. The exi,;;ting 
Drive-In Theatre would be d isplaced for station parking. Other uses located at Sepulveda Boulevard 
Include a new multi-level commercia l storage facility a t the left of the photo. a Wickes Furniture Sl, owroom, 
a Costco Retail Outlet. a commerc ial office complex and an industria l plant. 
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Burbank Branch Alternative 
Sepulveda Station Area 
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This view looks East in the vicinity of Van Nuys Station. Several leaseholds within the SP right-of-way would be displaced 
for station parking. North of the st ation are the governmental structures of the Van Nuys Civic Center Complex. South 
of the station along the right side of the photo are the automotive and commercial uses that line Oxnard Street. 
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Figure 4-17 

Burbank Branch Alternative 
Van Nuys Station Area 



4.2.5 SP Burbank Branch Route Alternative North Hollywood Area 
Figures 4-19 through 4-22 (see fold-out section for Figure 4-22) 

Through the diagonal segment of the route between Woodman/Oxnard and Fulton/Burbank 
intersections, the SP Right-of-Way passes through a predominantly residential area with a 
mix of institutional and commercial land uses. The Los Angeles Valley College is the 
largest single land use and a Fulton-Burbank Station has been planned to serve this facility. 
As this would be principally a destination station for students, faculty and employees of the 
college, no parking has been planned as a part of thi s station. Other uses along the route 
in this area include mixed single-family and multi-family residential that back onto the 
alignment and mixed commerciaVinstitutional uses along Burbank Boulevard. Portions of 
an existing lumber yard and building supply operation would be displaced for construction 
of the Fulton-Burbank Station. Alternatives #1 and #2 are located in deep trench 
configuration approximately 20 to 25 feet below existing grade. Alternative #1 rolls up to 
a partially depressed bermed segment for the mid-portion of the diagonal segment, while 
Alternative #2 remains in deep trench through the entire segment. Alternative #3 would be 
located in subway configuration 40 to 50 feet below existing grade. 

After crossing under the Fulton/Burbank intersection, Alternative #1 would return to 
existing grade to cross the Tujunga Wash Flood Control Channel into the center median of 
Chandler Boulevard. Between Fulton-Burbank Station and North Hollywood Station this 
alternative would proceed in a bermed configuration. Crossing gates would be used for the 
intersections at Coldwater Canyon, Whitsett A venue, Laurel Canyon and Colfax A venue. 
Crossings at Bellaire and Corteen A venues would be closed. Alternatives #2 and #3 would 
cross under the Tujunga Wash in subway and remain below grade through the Chandler 
Boulevard segment of the route. All existing roadway crossings of Chandler Boulevard 
would be maintained under Alternatives #2 and #3. 

Laurel Canyon Station would be located at-grade with Alternative #1 and below-grade with 
Alternatives #2 and #3. No parking would be provided at this station. 

Land uses in this route segment include a mixture of single-family and multi-family 
residential as well as institutional and commercial uses. North Hollywood High School is 
the single largest institutional use along the route. However, several other schools and 
religious institutions, including the Valley Cities Jewish Community Center, Emek Hebrew 
Academy, Shaarey Zedek Talmud Torah, and the Chandler Convalescent Hospital , are 
located along the south side of Chandler Boulevard. 
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Burbank Branch Profile Alternatives 
North Hollywood Area 
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View looking Southeast at the proposed Fulton/Burbank Station. Several Industrial structures within the 
SP right-of-way would be displac ed for a sta tion at this site. Los Angeles Valley College Is seen at the 
left of the photo . 

Figure 4-20 

Burbank Branch Alternative 
Fulton/Burbank Station Area 
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View looking East along Chandler Boulevard at the proposed Laurel Canyon Station 
Site. The Chandler Convalescent Hospital and a Chief Auto Ports Store ore located on 
the Southwest corner of this Intersection. A shopping center and restaurant o re located 
on the Northeast and Northwest corners while Gibroltor Savings Bank is located on the 
Southeast corner. Chandler Boulevard Is divided Into two one-way streets In this area. 
with a 60 foot wide SP right-of-way In the street median. 
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Figure 4-2 1 

Burbank Branch Alternative 
Laurel Canyon Station Area 



4.2.6 SP Burbank Branch Route Alternative North Hollywood to Universal City Area 
Figures 4-23 through 4-27 (see fold-out section for Figure 4-27) 

Two route options exist between North Hollywood Station and Universal City Station. The 
baseline case utilizes the adopted Metro Rail subway alignment along Lankershim 
Boulevard. Under this option, the SP Burbank Branch Route Alternative would stop at 
North Hollywood Station and passengers would change to Metro Rail at thi s point. 

An alternate to the Metro Rail Lankershim alignment utilizes an existing utility corridor 
along Vineland Avenue for an predominantly at-grade light rail connection between North 
Hollywood and Universal City. Under this second option, passengers would continue on 
the Burbank Branch Route between North Hollywood and Universal City and would change 
to Metro Rail at Universal City. 

Under either option a station would be provided at North Hollywood to serve the 
commercial core of the North Hollywood Redevelopment Area. Parking for approximately 
1000 cars has been planned as a part of the Metro Rail Station Area Plan prepared by the 
Los Angeles Community Redevelopment Agency and the City Planning Departments. 
Because the adopted station location along Lankershim Boulevard is located at Chandler 
Boulevard, any Metro Rail Extension would require a curve distance to make a transition 
onto Chandler Boulevard west of the North Hollywood Station. The alignment would 
curve north of Chandler Boulevard for about 1000 feet under existing homes to make this 
transition. An alternative to this alignment would be to shift the North Hollywood Station 
south to Magnolia Boulevard, allowing a transition into a Chandler Boulevard east-west 
alignment which does not cross under several blocks on single-family homes. 

Land uses in the vicinity of the North Hollywood Station are mixed commercial and 
industrial. Lankershim Boulevard itself is principally commercial while Vineland Avenue is 
bordered by a mix of residential, commercial, industrial and institutional land uses. The 
Vineland Option would require the taking of approximately 1.3 acres from Weddington 
Park in the area just north of Universal City. 
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Figure 4-23 

Burbank Branch Profile Alternatives 
North Hollywood/Universal City Area 
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This view looks East at the proposed North Hollywood Station. The alignment crosses under the 
Hollywood Freeway seen In the lower portion of the photo. To the right of the photo. the lrne passes 
North Hollywood Park before reaching Lankershlm Boulevard . Two route opttons exist at this station. 
Alternatives# l A and #2A continue In the SP right-of-way to c ross above Lankershim Boulevard before 
turning South at Vineland Avenue. Alternatives # l B. #2B and #JB end a t Lankershlm Boulevard 
where passengers would change to Metro Rail. Alternative #JA. Metro Rail Extension would require 
a hook segment to allow for a direct connection between the Chandler Boulevard alignment and 
the adopted Metro Rall North Hollywood Station at Chandler/Lankershim . 

Figure 4-24 

Burbank Branch Alternative 
North Hollywood Station Area 
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Lankersbim Boulevard Option· 

Alternatives #18. #28, #3A. #38 follow the adopted 
Metro Rail subway alignment along Lankershim 
Boulevard between North Hollywood and Universal 
City, This view looks South near the intersection of 
Lankershim Boulevard and Moorpark Street. St. 
Charles Borromeo Church Is seen at the center of 
the photo while the high rise structures of Universal 
City can be seen at the top of the photo. 

Vineland Avenue Option· 

Alternatives #lA and #2A follow Vineland Avenue 
between North Hollywood and Universal City. 
Under this option. Metro Rail would stop at Universal 
City and passengers would transfer to a predomi­
nantly at-grade LRT route along Vineland Avenue 
between Universal City and North Hollywood. 
This view looks South along Vineland Avenue. The 
diagonal street is Lonkershim Boulevard while over­
passes of the Ventura and Hollywood Freeways 
can be seen In the distance. 

Figure 4-25 

Burbank Branch Alternative 
Vineland/Lankershim Options 
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This view looks North along lankershlm Boulevard at the site of the Universal City Metro Rall Statton. Ventura Boulevard 
and the Hollywood Freeway are seen at the lower portion of the photo. The adopted Metro Rail alignment would 
proceed North along lankershim Boulevard to the North Hollywood station. The Vineland Avenue Option would exit 
Universal City In subway beneath Bluffside Drive, proceeding along the edge of the Hollywood Freeway to Vineland 
Avenue where It would proceed North to North Hollywood station. 

Figure 4-26 

Burbank Branch Alternative 
Universal City Station Area 
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4.3 VENTURA FREEWAY - PROFILE AND ALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES 

This section presents a discussion of the various profile and alignment alternatives being 
considered for the Ventura Freeway Route Alternative. The route is subdivided into six 
sub-areas that are described and illustrated through text and drawings. Cross-section 
drawings of typical segments of the route are cross-referenced to aerial photo maps, oblique 
aerial photos and the corresponding conceptual site plan drawings for each station area. 

All of the alternatives for the Ventura Freeway route follow alongside the freeway for the 
majority of their routes, except for the two end segments. At the west end, the route runs 
north and south along Canoga Avenue in Warner Center. At the east end, the alignment 
departs from the Ventura Freeway at the Hollywood Freeway interchange to proceed under 
Riverside Drive, joining the approved Metro Rail project route along Lankershim 
Boulevard. The total length of the alignment is 16.5 miles, of which 1.8 miles are along 
Canoga Avenue, 13.4 miles are along the Ventura Freeway and 1.3 miles follow Riverside 
Drive and the planned Metro Rail subway alignment along Lankershim Boulevard to 
Universal City. 

Based on conclusions of the Initial Alternatives Evaluation Report (September 1987), 
discussions with the California Department of Transportation, property valuation data and 
research into major utility constraints, a preferred alignment configuration was developed to 
the level of Conceptual Engineering Design. The preferred alignment configuration 
generally follows an edge-of-freeway placement for aerial sections and is typically within 
the overall confines of the Caltrans right-of-way when in subway configuration. Only in 
places where placing the alignment within the freeway right-of-way was infeasible due to 
widening or other engineering factors, was the rail transit alignment shifted out of the 
freeway right-of-way and onto privately owned property. The route alternative profile 
configurations are based on the following criteria: 

• No encroachment into the planned widening of the Ventura Freeway by 
Caltrans. This ultimate widening project anticipates ten 12-foot traffic lanes, 
a 22-foot median and 10-foot roadway shoulders. 

• Aerial or at-grade segments would be placed along the south side of the 
freeway only due to predominantly residential land uses along the north side 
of the freeway. 

• 

• 

• 

The alignment should not cross above the freeway path in an aerial 
configuration. 

All subway construction beneath the main freeway travelled way would be 
by bored tunnel. 

Any on-ramps or off-ramps requmng extended closure during construction 
would be replaced by temporary ramps, and later restored to their original 
configuration. 

In general, design speeds for the rail project would follow the criteria for the 
Metro Rail project, except in cases where extremely high property 
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displacement and acqu1s1t1on costs could be significantly reduced through 
lower operational speeds in the immediate vicinity of station areas. 

For underground construction, bored tunneling construction methods would be 
utilized. This was for both cost effectiveness as well as the advantages of 
passing below major utilities. Station shells and pocket tracks however 
would generally be constructed using the cut-and-cover method, maintaining 
minimum depths. 

4.3.1 Ventura Freeway Route Alternative Warner Center-Woodland Hills Area 
Figures 4-28 through 4-33 (see fold-out section for Figure 4-33) 

This section runs along Canoga A venue from the proposed Rail Storage & Maintenance 
Yard to the Ventura Freeway. The line transitions from an at-grade configuration in the 
rail yard to an aerial guideway just north of Vanowen Street. Between Vanowen Street 
and Victory Boulevard, the aerial structure curves into the center median of Canoga 
A venue, and continues in thi s configuration to just south of Burbank Boulevard, where it 
curves easterly away from Canoga Avenue passing through the Litton Corporation parking 
lot. The guideway would require the elimination of some parking spaces in the Litton lot, 
however most of the lot will remain intact and fully usable after completion of the line. 
As the rail line approaches the Ventura Freeway, the profile descends to pass beneath the 
freeway in bored tunnel, proceeding to a subway station at DeSoto A venue. 

The aerial guide way structure along Canoga A venue would utilize a dual box girder system 
set on single piers spaced 90 to 120 feet apart. Since the support columns for the 
structure would occupy about 8 feet of street width in Canoga Avenue, the columns are 
able to be placed within the existing median of the street with some street widening at 
intersections required to accommodate left-tum traffic movements. 

Stations in this segment are located at Vanowen Street, Victory Boulevard, Oxnard Street 
and DeSoto Avenue. The Vanowen Station is a center platform aerial structure located on 
the east side of Canoga Avenue. Parking for approximately 600 vehicles could be 
provided on an industrial parcel next to the Los Angeles River Flood Channel. The 
stations at Victory Boulevard and Oxnard Street are side platform aerial structures located 
over the center median of Canoga A venue. As these stations are intended to serve the 
high density employment concentrations at Warner Center, no parking is planned at either 
the Victory or Oxnard Stations. The DeSoto Station, by contrast, is intended to serve as 
the westernmost station on the Ventura Freeway. As such, a large Park and Ride Lot for 
approximately 900 vehicles has been planned above this subway station. Land 
requirements for thi s parking would require the taking of an existing Target Department 
Store and an office complex. 
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Figure 4-280 

Ventura Freeway Profile Alternatives 
Worner Center/Woodland Hills Area 
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Figure 4-28b 

Ventura Freeway Profile Alternatives 
Warner Center/Woodland Hills Area 
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View looking North along Canoga Avenue In the vlclnlly of the proposed Vanowen 
Station and the end-of-line Canoga Railyard. The site Is located between Vanowen 
Street and the Los Angeles River Flood Channel. located In the center of the photo. 
A storage facilily Is under construction on the site. 

Figure 4-29 

Ventura Alternative 
Van Owen Station Area 
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View looking North along Canoga Avenue at the intersection of Victory Boulevard. 
Rocketdyne Corporation and olher industrial land uses are located North of Victory 
Boulevard while higher density office and retail land uses that comprise Warner Center 
are located South of Victory Boulevard. 
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Figure 4-30 

Ventura Alternative 
Victory Station Area 
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View looking North along Conoga Avenue at Oxnard Street. Gas stations are located 
on the Northeast and Southeast corners or this Intersection while a commercial bank 
Is located on the Southwest corner. The heavily landscaped area on the Northwest 
corner Is part of the Blue Cross office complex seen at the left or the photo. This station 
site Is near to the geographic center of the Warner Center high-rise development area. 

Figure 4-31 

Ventura Alternative 
Oxnard Station Area 
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View looking West at the proposed DeSoto Station. Located between Ventura Boulevard 
on the left ot the photo and the Ventura Freeway on the right. the station would provide 
almost 900 parking spaces to serve pork and ride commuters from p oints West on the 
Ventura Freeway. The proposed pork and ride lot would displace an existing Target Store 
as well as an office complex and retail center. 

Figure 4-32 

Ventura Alternative 
DeSoto Station Area 
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4.3.2 Ventura Freeway Route Alternative Woodland Hills-Tarzana Area 
Figures 4-34 through 4-38 (see fold-out section for Figure 4-38) 

Between DeSoto and Reseda Stations, the Ventura Freeway Route Alternative is located on 
aerial guideway along the south side of the freeway. Because of the close spacing between 
Ventura Boulevard and the Ventura Freeway in this area, the rail transit guideway will pass 
behind many of the retail and office uses that front onto Ventura Boulevard. In some 
cases, because structures are built with little or no setback from the freeway right-of-way, 
building takings would be required. In other cases, displacements are made necessary in 
order to accommodate station parking requirements. 

Proposed stations serving this area are located at Winnetka, Tampa and Reseda A venues. 
All stations would be aerial with center platforms reached from parking areas below. Lot 
sizes would be relatively small; 220 spaces are provided at Winnetka Station, 145 spaces 
are provided at Tampa Station, while 120 spaces are provided at Reseda Station. 
Displacements required for station construction include several office and retail uses at 
Winnetka and Tampa Stations as well as several residential structures at Reseda Station. 
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Figure 4-34 

Ventura Freeway Profile Alternatives 
Woodland Hills/Tarzana Area 

-------------------



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

View looking Northeast at the intersection of Winnetka Avenue and Ventura Boulevard. The planned station 
parking area would be located on the Northeast corner of the Intersection and would d isplace on existing auto 
dealership. an office complex and a new commercial complex presently under construction. 

Source: Anil Verma Associates 
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Figure 4-35 

Ventura Alternative 
Winnetka Station Area 



View looking Northwest at the intersection of Ventura Boulevard and Tampa Avenue. Because of the c lose 
spacing between Ventura Boulevard and the Ventura Freeway In this area. Station parking would require the 
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displacement of several commercial projects. In addition to the Leon Building (offices) and an existing mini-mall, I 
four other retail businesses. a motel. an auto repair facility and an office building would be displaced for this 
station. --___,; '------
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Figure 4-36 

Ventura Alternative 
Tampa Station Area 
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View looking North at the Intersection of Reseda Boulevard and Burbank Boulevard. Because this area Is fully bu1it out, 
the development of a pork and ride lot at this station would displace three apartment buildings. a gas station and a 
retail center. ___ _) ~ 
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Ventura Alternative 
Reseda Station Area 
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4.3.3 Ventura Freeway Route Alternative Tarzana-Encino Area 
Figures 4-39 through 4-44 (see fold-out section for Figure 4-44) 

East of Reseda Station, two alternative route alignments exist for the Ventura Freeway 
Alternative. The south side alignment (Alternative #4) continues on aerial guideway along 
the south side of the freeway. The north side alignment (Alternative #5) descends into a 
bored tunnel just east of Reseda Station to cross under the freeway near to the location 
where Burbank Boulevard makes the same transition from south to north. The north side 
alignment then continues in subway for the remainder of the route except for the segment 
in the Sepulveda Basin where an aerial configuration is maintained. 

Because alignments exist on both the north and south sides of the freeway in this area, 
concept station plans have been developed for either alternative. At White Oak Station, 
parking is provided for 400 cars at both the north or south station sites. Displacement 
would be required of some multi-family condominiums and apartments for the south side 
alternative while the north side altemati ve would require the displacement of a gas station 
and two small commercial uses. At Hayvenhurst Station, both the north and south 
alternatives are located within the Sepulveda Basin Recreation Area. Land planned for 
station and parking areas at Hayvenhurst Station is presently vacant on the north side and 
partially vacant on the south side. A portion of the south side station parking area is 
presently used as a park-and-ride lot. 
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Figure 4-390 

Ventura Freeway Profile Alternatives 
Tarzana/ Encino Area 



Source: Benito A. Sinclair & Associates, Gruen Associates 
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Ventura Freeway Profire Alternatives 
Tarzana/Encino Area 
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View looking West along the Ventura Freeway at White Oak Avenue. Alternative #4 would be located on 
aerial guldeway along the South side of the Ventura Freeway in this area. Land uses along the South side 
of the freeway are densely developed apartments and condominiums. Consequently. the development 
of station parking would displace 210 apartment units and 12 condominiums for this alternative. 

Figure 4-40 

Ventura Alternative 
White Oak (South) Station Area 
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View looking South at the Intersection of White Oak Avenue and Burbank Boulevard. Land uses along 
Burbank Boulevard and multi-family residential with commercial uses at major intersections. Altihough 
Alternative #5 would be in subway along the North side of tihe Ventura Freeway at tihis location, In order 
to provide station parking. two gas stations, tihree retail businesses and a 52 unit apartment build ing would 
be displaced 

=-_-_::::----:-~~~-.-:--.-:--~=j ':'---J u ~ : -~==---~ 
___ d_w_•l!_ "_O _ _ ___ =i __ -'---- - ---=-

we:~ uo'. - · - --- - · ---------·--- --·-·-· - · · 

(
" 1'' 11 I / I 111 11 1 

. I 11. I I ': I ''. I I II I I 

l / 11 ii! II !'II I I I 

g 
t;__ I II , 

II I I I ! ! I I I! I 

·p~,s )fucq,ne 

~- - - - ---- ------

San Fernando Valley 
East/West Rail Transit Project 
0 LOS ANGELES COL#\JTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
LAcr'C 

4 - 50 

Figure 4-41 

'Ventura Alternative 
White Oak (North) Station Area 
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View looking North along Hayvenhurst Avenue near Burbank Boulevard. Alternative #4 follows the South side of the Ventura 
Freeway on aerial guldeway. Station parking would be p rovided at an existing park and ride lot and on an adjacent vacant 
parcel. Both of these sites are located within the boundaries of the Sepulveda Basin Recreation Area. 
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Figure 4-42 

Ventura Alternative 
Hayvenhurst (South) Station Area 



View looking South along Hayvenhurst Avenue from above the Sepulveda Basin. Alternative #5 w ould run on aerial 
guldewoy on the North side of the Ventura Freeway in this a rea. Station parking hos been designed to ovoid wetland 
areas in the basin. 
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Figure 4-43 

Ventura Alternative 
Hayvenhurst (North) Station Area 
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4.3.4 Ventura Freeway Route Alternative Encino-Sherman Oaks Area 
Figures 4-45 through 4-49 (see fold-out section for Figure 4-49) 

East of Hayvenhurst A venue, the two alternative route alignments proceed above ground on 
the north and south sides of the Ventura Freeway before transitioning into a subway 
alignment to pass beneath the San Diego-Ventura Freeway Interchange. 

Alternative #4 is located on aerial guideway along the south side of the Ventura Freeway. 
The cross-section for this alternative is similar to Figure 4-50 Studio City-North Hollywood 
Profile Alternative, in which the aerial guideway is located on the freeway sideslope area 
between the freeway and a local residential street. Alternative #5 is located on a fill 
section added to the Sepulveda Dam Impoundment Berm. As shown in Figure 4-45 
Encino-Sherman Oaks Area Profile Alternatives, a retaining wall would be constructed on 
the inside of the existing impoundment berm in order to provide additional right-of-way 
alongside the Ventura Freeway for the rail transit line. The retaining wall would be 
constructed to maintain the existing water storage capacity within the Sepulveda Basin for 
the Standard Project Flood Level. 

Sepulveda Station under both alternatives is located below ground in subway. For 
Alternative #4 (Figure 4-46) the station is located between the eastbound on-ramp and La 
Maida Street. The displacement of several single-family homes would be necessary to 
provide station parking. Alternative #5 is located on the north side of the freeway in a 
subway configuration. As shown in Figure 4-47 Sepulveda (North) Station Area, station 
parking is located above the subway alignment on both sides of the Los Angeles River 
Flood Control Channel. Traffic access to this station would be from Sepulveda Boulevard 
and Magnolia Boulevard. The site would also be used as a Rail Storage Yard for the 
Ventura Freeway Phased Length Route Option. Under this alternative, the area north of 
the LA River that is presently occupied by Fire Station #88 and the US Army Reserve 
Training Center would be used to provide the end-of-the-line storage yard for the route 
length option that ends at Sepulveda Station. 

East of Sepulveda Station, Alternative #4 proceeds along the south side of the Ventura 
Freeway next to a predominantly residential area. The cross-section for this area is similar 
to Figure 4-50, with the aerial guideway located between the freeway and a local 
residential street. Alternative #5 continues in subway under and alongside the north side of 
the freeway. 

Yan Nuys Station is located on the south side of the freeway for both alternatives. 
Alternative #4 would be configured on aerial guideway while Alternative #5 would be 
configured in subway. Station parking would be the same for both alternatives with 
required displacements including a gas station, an office building and several residential 
structures. 
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View looking North along Sepulveda Boulevard in the vicinity of the Interchange between the Son Diego and Ventura Freeways. 
Alternotivo #4 would cross benooth this oroo In subway a long the South side of the Ventura Freeway. The station site would 
displace 23 residences and on apartment complex to provide for station parking. 
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Figure 4-46 

Ventura Alternative 
Sepulveda (South) Station Area 
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View looking East along 1he Ventura Freeway at 1he intorchanoe wi1111he San Diego Freeway. Alternative #5 would pass 
beneath the freeway interchanoe in subway will1 a station located in the parcel of land between Sepulveda Boulevard. 
the Ventura r-reeway and 1he Los /\nocles Rivor rlood Channel. Under the Ventura Freeway Phased Length Option. this site 
would also be used as o roil storaoo yard. Displacements include 1110 Malibu Castle Amusement Park. a Pacific Bell facility. 
Fire Station # 1313. a U.S. Army Reserve Training Center and 1hreo offico struc tures. 
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Figure 4-47 

Ventura Alternative 
Sepulveda (North) Station Area 
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View looking North along Van Nuys Boulevard at the Ventura Freeway, Both Alternatives #4 and #5 would be located 
along the South side of t he freeway in this area, Alternative #4 would be on an aerial guldeway while parking would be 
Identical for each alternative and would Include an office building, a gas stration and several residential structures. 
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Figure 4-48 

Ventura Alternative 
Van Nuys Station Area 



4.3.5 Ventura Freeway Route Alternative Studio City-North Hollywood Area 
Figures 4-50 through 4-57 (see fold-out section for Figure 4-57) 

East of Van Nuys Station the two route alternatives continue along the north and south 
sides of the Ventura Freeway. Alternative #4 is configured on aerial guideway on the 
shoulder of the freeway while Alternative #5 travels under the freeway in deep bore 
subway. Because the freeway has several curves in this area, the subway would be able to 
follow a straighter course under the freeway between stations, and would therefore cross 
from one side of the freeway to the other. 

Woodman Station would be located on either the north or south side of the freeway 
depending upon the route alternative selected. Alternative #4 would utilize a parcel of land 
between the LA River Channel and the freeway that is presently used as a car wash. 
Alternative #5 would be located in the parking area of the Fashion Square Shopping 
Center. In order to maintain parking capacity at the shopping center, the Woodman 
(North) Station would use a parking structure adjacent to the rail transit station platform. 

Coldwater Canyon Station would also be located on either the north or south sides of the 
freeway depending on the route alternative selected. The station for Alternative #4 would 
be located along Kling Street in a predominantly residential neighborhood. Twelve single­
family homes and five apartment buildings would be displaced in order to provide station 
parking. The station for Alternative #5 would be located on the north side of the freeway 
between the freeway on-ramp and Riverside Drive. Station parking would displace an 
existing gas station and several retail stores. 

Laurel Canyon Station would also be located on either the north or south side of the 
freeway depending on the route alternative selected. The station for Alternative #4 would 
be located between the LA River Channel on a site presently occupied by the Campbe11 
Ha11 School. Because the main buildings of this campus were located so close to the 
freeway off-ramp it was not possible to fit the guideway and station parking area in this 
area without displacing a substantial portion of the school buildings and property. For this 
reason, the entire school property has been considered as a talcing for this alternative. The 
station for Alternative #5 would be located on the north side of the freeway between the 
on and off-ramps and Riverside Drive. Station parking would displace three apartment 
buildings and a gas station. 
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Figure 4-50 

Ventura Freeway Profile Alternatives 
Studio City/ North Hollywood Area 
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This view looks Northwest In the area of the proposed Woodman Station. Alternative #4 runs a long the South 
side of the freeway on aerial guideway. The parking area would displace an existing car wash/gas station in 
the triangle of land bordered by Woodman Avenue, the Ventura Freeway and the Los Angeles River Flood 
Control Channel. 
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Figure 4-5 l 

Ventura Alternative 
Woodman (South) Station Area 
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View looking East along the Ventura Freeway at Woodman Avenue. Alternative #5 would be In subway configuration 
on the Northside of the freeway. A parking structure ror 400 cars would be used to provide station parking In what 

/ Is now surface parking lots for the Fashic,n Square Shopping Center. seen along Riverside Drive on the left of the photo. 
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Figure 4-52 

Ventura Alternative 
Woodman (North) Station Area 
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Vlew looking East along the Ventura Freeway at Coldwater Canyon Boulevard. Alter-
native #4 would be located on aerial guldeway along the South (right) side of the freeway, 
in a predominantty single-family neighborhood. station parking requirements would displace 
five apartment buildings and twelve residences. 

Figure 4-53 

Ventura Alternative 
Coldwater Canyon (South) Station Area 
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View looking Southwest at Coldwater Canyon Boulevard and Riverside Drive. Alternative #5 would be located In subway 
beneath the freeway ramps In this area . . Station parking would displace an existing gas station and several reta il stores. 
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Figure 4-54 

Ventura Alternative 
Coldwater Canyon (North) Station Area 
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View looking North a long Laurel Canyon Boulevard at the Ventura Freeway. Alternative #4 would be located along the 
Southside of the freeway on aeria l guideway. Because of the c lose proximity of buildings tci the freeway off-ramp, as well as 
the need for station parking. the Campbell Hall School would be displaced under Alternative #4. Residential structures along 
Laurel Canyon Boulevard would not be displaced. , 
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Figure 4-55 

Ventura Alternative 
Laurel Canyon (South) Station Area 
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View looking South along Laurel Canyon Boulevard at the Ventura Freeway. Alternative #5 is located in subway beneath the 
freeway ramps at this location however due to the need for station parking . three apartment buildings and a gas station 
would be displaced. 
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Figure 4-56 

Ventura Alternative 
Laurel Canyon (North) Station Area 



I 
4.3.6 Ventura Freeway Route Alternative Studio City/Universal City Area 

Figures 4-58 through 4-59 (see fold-out section for Figure 4-59) 
I 

There are no rail transi t stations planned between the Laurel Canyon and Universal City I 
Stations. Both alignment alternatives cross under the Hollywood FreewayNentura Freeway 
Interchange in subway configuration; Alternative #4 transitions from an aerial guideway I 
along the side of the Ventura Freeway to subway at a point east of Colfax Avenue. 
Alternative #5 continues in subway configuration throughout this entire route segment. 

Both route alternatives merge into a single alignment along Riverside Drive to the east of I 
the Hollywood Freeway/Ventura Freeway Interchange. This single alignment then curves 
south at Lankershim Boulevard to join the adopted alignment of Metro Rail. The 
alignment then proceeds south under Lankershim Boulevard to the Universal City Metro I 
Rail Station. Under alternatives #4a and #Sa, Metro Rai l Extensions, the adopted Universal 
City Metro Rail Station shell would be utilized. Transit riders would be able to con ti nue 

1 through Universal City Station to points further south on the system without the need to 
change trains. Under Alternatives #4b and #Sb, ART technology would be used in the San 
Fernando Valley instead of Metro Rail technology and transit riders would need to change 
trains at Universal City. In this instance, preliminary design indicates that transit riders I 
could utilize a cross-platform transfer betwee n ART and Metro Rail trains at Universal 
City. 
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4.4 STATION ALTERNATIVES 

Concept station site plans as illustrated in Sections 4.2 and 4.3 were developed as a part of 
the Route Refinement Process for each of the Alternative Route Alignments considered in 
this EIR. Preliminary station site diagrams were prepared which located the station 
platform and parking on each site as well as defining possible vehicle access locations. 
Additional study and consultation refined parking design, evaluated exact station platform 
location, incorporated additional engineering and traffic studies, and defined specific 
pedestrian and vehicular access points. The station site plans included in this report were 
then generated on the basis of this work. 

4.4.1 Station Siting and Location 

To the extent possible, stations were located to reinforce existing and planned activity 
centers. Station location was also influenced by the need to minimiz.e property 
takings,especially residential uses, wherever possible. Street entrances were sized and 
located to leave sufficient sidewalk space and to provide smooth transitions to building 
entrances and driveways. The number of entrances and dimensions were sized to reflect 
anticipated patronage levels and frequency of service. 

Key land use factors used in the evaluation of potential station parking sites included: 

• Available vacant land which could absorb at least 50 cars 
• Compatibility of potential station with adjacent and prevailing land uses 
• Types and intensity of residential, commercial and industrial activity 
• Underdeveloped land in the immediate vicinity 
• Right-of-Way/site acquisition needs 
• Existing improvements which could affect site development: e.g. drainage 

channels, informal use of vacant land, planned roadways and other traffic and 
transportation improvements, and proximity to major thoroughfares 

Key parking and circulation factors considered in the evaluation of potential station parking 
sites included: 

• Safety of entry and exit locations 
• Visibility of the site from adjacent streets 
• Traffic control through traffic signals or stop signs 
• Turning movements included left-tum pockets and turns in the vicinity of 

other adjacent intersections and driveways 
• Traffic impacts from alignments in traffic center medians 
• Levels of pedestrian activity 
• Number of parking spaces possible 
• Existing observed levels of traffic congestion 
• Potential alternate site locations 
• Ease and safety of potential pedestrian access 
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4.4.2 Station Platform Configurations 

Two basic types of station platform design exist for transit systems considered in this EIR; 
side platform and center platform. In a side platform configuration, two platforms are 
provided on the outside edges of the track. One track is provided for each direction of 
travel. In contrast, the center-platform configuration is located between the two tracks, thus 
providing transit patrons with access to trains moving in either direction. In general, center 
platform stations are preferred to side-platform stations due to the greater convenience 
afforded to transit riders and the reduced costs that accrue from not having to provide 
duplicate sets of venical circulation elements such as escalators, elevators and stairways. 

Specific platform configurations used for station design in this report include the following: 

• 

• 

• 

At-Grade Center: In this type of platform pedestrians cross at least one set 
of tracks to enter the center platform at either or both of its ends. The use 
of this station type is used for at-grade LRT alignments only. 

At-Grade Side: As side platforms serve trains moving in one direction only, 
passengers must choose the platform for their intended direction of travel. 
Cross transfers on side platforms are not possible and require passengers to 
cross tracks at the ends of the platforms. This station type is used for at­
grade LRT alignments only. 

Aerial Center and Side Configurations: Access to aerial station 
configurations requires vertical circulation devices and sometimes pedestrian 
access bridges. Aerial stations located within public streets pose challenges 
to pedestrian access. The most efficient technique of providing this access 
is through the use of a center-platform station. Access is provided by 
escalators, elevators and stairs which pierce the center platform from below. 
When the system runs in the middle of a street, column cross-sections within 
a pedestrian island may create difficulty in providing safe and convenient 
access to the vertical circulation elements. The center street columns and 
pedestrian islands may also restrict turning movements and traffic flow 
without the provision of additional lane width and/or turning pockets. A 
response to this problem is to use side platforms reached by a pedestrian 
bridge for each platform. This eliminates the need for a mezzanine. 

Subway Configuration: In the center platform type of configuration a 
mezzanine level for access under the streets is generally used. Mezzanines 
may be eliminated in areas where above-ground right-of-way is available for 
station pedestrian access and circulation. 
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4.4.3 Station Bus and Parking Considerations 

Access to the station platform is an important consideration at modal transfer stations 
where transit riders would change from automobiles or buses to rail transit vehicles. 
Particular concerns to facilitate this change include: 

• Bus Locations: Bus stops indicated in the diagrams reflect convenient 
locations for direct access to station entries, and not necessarily the present 
locations. Bus stops are only located on streets served by the Southern 
California Rapid Transit District and on major arterials likely in the future to 
be served by bus transit. On-site bus circulation is proposed is some of the 
larger station areas. 

• Parking Proximity to Station: Park and Ride and Kiss and Ride Facilities 
were located as close as possible to the station. Pedestrian access from the 
parking lots to the platform should be direct, simple and straightforward as 
possible. Generally, kiss and ride parking is placed closest to the station due 
to the shon-tenn pick up and drop off nature of these types of parking 
spaces. Parked patrons are afforded direct view of the platforms wherever 
possible. 

4.4.4 Summary of Station Characteristics and Parking 

Based on the above criteria, the station plans shown in Section 4.2 and 4.3 of this Chapter 
were developed. Total parking provided at these stations ranged in total from 3,785 to 
4,845. Figure 4-60 provides a summary of the characteristics of these stations for each of 
the Route Alternatives and Phased Length Options. 
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Figure 4-60 
San Fernando Valley Rail Transit Summary of Station Characteristics 

Burbank and Ventura Freeway Route Alternatives 

Burbank Alternate # 1 Alternate #2 Alternate #3 
Branch Burbank LRT LRT Deep Trench ART/Metro Rail Ext. 

l. Topanga Cyn Aerial 0 Aerial 0 Subway 0 
2. Winnetka Aerial 1,160 D.Trench 1,160 Subway 1,160 
3. Tampa At-Grade 0 D.Trench 0 Subway 0 
4. Reseda Aerial 370 D.Trench 370 Subway 370 
5. White Oak At-Grade 475 Subway 475 Subway 475 
6. Balboa Aerial 400 Aerial 400 Aerial 400 (400) 
7. Woodley At-Grade 440 Aerial 440 Aerial 440 (440) 
8. Sepulveda Aerial 675 (675) Aerial 675 (675) Aerial 675 (675) 
9. Van Nuys Aerial 325 (325) Aerial 325 (325) Aerial 325 (325) 
10. Fulton/Burbank D.Trench 0 (0) D.Trench 0 (0) Subway 0 (0) 
11. Laurel Cyn At-Grade 0 (0) D.Trench 0 (0) Subway 0 (0) 
12. N. Hollywood Aerial 1,000 (1,000) Subway 1,000 (1,000) Subway 1,000 (1,000) 

Total Parking Spaces 4,845 (2,000) 
(Phased Length Option) 

4,845 (2,000) 4,845 (2,840) 

Ventura Alternate #4 Alternate #5 
Alternative Ventura South Side Ventura Nonh Side 

1. Vanowen Aerial 585 Aerial 585 
2. Victory Aerial 0 Aerial 0 
3. Oxnard Aerial 0 Aerial 0 
4. Desoto Subway 890 Subway 890 
5. Winnetka Aerial 220 Aerial 220 
6. Tampa Aerial 145 Aerial 145 
7. Reseda Aerial 120 Subway 120 
8. White Oak Aerial 400 Subway 400 
9. Hayvenhurst Aerial 650 Aerial 650 
10. Sepulveda Subway 240 (750) Subway 500 (750) 
11. Van Nuys Aerial 85 (85) Subway 85 (85) 
12. Woodman Aerial 95 (95) Subway 400 (400) 
13. Coldwater Cyn Aerial 160 (160) Subway 160 (160) 
14. Laurel Cyn Aerial 195 (195) Subway 195 (195) 

Total Parking Spaces 3785 (1285) 4350 (1590) 

Source: LAcrc,'Gruen Associates. 
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4.5 RAIL YARDS AND PHASING OPTIONS 

A rail storage and maintenance yard is required to service the San Fernando Valley Rail 
Transit Project. A single yard would preferably be located near to the end of the line to 
allow for the overnight storage of vehicles that would then be available for morning 
commute service back towards the center of the city. If the full-length rail project is 
constructed between Warner Center and Universal City, then a storage facility near or in 
Canoga Park would be necessary to service the line. If, however, a shorter route length is 
constructed, then a shift in the railyard location to a point closer to the end of the 
shortened alignment would be necessary. 

This section describes shortened "Phased Length Options" which are possible in the event 
that the full length route to Warner Center is not adopted. It then provides descriptions of 
the various railyards that have been designed to accommodate these options. 

4.5.1 Phased Length Options 

Three alternative Phased Length Options have been developed to provide shortened versions 
of the five full length route alternatives. These alternative route lengths are shown in 
Figure 4-61. Phased Length Options are defined as minimum route segments that can be 
constructed as practical transit operations on their own, regardless of whether the lines are 
ever to be extended in the future. All Phased Length Options would run between 
Universal City and the Sepulveda Basin. This recreational area is located approximately 
halfway between Universal City and Warner Center and provides convenient access from 
the San Diego Freeway for both route alternatives. Phased Length Options include the 
following: 

• Alternative #1 and #2 Phased Len2th Option: The SP Burbank Branch LRT 
options run between Universal City and Sepulveda Station with all 
intermediate stations including North Hollywood, Laurel Canyon, Fulton­
Burbank and Van Nuys. The line measures 8.1 miles in length and is 
serviced by a railyard located in the Sepulveda Basin adjacent to the San 
Diego Freeway south of Victory Boulevard. 

• Alternative #3 Phased Len2th Option: The Metro Rail Extension and ART 
options run between Universal City and Balboa Boulevard with all 
intermediate stations including North Hollywood, Fulton-Burbank, and Van 
Nuys. The line measures 10.2 miles in length and is serviced by a railyard 
located in the Sepulveda Basin adjacent to the San Diego Freeway south of 
Victory Boulevard. 

• Alternative #4 and #5 Phased Len~th Option: The Ventura Freeway options 
run between Universal City and Sepulveda Station with all intermediate 
stations including Laurel Canyon, Coldwater Canyon, Woodman and Van 
Nuys. The line measures 9.7 miles in length and is serviced by a railyard 
located adjacent to the spillway area of the Sepulveda Dam, between 
Sepulveda Boulevard and the San Diego Freeway. 
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4.5.2 Alternative Railyard Sites 

Conceptual plans for three alternate railyard sites have been developed to accommodate the 
various route alternative and phased length options. If the full length project were 
constructed from Warner Center to Universal City, then the Canoga Yard would be used 
for either the Burbank or Ventura Route Alternatives. Should a Phased Length Route 
Alternative be selected, then a railyard closer to the San Diego Freeway would be required. 
The Burbank Phased Length Option Yard and the Ventura Phased Length Option Yard 
have been designed to accommodate these shoner route length requirements: 

• 

• 

Cano~a Yard (Figure 4.62 and 4-5): This site is designed for use as a small 
maintenance repair facility . It has a storage capacity of 37 cars and has full 
operational capabilities including a turnaround loop and no dead end tracks. 
This yard can be utilized by either the Ventura Freeway or SP Burbank 
Branch Route Alternatives. 

Burbank Phased Len~th Option Yard (Figure 4.63 and 4-18): This site is 
designed to accommodate the SP Burbank Branch Route Alternative in the 
event that the full length route to Warner Center were not constructed. This 
site is located in the Sepulveda Basin, between the San Diego Freeway and 
the Tillman Water Treatment Plant. The site is designed as a full 
maintenance, repair and inspection facility. The storage capacity of the yard 
is 67 cars with full operational capabilities. The location of the yard near 
the end of the line station at Balboa Boulevard would serve as an excellent 
storage yard to provide on-line vehicles ready for the morning rush hour. 

Ventura Freeway Phased Len~h Option Yard (Figure 4.63 and 4-49): This 
site is designed as a rail storage yard for the Ventura Freeway Route 
Alternatives. It can be accessed from route alternatives located on either the 
north or south sides of the Ventura Freeway. Rail transit vehicles would 
ascend from subway to cross over the LA River Flood Channel above the 
existing .sidewalls. Storage capacity would be 62 cars in a dead end 
configuration. No loop track was possible at this site due to the small size 
of the site. No structures are planned for this site with the exception of the 
daily inspection building. 
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Phased Length Qotioo Rajtyard 

The railyard on the left is located south 
of Victory Boulevard between the 
TIiiman Water Treatment Plant and the 
Son Diego Freeway In the Sepulveda 
Basin (see also Figure 4-8). It would 
service a Burbank Phased Length Option 
Route ending at either Sepulveda or 
Balboa Station. 

The railyard below is located north of 
the Ventura Freeway between Sepulveda 
Boulevard and the Son Diego Freeway 
(see also Figure 4-49). It would service a 
Ventura Freeway Phased Length Option 
ending at Sepulveda Station. Parking is 
shown on the north and south sides of the 
LA River Flood Channel. 

' ' 

0 

Figure 4.5-3 

· Phased Length Option Rallyards 
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4.6 COST SUMMARY 

This section summarizes the estimated total project costs for the five alignment alternatives, 
both in current dollars ($1989) and at two possible mid-points of construction ($1994 and 
$1997). These two mid-points are presented to show a range of effects from inflation; the 
1994 figure is based on proceeding immediately with design and construction, whereas the 
1997 figure is based on timing the project for concurrent completion with the planned 
Metro Rail Red Line to the Valley. Total project costs include the following elements: 

• Construction (guideways, structures, facilities, stations, electrification, 
trackwork, yards, utility relocations, etc.) 

• Transit Vehicles 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Testing and Operations (Start-up) 

Right-of-way Acquisition 

Professional Services (design, construction management, 
administration, affirmative action, community involvement, etc.) 

Owner's Insurance 

• Special Programs (such as arts program) 

project 

Once these elements are estimated, a construction contingency and project reserve account 
are added. Figure 4-64 presents a summary of the current year ($1989) and mid-point of 
construction ($1994 and $1997) total estimated costs for each of the alternative alignments. 
Construction costs have been estimated using quantity takeoffs from the conceptual plans 
and profiles which are contained in the separately bound Appendix of this EIR. Also, a 
4.5 percent annual cost escalation has been used to estimate the 1994 and 1997 costs. 

In reviewing the costs contained in Figure 4-64, the reader should primarily focus on the 
appropriate costs for the East-West Route Segments (shown in bold type), since these are 
generally the project alternatives covered by this EIR. The one exception is the inclusion 
of the Vineland LRT Extension for Alternatives la, lb and 2a. This North Hollywocxi to 
Universal City light rail connection is presented as a possible cost-savings alternative, 
recognizing that Metro Rail is committed to reach North Hollywocxi by the year 2000. For 
comparative purposes only, estimated costs for this Metro Rail link from Universal City to 
North Hollywocxi are included in Figure 4-64 (herein referred to as Lankershim Metro Rail 
Extension). For reference purposes, cost estimates are also provided for phased length 
options of each alternative (consistent with the description contained in Section 4.5). 
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I 
Figure 4-64 I Summary of Estimated Total Project Costs ($ Millions) 

I East-West Vineland Lankershim 
Route LRT Metro Rail Total 

AJtemative Alignment Segment Extension Extension' Cost 

I lA. SP Burbank Branch LRT + Vineland Extension: 
$ 1989 8SO 197 NIA 1,047 
$ 1994 1,060 245 NIA 1,305 I $ 1997 1,210 280 NIA 1,490 

Phased Length Option: 
$ 1989 4SO 197 NIA 647 

I $ 1994 561 245 NIA 806 
$ 1997 641 280 NIA 92 1 

18. SP Burbank Branch LRT + Lankershirn Extension: 

I $ 1989 816 NIA 542 1,358 
$ 1994 1,017 NIA 675 1,692 
$ 1997 1,161 NIA 771 1,932 

Phased Length Option: 

I $ 1989 414 NIA 542 956 
$ 1994 516 NIA 675 1,191 
$ 1997 589 NIA 771 1,360 

2A. SP Burbank Branch LRT Deep Trench + Vineland Extension: I $ 1989 1,929 197 NIA 2,126 
$ 1994 2,403 245 NIA 2,648 
$ 1997 2,743 280 NIA 3,023 I Phased Length Option: 
$ 1989 958 197 NIA 1,155 
$ 1994 1,194 245 NIA 1,439 
$ 1997 1,363 280 NIA 1,643 I 28. SP Burbank Branch LRT Deep Trench + Lankershirn Extension: 
$ 1989 1,895 NIA 542 2,437 
$ 1994 2,361 NIA 675 3,036 
$ 1997 2,695 NIA 771 3,466 I Phased Length Option: 
$ 1989 922 NIA 542 1,464 
$ 1994 1,148 NIA 675 1,823 

I $ 1997 1,311 NIA 771 2,082 

3A. SP Burbank Branch Metro Rail Extension/1..ankershirn Extension: 2 

$ 1989 2,335 NIA 542 2,877 

I $ 1994 2,908 NIA 675 3,583 
$ 1997 3,320 NIA 771 4,091 

Phased Length Option: > 
$ 1989 1,047 NIA 542 1,589 

I $ 1994 1,305 NIA 675 1,980 
$ 1997 1,489 NIA 771 2,260 

I 
I 
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I 
I Figure 4-64 (Continued) 

I East-West Vineland Lankershim 
Route LRT Metro Rail Total 

Alternative Alignment Segment Extension E,;tension' Cost 

I 3B. SP Burbank Branch ART/Lankershim fatension: 
$ 1989 2,229 NIA 542 2,771 
$ 1994 2,777 NIA 675 3,452 

I 
$ 1997 3,170 NIA 771 3,941 

Phased Length Option: 
$ 1989 1,001 NIA 542 1,543 
$ 1994 1,247 NIA 675 1,922 

I $ 1997 1,423 NIA 771 2,194 

4A. Ventura Freeway Metro Rail E,;tension/Via South Side Aerial: 2 

$ 1989 1,815 NIA NIA 1,815 

I $ 1994 2,260 NIA NIA 2,260 
$ 1997 2,580 NIA NIA 2.580 

Phased Length Option: 
$ 1989 887 NIA NIA 887 

I $ 1994 1,105 NIA NIA 1,105 
$ 1997 1,261 NIA NIA 1,261 

I 
4B. Ventura Freeway ARTNia South Side Aerial 

$ 1989 1,727 NIA NIA 1,727 
$ 1994 2,152 NIA NIA 2,152 
$ 1997 2,457 NIA NIA 2,457 

I 
Phased Length Option: 

$ 1989 850 NIA NIA 850 
$ 1994 1,058 NIA NIA 1,058 
$ 1997 1,208 NIA NIA 1,208 

I 5A. Ventura Freeway Metro Rail fatension/Via North Side Subway: 2 

$ 1989 2,845 NIA NIA 2,845 
$ 1994 3,544 NIA NIA 3.544 

I $ 1997 4,046 NIA NIA 4,046 
Phased Length Option: 

$ 1989 1,470 NIA NIA 1,470 
$ 1994 1,831 NIA NIA 1,831 

I $ 1997 2,091 NIA NIA 2,091 

5B. Ventura Freeway ARTNia North Side Subway: 
$ 1989 2,710 NIA NIA 2,710 

I $ 1994 3,376 NIA NIA 3,376 
$ 1997 3,854 NIA NIA 3,854 

Phased Length Option: 
$ 1989 1,392 NIA NIA 1,392 

I $ 1994 1,734 NIA NIA 1,734 
$ 1997 1,979 NIA NIA 1,979 

I 1 Part of approved Metro Rail Project from Universal City to North Hollywood. 
2 ART initial costs would be somewhat lower than Metro Rail (See Section 4.7). 
3 Since issuance of the NOP, a revised version of the Alternative 3A phase length option has been 

I 
proposed which deletes planned stations at Woodley, Sepulveda and Laurel Canyon; and is essentially 
at-grade along the northern edge of the Sepulveda Basin. The above costs reflect this revised option. 
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4.7 TECHNOLOGY ALTERNATIVES 

Five technology alternatives are studied in this EIR. Three of the technologies are 
presently being constructed in other Los Angeles County rail transit corridors; LRT is the 
technology chosen for the Los Angeles-Long Beach Rail Transit Project (Blue Line); Metro 
Rail technology is being used for the 4.4 mile starter subway line in Downtown Los 
Angeles (Red Line); and ART is being developed for the Norwalk-El Segundo Corridor 
(Green Line). The other two technologies are not presently being implemented on any of 
the LACTC rail corridors. These other technologies include Monorail and Magnetic 
Levitation (Mag-Lev). 

This section of the EIR provides descriptions of the basic technology options available for 
the San Fernando Valley Rail Transit Project. LRT, Metro Rail and ART are briefly 
summarized while Monorail and Mag-Lev technologies are described in greater depth. The 
section describes the Monorail and Mag-Lev technology options; evaluates the technologies 
against specific route alternatives, discusses system planning implications of the 
technologies, and presents a qualitative discussion of potential capital and operating cost 
impacts. 

4.7.1 Technology Descriptions 

The options discussed below are based on specific, available technologies. These have 
both physical and operational characteristics that are important to the planning and 
implementation process. Illustrations of a few of these technologies are provided in Figure 
4-66, Photos of Alternative Technology Options. Figure 4-65, Technology Categories and 
Characteristics, provides tabular comparison of the differences between these systems. The 
technology alternatives include the following: 

• 

• 

LRT: Light Rail Transit is the current term for what originally was known 
as the trolley car or interurban. It is a steel wheel, steel rail system powered 
by rotary electric motors receiving electricity from overhead catenary lines. 
This combination allows at-grade operation in streets. Operation in exclusive 
rights-of-way is also possible, either at-grade, aerial or subway. Usually, a 
driver on board the vehicle is used rather than more advanced computerized 
operation. LRT has recently been constructed in cities using both 4-axle and 
6-axle articulated (bend in the middle) vehicles. The 6-axle system is being 
implemented in Los Angeles on the Long Beach line (Blue Line). 

Metro Rail: Metro Rail is LACTC's rapid rail system (Red Line). Rapid 
rail, frequently referred to as Subway, provides high speed, high capacity 
operations to meet line haul transportation demand. It can be located at­
grade, on aerial guideway or in subway but requires a totally separated right­
of-way. The exclusive right-of-way is necessary because of the third rail that 
is located near ground level that provides power to the rotary electric motors 
that propel the vehicles. The system generally requires an on-board driver. 
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Figure 4-65 
Vehicle Categories and Characteristics 

Metro LRT ART*** Monorail MagLev 
Rail Medium High 

Vehicle Size (feet) 
- Length 75.0 90.0 87.0 41.4* 46.9** 37.8 
- Width 10.5 8.7 8.7 8.4 9.5 8.2 
- Height 12.5 12.0 12.0 7.4 11.9 9.6 

Platform Length Typical (ft) 450 300 300 230 210 125 

Right-of-Way Width (feet) 
- Single Lane 18.0 15.7 15.7 11.4 14.8 8.9 
- Double Lane 32.0 29.5 29.5 24.8 26.9 17.7 

Passenger Capacity Per Car 
- Design 180 108 108 50 120 80 
- Maximum 220 161 161 79 182 116 

Vehicle Weight (empty) 80,000 98,000 90,000 18,700 57,200 22,020 

Maximum Speed 70 55 65 50 50 50 

Maximum Grade 6% 6% 6% 7% 7% 10% 

Min. Turning Radius (ft) 1000 82 82 175 148 166 

Electrification Third Rail Catenary Catenary Third Rail Third Rail 

Control System **** Operator Operator Automated Operator or Automated 
Automated 

• A car, B car = 30.2; minimum consist A-B-A = 113 feet 
•• Minimum consist 2 cars = 102 feet 
••• Norwalk - El Segundo Vehicle 

Source: Gannett Heming Transportation Engineers 
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.Liil - This technology is being implem­
ented in Los Angeles for the Long 
Beach Rail Transit Project (Blue Line). 
The car shown is p lanned to be in 
operation in Sumnmer 1990. 

Afil - This automated technology is 
being implemented in the Norwalk-
El Segundo Green Une in Los Angeles 
and will have vehic les which are very 
similar to the Long Beach- Los Angeles 
cars shown above. ART systems have 
been used in many cities including 
Vancouver, Miami. Detroit and many 
European cities. including Lille. Fronce 
shown in this illustration. 

Metro Rail - Also known as heavy rail 
transit, or just ·subway·. this technology 
is being developed in Downtown Los 
Angeles for the Red Line. planned to 
open in 1994. This technology hos wide 
spread application Including BART in 
San Francisco and WMAT A (shown at 
left) in Washington DC. 

Figure 4.6-1 a 

Technology Alternatives 



• 

San Fernando Valley 
East/West Rall Transit Project 
0 LOS ANGELES COlJIJTY TRANSPORTATION COMMSSION 
LAClt 

Mao-Ley - This technology is more experimental 

I 
I 
I 
I 

than other alternatives and has not yet been I 
constructed in an American city. The technology 
has been used on a limited basis in European 
cities. Shown at the left is the M-Bahn. Magnetic 
Transit of America. prototype vehicle. I 

Monorail - The Monorail technology has 
evolved in recent years with developments 
that previously hindered the application of 
this technology such as capacity constraints 
and operational switching. Shown at left is 
the Hitachi Monorail which is being operated 
at nine locations in Japan with approximately 
47 route miles in service. The Hitachi system 
represents high capacity monorails. 
Shown below is the TGI · M" series monorail 
application at Disneyworld which is representa­
tive of medium capacity systems. 

Figure 4.6-1 b 

Technology Alternatives 
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• 

ART: Automated Rail Transit represents a class of systems that are 
comparable to the LRT in passenger carrying capacity but utilize vehicles 
that operate automatically (no on-board drivers) at shorter headways (time 
between successive trains) than are possible with manual systems. ART 
typically uses third rail power for either rotary or linear induction motor 
propulsion. They must use exclusive rights-of-way and can be either rubber 
tired or use steel wheels on steel rails. The proposed Norwalk-El Segundo 
(Green Line) system will be a steel wheel/steel rail system, with power 
supplied by an overhead catenary system. 

Mai-Lev: Magnetic Levitation, or Mag-Lev, refers to a transportation system 
where vehicle support is provided by a magnetic field rather than by steel 
wheels or rubber tires. Mag-Lev vehicles literally "float on air" and there is 
no physical contact between the vehicle and guideway unless there is a 
malfunction, in which case the vehicles settle on the guideway. Some 
systems have back-up rubber tire suspensions while others utilize metallic 
skids. 

To take advantage of the fact that there is no physical support provided by 
the guideway to the vehicle, propulsion is provided by linear induction 
electric motors. While most transit vehicles use rotary electric motors with 
many moving parts, linear induction motors have no moving parts, instead 
utilizing a moving electric field to provide both acceleration and deceleration. 
Part of this motor is on the vehicle (rotor) and part is on the guideway 
(stator), in contrast to the rotary electric motor which is totally on the 
vehicle. 

Currently, there are two basic categories of Mag-Lev systems in use or 
development: low speed and high speed. Low speed systems, operating at a 
top speed of approximately 50 mph, are currently in use in England at the 
Birmingham airport, in West Berlin as a shuttle, and under construction in 
Las Vegas. Low speed mag-lev utilizes third rail power pickup (actually 
three smaller power rails located below the running surface) for auxilliary 
propulsion power (e.g., air conditioning and door operation). High speed 
systems have been tested at speeds of approximately 250 miles per hour in 
both Japan and Germany but have not been implemented at this time. At 
these high speeds, there is no physical power pickup by the vehicle, energy 
being provided by on-board batteries and inductive pickup from the 
guideway. These high speed systems are suited toward travelling long 
distances with few stops, and therefore are not appropriate for application in 
the San Fernando Valley. Thus, the low speed systems are used in the 
analysis. Important system characteristics are provided in Figure 4-65. 
Metro Rail, Monorail, ART and LRT characteristics are provided for 
comparative purposes. 
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• Monorail: Monorail systems employ vehicles that are supponed by a single 
beam (or girder). The vehicles either ride on top of the beam (bottom 
supported) or hang from a beam. Systems currently under study for potential 
implementation in the San Fernando Valley corridor are of the bottom 
supponed category because the available hanging systems are low capacity 
systems that are not suited for line haul service in the San Fernando Valley. 
The bottom supported monorails are also termed overriding monorails 
because they ride on rubber tires on top of the supporting surface (top of 
beam) and actually surround the sides of the beam. This allows horizontal 
wheels on the vehicles to stabilize the vehicle and provide lateral guidance, 
much like the flanges on the wheels of rail vehicles. These lateral wheels 
can be of rubber or steel, depending on the system manufacturer. 

Propulsion is provided by standard rotary electric motors and braking by 
pneumatic or hydraulic brakes. Vehicle power pickup is also from guideway 
mounted power rails. Over 47 miles of monorail are currently in use in 
Japan and over 12 miles at theme parks in the United States. Representative 
monorail system characteristics are provided in Figure 4-65 for medium and 
high capacity monorail systems. The TGI "M" series monorail is representa­
tive of a medium capacity monorail and the Hitachi Kitakyushu is representa­
tive of a high capacity monorail. 

4.7.2 Significant Characteristics of Mag-Lev and Monorail Technologies 

Three characteristics of both the Mag-Lev and monorail technologies are imponant when 
making comparisons with LRT technology: minimum curve radius, operational switching, 
and mixed traffic operation. 

The minimum curve radii of the alternative technologies are both in excess of 140 feet 
This tends to make it difficult to fit these systems within many existing urban 
intersections without the purchase of adjacent properties or the acquisition of easements or 
air rights. Because of the nature of the support. guidance and propulsion subsystems of 
these technologies, switching of the vehicles from one "track" to another for either normal 
operation or failure response sttategies requires the movement of sections of the guideway. 
This is a fairly cumbersome operation requiring additional supporting sttucture and time to 
assure fail safe operation. The time requirement may constrain peak period system 
capacity (if the switching time approaches the minimum operating headway) by reducing 
the number to trains that can safely traverse a given point in the system. 

Operation in mixed ttaffic, or allowing at-grade cross ttaffic, provides the opportunity to 
reduce system costs by avoiding either aerial sttuctures or subway consttuction. The 
running surfaces and propulsion characteristics of Mag-Lev and monorail systems require 
that they operate in exclusive right-of-way. Their "at-grade" operation still requires some 
nominal sttucture, with the overriding monorail requiring approximately 4 to 6 feet from 
existing grade level to the running surface of the support beam. The Mag-Lev sttucture 
could be somewhat lower in elevation, approximately 3 to 4 feet. If the systems are 
automatically controlled (driverless) complete grade separation and fencing of the right-of­
way is required for safety reasons. 
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4.7.3 Route Evaluation for Monorail and Mag-Lev Technologies 

These technology options are evaluated within the context of the existing route alternatives 
to see how they compare with respect to alignments, operations, stations, maintenance 
facilities and order of magnitude cost estimates. The alignments and profiles already 
agreed upon within the EIR process have been used for comparison purposes (Alternatives 
3b, 4b and 5b representing the Burbank Branch, Ventura Freeway South Side Aerial, and 
Ventura Freeway, Nonh Side Subway options, respectively). 

Ali~nment: Alignment plans and profiles developed for the LRT and Metro Rail/ART 
technologies were also applied to the other technologies. The LRT and Metro Rail profiles 
are essentially the same with minor differences resulting from the station platform length 
requirements for the two systems (450 feet for Metro Rail and 300 feet for LRT). At this 
level of comparative analysis, any technology differences that could be used to modify the 
alignments would yield only secondary effects on either operations, costs, or the 
environment. Preliminary and final engineering would be performed in the future for a 
specific technology and set of operating requirements. These engineering tasks would 
attempt to optimize system performance in all critical areas of concern. 

Operations: One way to compare the operation of alternative system technologies is to 
look at the passenger carrying capacity of the system and its ability to meet projected peak 
period demand. The Metro Rail option is very different from that of the other technologies 
because the extension is jointly defined by existing service requirements from Universal 
City to downtown and by the additional patronage generated in the San Fernando Valley. 
Therefore, the peak line load in the peak period is significantly higher for Metro Rail than 
for the other options with respect to requirements within the San Fernando Valley. The 
peak link load (the highest number of persons carried between any two stations on the 
line) defines maximum vehicle requirements and platform lengths because it is time 
consuming and awkward to lengthen or shonen trains and is therefore only performed when 
absolutely necessary. For example, it would not be prudent to attach two 3-car trains 
together at Universal City for cost and travel delay reasons, plus the potential for passenger 
injury exposure during the operation. 

The peak link loads (one-way) for Metro Rail Alternatives 3a, 4a and 5a are 8,129, 7,988 
and 7,910 persons, respectively. At 6 minute headways (time between trains) with 6-car 
trains, the system capacity is 8,820 persons (using 147 passengers per car for normal 
operations). Although more passengers can fit in a "crush load," this capacity should not 
be used for planning purposes and should only be used for unusual circumstances such as 
failure response strategies. 

All of the other technology options include the use of a transfer station at either Universal 
City or North Hollywood. Either transfer station would be designed to accommodate direct 
cross-platform transfers between the modes to make it as convenient as possible for the 
passenger. Also, the schedules would have to be coordinated and synchroniz.ed to allow 
this transfer to occur with no or minimal delay. Frequently, additional schedule time is 
provided for both modes, which could result in additional equipment requirements. 

The LRT peak link loads are 3,750 for the Vineland extension and 2,520 for the 
Lankershim extension. This demand can be served by 3-car trains operating at seven 
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minute headways, assuming a nominal capacity of 145 passengers per vehicle (per the 
operations planning report) 1

, or 3,728 passengers in the peak link. 

The ART alignment alternatives 3b, 4b and 5b were also used to evaluate monorail and 
Mag-Lev. The peak link load requirement is 3,600 passengers. Using two minute 
headways, each of the alternative automatic systems could carry between 50 and 120 
people and would require one to three car trains to meet the demand requirement. Single 
vehicle operation would not meet peak period demand (except for high capacity monorail); 
but, because automatic trainlining (coupling or decoupling of vehicles) is possible, train 
length could be more economically tailored to actual demand for the other alternatives. 

Stations: The operation of any technology but Metro Rail west of Universal City will 
entail construction of a transfer station. This would be the case for LRT, ART, monorail 
or Mag-Lev. This is operationally more complex from the system operators point of view 
because the operating schedules of the two systems must be carefully coordinated and 
because the station construction is more complicated and expensive. It is also less 
convenient from the point of view of a patron who has to exit one vehicle, cross the 
station platform and find a seat on another vehicle. Instead of a simple entry to a single 
platform, the patron must select the correct platform. This would probably also entail a 
change in level using either stairs, elevator, or escalator. 

Station platform length is another area of comparison. Metro rail platforms are designed to 
accommodate 6-car trains for a total length of 450 feet. All of the other technologies 
could be implemented with shorter stations, potentially reducing property acquisition 
requirements, costs and community impacts. 

Maintenance Facilities: At present, there are three technologies identified for 
implementation in LACTC corridors. They are Metro Rail, LRT and ART. Each of these 
systems has a maintenance facility and a vehicle storage yard to support system operations. 
Implementation of any technology other than Metro Rail in the San Fernando Valley would 
require the construction of another maintenance facility and a yard, whereas Metro Rail 
would only require an overnight storage facility. A major advantage of using an already 
established technology would be that trained personnel will be on hand to staff critical 
managerial and technical positions at the new facility. In addition, the storage of spare 
parts could be rationed so that critical but rarely used parts could be stocked at only one 
of the locations, avoiding expensive duplication. Further, maintenance strategies could be 
reviewed to allow more "remove and replace" operations for failed components or 
subsystems and the use of specialists for the repair of the parts at one rather than two 
locations. 

General Cost Differentials: Using the LRT technology as a base, order of magnitude unit 
cost estimate comparisons of major elements have been developed for monorail and mag­
lev. Major cost elements focus on guideway and stations. 

Guideway costs (including catenary or power rails only) were compared using the LRT as 
the base. The percentage comparisons are shown in Figure 4-67. Each of the LRT 
profiles is shown as 1.0 for comparison purposes. (It should be recognized that, regardless 
of technology, at-grade construction is much less expensive than aerial construction and 

1 
San Fernando Valley Rail Transit Project, Manuel Padron & A5sociates. 1989 
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aerial construction is much less expensive 
than subway construction, under most 
circumstances). 

It should be emphasized that the cost 
comparisons have been simplified to 
assume circular tunnels and similar 
construction complexity for all of the 
systems. Several construction options 
would normally be considered during 
detailed design which could yield more 
optimal designs for a cost estimate 

Figure 4-(;7 
General Cost Differentials 

LRT versus Alternate Technologies 

Track LRT Monorail Mag-Lev 

At-Grade 
Aerial 
Subway 

1.0 
1.0 
1.0 

Med High 

1.1 
0.75 
0.95 

1.4 
0.95 
1.3 

1.1 
0.90 
1.1 

comparison basis. Therefore, small differences in cost factors should be considered as only 
preliminary indications of differences among potential technologies. 

At-grade construction for the monorail requires essentially the same structure (beams and 
foundations) as for aerial construction and could be very similar to at-grade LRT, 
depending on the size of the system. Aerial structures could be between five and twenty­
five percent less expensive than aerial LRT. Subway construction could save about five 
percent for medium monorail or cost an additional thirty percent combining the effects of 
tunnel construction and the usage of essentially the same beams and supports as for at­
grade construction. 

Mag-Lev comparisons for the three profiles follow a rationale similar to that for the 
medium capacity monorail. While the at-grade Mag-Lev comparison is not available 
because an at-grade implementation has not been designed by the manufacturer, a 10 
percent penalty compared to LRT is ·assumed. Aerial structures could be about ten percent 
less than aerial LRT, primarily because of vehicle weights and geometric cross sections 
comparable to the medium capacity monorail but slightly more complex. Subway 
construction combines a smaller Mag-Lev subway with at-grade guideway requirements. 
Although this design is also not available, it may be marginally more costly (a 10 percent 
penalty assumed) than the medium monorail subway costs due to the higher guideway 
complexity. 

The station cost comparisons arc based primarily on the platform lengths required for the 
programmed train consists for each technology. Because individual station usage is 
relatively constant for each alternative, station common areas and vertical circulation 
elements (stairs, elevators and escalators) will remain the same for costing purposes. 

Station pl.atfonn costs for at-grade stations represent the full station cost, excluding parking. 
Therefore, if LRT has a 300-foot platform, the monorail at 210 to 230 feet, and the Mag­
Lev 125 feet, savings of twenty-three percent to fifty-eight percent could result with the 
use of shorter platforms. Savings for aerial and subway stations would be lower, because 
the fixed cost of vertical circulation elements can represent thirty to forty percent of total 
station costs. 
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I 
Using the ratios in Figure 4-67, the station cost discussion and construction cost estimates I 
derived from the conceptual plans and profiles, total project cost estimates have been 
developed for monorail (both medium and high capacity) and Mag-Lev. These estimates, 

1 which are presented in current ( 1989) and future year ( 1994 and 1997) dollars in Figure 4-
68, Summary of Alternative Technology Estimated Total Costs, can be compared with the 
estimates previously presented in Figure 4-64. For this exercise, the Ventura Freeway 
Alternative #4 was used. As can be seen in such a comparison the Alternative #4a Metro I 
Rail and Alternative #4b ART construction costs arc greater than the medium-capacity 
monorail and mag-lev costs, but lower than the high-capacity monorail costs. 

Figure 4--68 
Summary of Alternative Technology 

Estimated Total Costs ($ Million) 
Based on Ventura Freeway Southside Aerial Alternative 

Alternative 

Ventura Freeway Medium-Capacity 
MonoraiINia South Side Aerial 

Ventura Freeway High-Capacity 
MonrailNia South Side Aerial 

Ventura Freeway Meg-Lev 
Via South Side Aerial 

Total Cost ($ Million) 
1989 1994 1997 

$1,680 $2,093 $2,389 

$1 ,850 $2,305 $2,631 

$1,681 $2,094 $2,391 

Operating costs for the various systems are highly dependent on maintenance philosophy, 
local wage structure and si:ze and application of the system. In general terms, more 
complex systems may require higher levels of preventive maintenance but offer 
opportunities to reduce the number of operating personnel. Also, the slcill levels of 
employees required to perform the maintenance on complex systems are higher than for 
many typical, more traditional, transit operations. Within a given geographic area, the 
higher the number of different technologies, the higher the average cost of maintenance. 
This is because of having to stock different spare parts at different locations and a reduced 
opportunity to obtain the benefits of larger scale maintenance operations. . These factors 
could be outweighed, however, by the advantages of applying systems that could more 
effectively meet the characteristics of the forecasted passenger demand. This is particularly 
true when looking at the different requirements of line haul, circulator and distribution type 
applications. Level of demand, peaking characteristics and growth projections all impact 
the applicability of specific technology options and associated operating costs. 

4 - 92 

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 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

North f Scale: 1 • = 1 ooo· 

San Fernando Valley 
East/West Rail Transit Project 

0 LOS ANGELES COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
lACl"C 

4 - 92 

• i: i 
1 

~f lf lf tll 1 ···· · · · · ·· ·· ·, · ·· · ··· · · · · -. \ 
CENTER 

I 

Figure 4-5 

Burbank Branch Route Alternatives 
Warner Center/Canoga Park Area 
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Figure 4-10 

Burbank Branch Route Alternatives 
Reseda/West Van Nuys Area 
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Figure 4-14 

Burbank Branch Route A,ternatives 
Sepulveda Basin Area 
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Figure 4-18 

Burbank Branch Route Alternatives 
Van Nuys/North Sherman Oaks Area 
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Figure 4-22 

Burbank Branch Route Alternatives 
North Hollywood Area 
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Figure 4-27 

Burbank Branch Route Alternatives 
Lankershim/Vineland Options 
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Figure 4-33 

Ventura Freeway Route Alternative 
Warner Center/Woodland Hills Area 
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Figure 4-38 

Ventura Freeway Route Alternatives 
Woodland Hills/Tarzana Area 





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

North f Scale: l' 1000' 

San Fernando Valley 
East/West Rail Transit Project 

0 LOS ANGELES COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

LAC1'C 4 - 100 

I 

·:······· ............ _____ .. ········ 
I 

WARNER 
CENTER 

I -~----

Figure 4-44 

Ventura Freeway Route Alternative 
Tarzana/Encino Area 
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Ventura Freeway Route Alternative 
Encino/Sherman Oaks Area 
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Figure 4-57 

Ventura Freeway Route Alternatives 
Studio City /North Hollywood Area 





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

... 
QI 
() 

-~ 
QI 

Cl) 

.2 
0 

f 

iii 
c 
0 
0 
0 
.c 
Q. 

N o rth T Scale: 1' = 1000' 

San Fernando Valley 
East/West Rail Transit Project 

0 LOS ANGELES COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
lACl'C 

4 - 103 

I 
I 

•r··• • • • •• •·• ••••• 
I ••••••• ...... •• 
I 

WARNER 
CENTER 

I ..-""!'~----

Figure 4-59 

Ventura Freeway Route Alternatives 
North Hollywood/Universal City Area 
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CHAPTER 5.0 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

The categories of environmental impacts to be studied in this Draft EIR are set by the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code section 21000 ~ 
KQ,., and the State CEQA Guidelines as promulgated by the State of California Secretary 
of Resources. Under the CEQA Guidelines, there are 20 categories of potential environ­
mental impact and a related list of Mandatory Findings of Significance. Projects are 
screened against these impact categories in an Initial Environmental Study, and those 
categories found to be potentially significant are carried forward for analysis in the Draft 
and Final Environmental Impact Reports. 

The San Fernando Valley Rail Transit Project Initial Environmental Study was released in 
April 1989. That report is reproduced in the Appendix of this document, along with letters 
of response received from public officials, agencies and the general public. Figure 5-1 
identifies the environmental categories against which the project was screened and the 
results of that evaluation. In total, ten categories were found in which there would be an 
impact on the environment, eight categories were found in which there might be an impact 
and two categories were found in which no impact would occur. 

This ch~pter presents an analysis of each of the impact categories found to either have, or 
potentially have, an impact. Each impact section consists of an impact-specific setting, an 
identification and description of the environmental impacts, and proposed mitigation 
measures to address the impacts. 

Figure 5.1-1 
Initial Environmental Checklist 

Impact Category (Section of EIR) Potential for Impact 
Yes Maybe No 

1. Earth (5.7) ................... . X 
2. Air (5.6) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . X 
3. Water (5.7) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. X 
4. Plant Life (5.8) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... X 
5. Animal Life (5.8) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... X 
6. Noise (5.3) .. . . ... .. . . . ......... X 
7. Light and Glare (Visual - 5.4) ......... X 
8. Land Use (5.1) . . ......... . ...... X 
9. Natural Resources . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... X 
10. Risk of Upset (5.7) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... X 
11. Population (5.11) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... X 
12. Housing (5.11) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... X 
13. Transportation (5.2) . . .......... .. . X 
14. Public Services (5.9) ............... X 
15. Energy (5.l2) .. . ....... . ........ X 
16. Utilities (Construction - 5.5) . ... ...... X 
17. Human Health . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. X 
18. Aesthetics (Visual - 5.4) . ...... .. .. . X 
19. Recreation (5.8) ............... ... X 
20. Cultural Resources (5.10) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... X 
21. Mandatory Findings of Significance (5.13) . . . .. . X 
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5.1 LAND USE 

The construction of the rail transit facility in either the SP Burbank Branch or Ventura 
Freeway corridors will create certain land use impacts: 1) incompatibilities with adopted 
local area plans and policies, 2) displacement of existing uses, and 3) effects on propeny 
values. These impacts vary considerably between the two route alternatives. This section 
provides a description of existing land uses along both route alternatives and then discusses 
impacts in each of the areas listed above. Mitigation measures are then proposed to 
alleviate anticipated negative impacts. 

5.1.1 Existing Land Uses 

Burbank Branch Route Alternative: Land uses of the Burbank Branch route alternative can 
be characterized as follows (see previous section, Figure 4.2 through 4-27): 

• Topanga Canyon Boulevard to Winnetka: this portion of the route consists 
principally of commercial land uses commencing with Topanga Plaza and 
proceeding to strip retail types of facilities as one proceeds east along 
Victory Boulevard. Multi-family residential land uses lie to the north of the 
route at the nonhwest comer of the transit ROW and DeSoto A venue. From 
DeSoto to Winnetka single family residential lies to the north and Pierce 
College lies to the south. 

• V anowen Street/Canoga A venue Intersection to Victory Boulevard: this route 
segment serves as a connecting branch line to the layover yard at V anowen/ 
Canoga. Land uses in this segment are a mix of commercial and industrial. 

• Winnetka A venue to White Oak A venue: this portion of the route is 
principally single family residential to both the north and south. In most 
locations the transit ROW is paralleled on either one or both sides by streets 
(Topham or Oxnard Street). 

• 

• 

• 

• 

White Oak Avenue to San Diego Freeway: in this area the route passes 
through the Sepulveda Basin for much of its length. Victory Boulevard 
parallels the route to the north from Balboa A venue to the freeway. Land 
uses are either recreationaVopen space (within the Basin), or a mix of 
retaiVsingle family/multi-family to the north of Victory Boulevard. 

San Diego Freeway to Hazeltine A venue: this portion of the route lies to 
the rear of commercial and industrial properties. 

Hazentine A venue to the junction with Chandler Boulevard: this route 
segment passes almost in its entirety along the backyards of single family 
residences. 

Chandler Boulevard Junction to the Hollywood Freeway: the transit route in 
this area is down the median of Chandler Boulevard. A mix of single and 
multi-family residences lie to the north and south. Commercial uses are 
located at the major intersection of Chandler and Laurel Canyon Boulevards. 
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• Hollywood Freeway to Lankershim: this portion of the route continues down 
the median of Chandler with primarily commercial uses to either side and 
then proceeds down either Lankershim (commercial uses) or Vineland (mix 
of commercial and residential). 

Ventura Freeway Route Alternative: Land uses of the Ventura Freeway route alternative 
can be characterized as follows (see previous section, Figure 4.28 through 4-59): 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Vanowen Street/Canoga Avenue to Ventura Freeway: this portion of the 
route, which begins at the layover yard at Vanowen and Canoga, follows 
Canoga A venue and is characterized principally by a mix of office and retail 
land uses. 

Ventura Freeway to Burbank Boulevard crossing: this section of the route is 
paralleled by either Ventura or Burbank Boulevard. Land uses along the 
segment consist principally of commercial uses. 

Burbank Boulevard crossing to Balboa Boulevard: this route segment passes 
through an area characterized by a mix of commercial and multi-family 
residential land uses with the commercial predominating. 

Balboa Boulevard to Sepulveda Boulevard: this portion of the route travels 
primarily through single family residential areas and open space (Sepulveda 
Basin east of Ha.yvenhurst), then to a mix of commercial and multi-family 
with multi-family predominating. 

Sepulveda Boulevard to the Hollywood Freeway: this portion of the route 
travels primarily through single family neighborhoods with a mix of multi­
family and commercial land uses occurring in some locations. Commercial 
land uses predominate at major street crossings. 

Hollywood Freeway to Universal City: the transit route in this area follows 
the east side of the Hollywood Freeway. Land uses are either the freeway 
itself, vacant land adjacent to the freeway, and a neighborhood park near 
Bluffside Drive. 

5.1.2 Compatibility with Local Area Plans 

As noted previously in this report, with the exception of the Universal City area (an 
unincorporated Los Angeles County "island"), the rail transit alternatives under 
consideration pass through areas within the City of Los Angeles. As shown in Figure 5.1-
2, the City portions, for purposes of planning, are divided into 14 community or district 
planning areas. Of these, one or both of the rail transit routes traverse the following six 
planning areas: 

• Canoga Park-Winnetka-Woodland Hills 
• Encino-Tarzana 
• North Hollywood 
• Reseda-West Van Nuys 
• Sherman Oaks-Toluca Lake-Studio City 
• Van Nuys-North Sherman Oaks 
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The community areas each have an established land use plan and accompanying policies 
and implementation programs. Where development pressures and community concerns have 
mounted, the City has also undertaken other land use control options. Specific Plans 
(which contain more design and development controls) have been adopted for the Warner 
Center in Canoga Park, and Ventura Boulevard in Encino. In addition, the City currently 
is considering the Ventura Boulevard Cahuenga Specific Plan which will address 
development along Ventura and Cahuenga Boulevards from Warner Center to Universal 
City. As short-term land use control measures, City of Los Angeles has also adopted 
Interim Control Ordinances (ICO's) for a number of communities throughout the Valley. 
In general, these ICO's address design, site planning, density, and parking. · The ICO's 
function as moratoria and/or place specific conditions under which development projects 
can proceed. 

Other public agencies also have adopted plans within various portions of the Valley. With 
respect to the southern half of the Valley, the Community Redevelopment Agency of the 
City of Los Angeles (CRA) has established and adopted the North Hollywood 
Redevelopment Project. The plan focuses on business and residential revitalization within a 
7 40-acre area centered on the intersection of Lankershim Boulevard and Magnolia 
Boulevard. In response to the development of Metro Rail, the CRA has also adopted a 
North Hollywood Station Master Plan which addresses land uses and development 
potentials in the area surrounding the proposed rail transit station. Further to the west, the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has adopted a Sepulveda Basin Master Plan, which 
addresses portions of the Sepulveda Basin under their jurisdiction. Key features of the 
Basin Master Plan include a lake (currently under construction) and the development of an 
"arts park" near the Balboa and Victory intersection (southeast quadrant). 

Impacts on Local Plans: In assessing the impact of the proposed rail alternatives on local 
plans, it should be recognized that these plans were developed in the late 1970's and early 
1980's at a time when the extension of Metro Rail to the San Fernando Valley was public 
planning concern. However, other valley-specific rapid transit options and/or routes came 
under public discussion, particularly potential actions to be taken by the Los Angeles 
County Transportation Commission. Thus, when a specific rail transit alternative is 
ultimately adopted, then local plans are likely to be reconsidered. The Community Plan 
Revision Program being initiated by the City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning 
anticipates the district plans would be revised every 5 years to address new circumstances. 
The discussion below compares current plans with the two route options. 

SP Burbank Branch Impacts on Local Plans: The Burbank Branch Route alternatives 
would pass through the following five community plan areas. 

• Canoga Park-Winnetka-Woodland Hills 
• Encino Tarzana 
• Reseda-West Van Nuys 
• Van Nuys-North Sherman Oaks 
• North Hollywood 

In addition, the Route would pass through the Warner Center Specific Plan, Sepulveda 
Basin Master Plan, North Hollywood Redevelopment Plan and the North Hollywood Metro 
Rail Station Master Plan areas. It should also be noted that the route would pass through 
the southern part of the area recently considered by the Los Angeles Design Action 
Planning Team (LADA.PT) in the Van Nuys Civic Center area ("Vision Van Nuys" report). 
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Canoea Park-Winnetka-Woodland Hills District Plan and Warner Center Specific 
Elm 
Transit Policy: No specific rapid transit policy objectives are identified in the plan. 
The district plan and the Warner Center Specific Plan do, however, identify the 
location of Owensmouth and Oxnard Street in Warner Center as a rapid transit 
station. The proposed station near Topanga Canyon Boulevard and Victory 
Boulevard would be located several blocks north of the transit station shown in the 
District Plan. This inconsistency with the proposed Burbank Branch Route station 
location is significant because the District Plan ties greater land use development 
intensity to an area 1,300 feet from the Owensmouth/Oxnard location. 

Railroad Right-of-Way: The portion of the Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way 
within the Plan area is designated in the plan as privately owned open space. No 
recreational uses are proposed for the right-of-way. The western portion of the 
proposed route that does not use the railroad right-of-way would pass through land 
designated for industrial and regional commercial use. For this portion of the route 
there would be no inconsistencies with the district plan. 

Encino Tarzana District Plan 
Rapid Transit Policy: The district plan states that the community will continue to 
be served by a system of buses. However, "when the citywide rapid transit system 
is constructed, buses shall provide secondary or feeder service to transit stations 
located in or near the District ... " The plan does not identify potential rail transit 
locations. In this context, the Burbank Branch Alternative would not be inconsistent 
or in conflict with objectives of the District Plan. 

Railroad Right-of-Way: The plan designates the portion of the railroad right-of-way 
within the district as open space. The district plan explicitly states that the railroad 
right-of-way constituting the northern boundary of the District should be improved 
with trees, shrubs and appropriate ground covers. In addition, the plan states that "a 
program should be undertaken in collaboration with the owner(s) of the railroad to 
consider use of the rights-of-way for hiking, bicycle and equestrian trails." In this 
regard, the construction of rail transit in the railroad right-of-way would not pre­
empt any of the objectives stated in the plan. In fact, the proposed rail transit 
improvement would include landscaping improvements. 

Sepulveda Basin Master Plan: As noted above, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
has jurisdiction over the Los Angeles River and floodplain area in the Sepulveda 
Basin. The Corps has recently adopted a Master Plan for the area to create a lake 
in the northern part of the basin near the Victory Boulevard and Balboa intersection. 
In addition, an "arts park" is also proposed to adjoin the lake in this location. The 
lake portion of the master plan is currently under construction. The Burbank route 
options would not be in conflict with or pre-empt this planning and development. 
Moreover, the proposed location of a transit station at Balboa and Victory would be 
supportive of the Corps Master Plan since access to this recreational amenity would 
be enhanced. 

Reseda-West Van Nuys District Plan 
Rapid Transit Policy: The district plan explicitly identifies the Southern Pacific 
Railroad right-of-way as a "rapid transit study route." Moreover, the plan states that 
planning and development of the public transportation system for the District by the 
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Southern California Rapid Transit District, Los Angeles County Transportation 
Commission and other concerned agencies should be initiated and/or continued. The 
proposed Burbank Branch Route would be entirely consistent with these objectives. 

Railroad Right-of-Way: The railroad right-way along the southern boundary of the 
district has a variety of land use designations. From Corbin to a point just east of 
Tampa the right-of-way is shown as a continuation of a low density residential use. 
From this point to Reseda Boulevard, there is no land use designation for the right­
of-way. At Reseda the northeast quadrant of the right-of-way near the intersection 
is designated for industrial use. East of this point to White Oak the right-way is 
shown as low density residential. Through the Sepulveda Basin to a point just west 
of Balboa, the right-of-way is shown as open space. At Balboa, the right-of-way is 
shown as industrial. From the point where Bull Creek crosses the railroad, there is 
no land use designation for the right-of-way. While segments of the right-of-way 
offer varying degrees of compatibility with rail transit, the right-of-way in general is 
shown in the district plan as a rapid transit study route. 

Van Nuys-North Sherman Oaks District Plan 
Rapid Transit Policy: Similar to the Reseda District Plan, the Van Nuys District 
Plan includes the Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way within a "transit study 
corridor." The plan specifically indicates that a transit corridor connecting Van N uys 
to Central Los Angeles should be initiated, including a potential location of a transit 
station adjacent to the Van N uys Business District (location of the station is not 
specifically identified on the plan map). Based on these objectives, the Burbank 
Branch route options would be consistent with the community plan. 

Railroad Right-of-Way: The plan proposes that the railroad rights-of-way in the 
community be landscaped as buffering from adjacent non-residential uses. As noted 
above, landscaping would be included as part of the proposed Burbank Branch 
options, consistent with the Van Nuys plan's objectives. 

Vision Van Nuys Report, Los Angeles Design Action Planning Team: This 4-day 
project funded by the National Endowment for the Arts and staffed by professional 
planners and architects on a volunteer basis identified the location of a light rail 
transit station at Van Nuys Boulevard and the railroad right-of-way as a distinct 
opportunity to be considered further. The proposed location of a station at Van 
Nuys as part of the Burbank Branch alternatives is entirely consistent with this 
objective. 

North Hollywood District Plan 
Rapid Transit Policy: The plan generically states that "rapid transit serve the North 
Hollywood Center." No additional details regarding rapid transit are provided. In 
this regard the proposed terminal station location near Chandler boulevard and 
Lankershim would be consistent with this objective. 

Railroad Right-of-Way: For the railroad segment from Tujunga Wash to the 
Hollywood Freeway, the North Hollywood Plan Map designates the right-of-way for 
open space use including bicycle and equestrian trails. None of the Burbank Branch 
vertical profile options would preclude the use of the remaining portions of the 
right-of-way for these types of recreational activities. 
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• North Hollywood Redevelopment Plan/Station Area Master Plan: The Los Angeles 
Community Redevelopment Agency in coordination with the Los Angeles City 
Planning Department has developed detailed guidelines for this area that anticipate a 
future Metro Rail Station located at Chandler Boulevard/Lankershim Boulevard. All 
of the SP Burbank Branch alternatives would provide for a station at this location. 
The Ventura Freeway Alternatives would not serve this center with a rail transit 
station, and would therefore not be supportive of the major redevelopment 
component of these plans. 

I 
I 
I 
I 

Ventura Freeway Route Impacts on Local Plans: The Ventura Freeway Route alternatives I 
would pass through the following five community plan areas: 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Canoga Park-Winnetka-Woodland Hills 
Encino Tarzana 
Van Nuys-North Sherman Oaks 
Sherman Oaks-Studio City-Toluca Lake 
North Hollywood 

I 
I 

The affected district plans generally identify the freeway right-of-way as a open space or 
quasi-public use. No joint use of the right-of-way is proposed for recreational activities I 
such as bicycling, hiking or equestrian. Typically, other proposed land uses are extended 
to the freeway right-of-way limits. Designated freeway-adjacent land uses for each 

1 planning district are as follows: 

• 

• 

• 

Canoga Park-Winnetka-Woodland Hills: In this area, both Alternatives #4 and #5 
are located on the south side of the Ventura Freeway. While the freeway right-of­
way is shown as open space, the south side of the freeway is designated entirely 
commercial use and as a result aerial alignments would be compatible with planned 
land uses. 

It should also be noted that the proposed stations within the Canoga Park/Warner 
Center area would be located along Canoga Avenue, and similar to the Burbank 
route alternatives, a transit station would not be located at the Oxnard-Owensmouth 
intersection as envisioned in the Canoga Park District and Warner Center Specific 
Plans. 

Encino-Tarzana: Land uses north of the freeway are typically designated single 
family residential in the segment from Corbin to Reseda. On the south side of the 
freeway in this same segment most land uses are designated commercial. Thus, 
aerial alignments on the south side of the freeway would be more consistent with 
these proposed non-residential land uses. In the segment between Reseda and 
Balboa, proposed land uses on either side of the freeway are generally residential. 
Aerial alignments in this segment would not be consistent the community land uses. 
East of Balboa to the San Diego Freeway, generally open space land uses are on 
the north side of the freeway. In comparison, residential uses adjoin the south side 
of the freeway, thus, suggesting that any aerial alignment on the north side would 
be in less conflict of planned land uses. 

Sherman Oaks-Studio City-Toluca Lake District Plan: The Ventura Freeway 
generally forms the northern boundary of the Sherman Oaks community. With the 
exception of commercial uses designated adjacent to major north-south arterials, the 
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• 

• 

maJonty of the designated land uses at the freeway's southern edge are residential 
and as a result, aerial alignments along this perimeter would not be consistent. 

North Hollywood District Plan: In North Hollywood the majority of the land uses 
on the southern edge of the freeway are designated for single family and multi­
family residential use. Aerial configurations of the proposed alternatives would not 
be consistent with these residential use designations. 

North Hollywood Redevelopment Plan/Station Area Master Plan: The Los Angeles 
Community Redevelopment Agency in coordination with the Los Angeles City 
Planning Department have developed detailed guidelines for this area that anticipate 
a future Metro Rail station located at Chandler Boulevard and Lankershim 
Boulevard. The Ventura Freeway Route Alternatives would not serve this center 
with a rail transit station, and would therefore not be supportive of a major 
redevelopment component of these plans. 

Ventura Boulevard/Cahuenga Corridor Specific Plan: The essential purpose of the 
Ventura Boulevard/Cahuenga Corridor Specific Plan currently under consideration by 
the Department of City Planning is to bring land use development and transportation 
infrastructure capacity into balance for the corridor area stretching from near Warner 
Center to Universal City. Towards this end, the plan seeks to constrain the number 
of additional trips created by land uses within the corridor. For the Ventura 
Freeway alignment options, several proposed station areas would be located within 
the specific plan corridor limits. These station areas would include Topanga 
Canyon, Winnetka, Tampa, Reseda, Sepulveda and Van Nuys. Each of the these 
station areas would generate trips during the p.m. peak hour that is the critical 
concern of the specific plan. As presently drafted, the specific plan does not 
address land uses within the corridor devoted solely to transit use. 

Mitigation Measures: The following measures would be appropriate, once a selected 
alternative has been identified: 

• The Community Plan Revision Program currently being initiated by the 
Department of City Planning should specifically incorporate rail transit 
alternatives in terms of 1) designation within the circulation element, 2) 
identifying compatible adjacent land uses, and 3) target policy objectives. 

• 

Where appropriate, due to development opportunities or anticipated growth 
pressures, the Department of City Planning should prepare a specific plan for 
all station areas along the designated rail transit route. Such a specific plan 
should address allowable densities, parking and design. Should the Ventura 
Freeway corridor routes be selected, then Caltrans should be included as a 
participant in the specific plan process. 

To enhance the open space character of the railroad right-of-way alluded to 
in a number of the City of Los Angeles District Plans, landscaping of the 
unused portion of the right-of-way should be considered for the Burbank 
Branch route options. Where feasible, more active recreational uses 
(bicycling, hiking, equestrian) of the unused portion of the right-of-way 
should also be considered. 
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• Should the Ventura Freeway route be selected, stations located on within the 
Ventura/Cahuenga Specific Plan Corridor will need to mitigate traffic-related 
intersection and trip generation impacts in conformance with the provisions 
of the specific plan. Coordination will likely be required between the 
Department of City Planning, Department of Transportation and the LACTC 
regarding specific requirements for land uses that function solely for transit 
purposes. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts: The Ventura Freeway Route Alternatives #4 and #5 would 

I 
I 
I 
I 

not provide service to the approved Metro Rail North Hollywood Station at Chandler I 
Boulevard and Lankershim Boulevard. Metro Rail service to North Hollywood is an 
adopted component of the North Hollywood Redevelopment Area Plan and the Metro Rail 
North Hollywood Station Area Master Plan. Not providing service to this area is a I 
significant adverse impact on adopted redevelopment plans for North Hollywood. 
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5.1.3 Land Acquisition and Displacements 

The removal of existing land uses would be required for construction of any of the 
alternatives under study in this EIR. Wherever possible, alignments have been laid out to 
take advantage of publically-owned corridors such as the Caltrans right-of-way along the 
Ventura and Hollywood Freeways, utility corridors, or the Southern Pacific Railroad rights­
of-way. In areas where no such public or quasi-public right-of-way is available, private 
property takings will be required. LACTC would either acquire such land or obtain 
easements from the owners as outlined in the California Public Utilities Code Section 
30600. The exercise of the right of eminent domain would also need to comply with the 
requirements of the California Eminent Domain Law (Code of Civil Procedure Section 
1230.010 et seq.). This section provides an inventory of the homes, businesses and public 
uses that would need to be displaced in order to construct each of the Route Alternatives. 

Methodology-In order to estimate displacement, project preliminary engineering plan 
drawings were overlaid on City Tax Assessor Parcel Maps. Affected parcels were listed 
and field checked as of September 1989, to verify improvements and recent construction. 
Building square footage estimates were developed from City of Los Angeles and Damar 
Corporation Real Estate Information Systems Databases in coordination with the LACTC 
Real Estate Section. Persons and jobs displaced were computed using a factor of three 
residents per single-family home, two residents per multi-family home, one employee per 
500 square feet for retail uses and one employee per 200 square feet for office, restaurant 
and public buildings. Industrial buildings were estimated after removing portions of 
buildings used for warehousing and other non-active use areas. 

SP Burbank Branch Route Displacement Impacts: Approximately 13.5 miles of the 13.9 
miles between Warner Center and North Hollywood are located within the Southern Pacific 
Railroad (SPRR) Right-of-Way. Because of this, the majority of displacements for this 
route alternative are industrial leaseholds within the railroad property. LACTC would 
acquire the entire railroad right-of-way if this route alternative were selected. 

Figure 5.1-3, SP Burbank Branch Summary of Displacements, provides a listing of number 
of acres and building types that would be required to construct either Alternative #1 and 
#2 or Alternative #3. In total, the following would be required to construct the Burbank 
Branch Alternatives between Warner Center and North Hollywood: 

Alternatives #1 and #2: 
• 84 separate parcels (23 are in SP ownership) 
• 203 acres (167 acres are in SP ownership) 
• No homes or apartments 
• 113 businesses (43 are SP leaseholds) 
• 381,000 square feet of office and industrial buildings (255,000 square feet 

are in SP leaseholds) 
• 285 parking spaces 
• Approximately 802 jobs (344 are in SP leaseholds) 
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LAND TAKING 

RESIDENTIAl PUBLIC 
AFFECTED AREAS BY 
CANDIDATE ALIGNMENT I PARCEL TAKING SINGLE MULTI- NUMBER SCHOOl.S 

k:>f SIZE ACRES (Sf) FAMLV FAMILY OF PARKS 
PAACEL.5 ACRES (SF) UNITS UNITS RESIDENTS ETC. 

• CANOGA RAILY ARD 9 11 11 
Yad.ad 4 18.4 4.5 

o TOPANGA CYN STATION<'> I 62.3 1.8 
Topangoa C)'n lo Mnlld:a 161 6 59.7 9.6 

• WINNETKA STATION 3 9 .2 9.2 JO) 

l\llrin•lta lo Tor,pa 1 9.4 9.4 

• TAMPA STATION 1 0.5 0.5 
Tcn,>a lo l•uda 1 9.2 9.2 

• RESEDA STATION 7 6.7 6.7 
huda lo~• Oat s 13.0 13.0 

• WHTE OAK STATION 1 0 .5 0.5 
IMIII• Oat lo lo/boo 2 15.6 15.6 f'arl(Ul 

• BALBOA STATION 2 2.6 2.6 Park'" 
lalboa lo Woodey I 10.3 10.3 

• WOODlfY STATION 1 0.5 0.5 
Wood•Y lo S.,,.,tv..» 1 12.4 12.4 

• SEPULVEDA STATION 2 13.0 13.0 

Ul S.,,.,tv•da l o Van Huy, 1 11.9 11 .9 

-N 

• VAN NUVS STATION 10 9.2 9.2 
Van Huy, lo Fulonf•utt>anl( 2 16.0 16.0 

• FULTON/BUR6ANK STATION 3 3.9 3.9 
lulonflutt>anl( lo laute/ C)'n 2 15.9 15.9 

• LAUREL CYN STATION 1 0.4 0 .4 
laute/ Cyn lo Norltl Hollywood l«i 6.7 6.7 

e N. HOLLYWOOD STATION 
16 9.0 9.0 

• TOTAL - lo Nonll Hollywood c,, 84 327.3 202.8 0 0 0 1 Park 

lllne/and Ext.n,ion 10 4.9 4.0 0 0 0 Park111 

la,1br,h;n flft.n.ion 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
• TOTAL - 1o Utw«td City 94 332.2 206.8 0 0 0 2 Parks wllll \lfneland Elflen,ton m 

(1) Pterce College Child Dwebpmenl Center, Baseball flelda 
(2) Seput,,eda Bash Recreallon Area (2.7 Acres In addllon 

(3) South Weddngton Pak ( 1.3 Acres) 

to SPROW) 
(4) SLt>terranean Easements for 21 home, 

and 5 busk)esses would be required for 
AJlernattve #Jo. Melro Roll Extension 

San Fernando Valley 
East/West Rail Transit Project 
0 LOS ANGELES COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
I.AC1C 

- - - - - - - - - -

IMPROVEMENT TAKING 

COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL 

NUMBER OF ESTABLISHMENTS BUILDING ESTIMATED 
PARKING TOTAl S.F. EMPLOY-
SPACES RETAIL RESTARNT. OFFICE INDUST. MENT 

9 9 27.000 
2 2 3,800 

200 
85 IS 1 41 57 78,000 

1 1 4,200 

7 7 58.400 
4 4 40,000 

1 1 

9 9 59.900 
1 1 15,000 

2 2 18,800 
1 l 4,000 

8 I 2 1 19 71.900 

285 25 2 43 43 113 381,000 

0 0 0 2 1 3 77,000 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

285 25 2 45 44 116 458,000 

(5) Alternative #3 II In llbwoy In this aroa and wouk:I have no dbplacements. 
Dlsplacomants In this area apply to AJternotllles # l and #2 only. 

(6) Dlsplacement totola are for Altemattves # 1 and #2. AJtematllle #3 
dlspkJcements ore somewhat less and can be c omputed by Slbtracttng 
aeas denoted In footnote (5). See text for aternatllle #3 totall. 
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Alternative #3: 
• 77 separate parcels (23 are in SP ownership) 
• 192 acres (167 acres are in SP ownership) 
• No homes or apartments 
• 56 businesses (43 are SP leaseholds) 
• 303,000 square feet of office and industrial buildings (255,000 square feet 

are in SP leaseholds) 
• No parking spaces 
• Approximately 435 jobs (344 are in SP leaseholds) 

Because the Lankershim Boulevard connection between North Hollywood and Universal 
City is in subway beneath that street, no displacements would be required. The Vineland 
Extension between North Hollywood and Universal City, because it is at-grade, would 
displace 3 businesses, a portion of South Weddington Park and 4.0 acres of land. 

A summary of properties displaced by the SP Burbank Branch Alternatives includes the 
following: 

Canoga Railyard: SPRR industrial leaseholds - Portland Cement Company 
(Concrete Batch Plant), Hull Brothers Building Materials, Canoga Park Redwood, 
Canoga Builders Supply, Sommers Towing and Vista Sun Auto Body. 

Canoga Rail Y ardlead: Two SPRR industrial leaseholds - Miller Equipment Rentals 
and Jacobi Building Supply as well as an aerial easement through the parking lot of 
Rockwell International. 

Topanga Canyon Station: A portion of the Topanga Plaza Shopping Center Parking 
Lot along Victory Boulevard, including the taking of approximately 2 acres and 
approximately 200 parking spaces. 

Topanga Canyon to Winnetka: Five private parcels along Victory Boulevard 
including portions of two Rockwell International parking lots comprising 
approximately 85 parking spaces, the Warner Executive Office Building, Warner 
Square Retail and Office Complex, a retail complex at 21045 Victory Boulevard and 
approximately 4.8 acres of SPRR right-of-way. 

Winnetka Station: Pierce College Child Development Center and Pierce College 
Little League Ball Fields would be displaced for station parking and would therefore 
need to be relocated. 

Winnetka to Reseda: Approximately 19 acres of SPRR right-of-way. 

Reseda Station: Seven SPRR industrial leaseholds - Tarzana Lumber Company, 
Terry Companies Administrative Center, Reseda Feed & Saddlery, Lefevre Company 
Offices, Pride of LA Carpet & Upholstery Cleaners and Tarzana Garden Equipment. 

Reseda to White Oak: Four SPRR industrial leaseholds including Terry Lumber 
Company, Valley Cable TV, Cedar Shingle & Shake and Tarzana Car Wash, plus 
8.8 acres of SPRR right-of-way. 
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White Oak Station to Sepulveda Station: Approximately 39 acres of SPRR right-of­
way and 2.7 acres of vacant land within the Sepulveda Basin Recreation Area (If 
the Burbank Branch Phased Length Option were selected, another 28 acres of the 
Sepulveda Basin Recreation Area located between the San Diego Freeway and the 
Tillman Water Treatment Plant would be required for a railyard site). 

Sepulveda Station: Drive-In Theater plus 0.5 acres of SPRR right-of-way. 

Sepulveda to Van Nuys: Approximately 12 acres of SPRR right-of-way. 

Van Nuys Station: Nine SPRR industrial leaseholds including Y &C Towing, Marlo 
Furniture Warehouse, Aetna Lumber Company, Christophers Restaurant Equipment, 
Active Recycling Center, Heetland Roofing Company, Century Cable TV, Shell Oil 
Company storage tanks, Johns Manville Building Supply Center, and McKay 
Lumber Company. 

Van Nuys to Fulton/Burbank: Approximately 16 acres of SPRR right-of-way and a 
Lumber City warehouse (SPRR leasehold). 

Fulton/Burbank Station: Two SPRR leaseholds including Lumber City and George's 
Restaurant. 

Fulton/Burbank to Laurel Canyon: Approximately 15.7 acres of SPRR right-of-way 
and one private parcel, Alcala's Auto Repair at 13244 Burbank Boulevard. 

Laurel Canyon Station to North Hollywood: Approximately 7 acres of SPRR right­
of-way in the median of Chandler Boulevard. Should Alternative #3a, the Metro 
Rail Extension Alignment, be selected, subterranean easements beneath 21 homes 
and 5 businesses would be required in order to make the transition from the North 
Hollywood Metro Rail Station and a subway alignment along Chandler Boulevard 
(see Section 4.0). 

North Hollywood Station: Eleven SPRR leaseholds - Hendricks Building Supply, 
Buds Red Hots, Aztec Rent-a-Car, Terry Builders Supply and five retail uses at 
11130 Chandler. Also taken would be eight other properties, including Pep Boys, 
Chandler Cleaners, an SCRTD yard, three parking lots and five small industrial 
structures. 

Vineland Extension: Should the Vineland Extension Route Alternative be selected, 
takings would be required at 11047 Chandler (ACI Glass), 5321 and 5265 Vineland 
as well as 0.3 acres that are currently landscaped along the edge of the Magnolia 
Towers property. In addition, 1.7 acres of SPRR right-of-way and approximately 
1.3 acres of South Weddington Park would be required to construct this alternative. 
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Ventura Freeway Route Impacts: Approximately 13.4 miles of the 16.5 miles between 
Warner Center and Universal City are located alongside the Ventura Freeway. Alternative 
#4 runs continuously along the south side of the freeway on aerial guideway, while · 
Alternative #5 is identical to Alternative #4 in the segment of the route west of Reseda 
Station but runs as a subway on the north side of the freeway east of Reseda Station. 

The design rationale for each of the Ventura Freeway Alternatives was to remain within 
the Ventura Freeway right-of-way as much as possible in order to minimize private 
property displacements. Where this was impossible due limited right-of-way, freeway 
ramps or other obstacles, the rail transit line was located outside of the freeway right-of­
way. In locations where this resulted in high displacement of homes and businesses, the 
line was relocated or reconfigured wherever it was possible to do so, in order to minimize 
displacement. In all cases the greatest effort was made to minimize residential 
displacements or intrusion of above ground segments into existing residential areas. ' 

Figure 5.1-4, Ventura Freeway Summary of Displacements, provides a listing of number of 
acres and building types that would be required to construct either Alternative #4 or #5. 
In total, the following would be required to construct either of the Ventura Freeway 
Alternatives between Warner Center and Universal City: 

Alternative #4 
• 178 separate parcels 
• 17 4 acres of land 
• 70 single-family homes and 429 multi-family homes, displacing 

approximately 1,078 residents 
• 98 businesses 
• 403,800 square feet of commercial and industrial buildings 
• 680 parking spaces 
• Approximately 1,123 jobs 

Alternative #5 
• 143 separate parcels 
• 178 acres of land 
• 2 single-family homes and 212 multi-family homes, displacing approximately 

430 residents 
• 133 businesses 
• 546,100 square feet of commercial and industrial buildings 
• 690 parking spaces 
• Approximately 1,489 jobs 
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A summary of properties displaced by the Ventura Freeway Route Alternatives includes the 
following: 

Western Se~ment (Common to both Alternatives #4 and #5) 

Canoea Railyard: Nine SPRR industrial leaseholds - California Portland Cement 
Company (Concrete Batch Plant). Hull Brothers Building Materials, Canoga Park 
Redwood, Canoga Builders Supply, Somers Towing and Vista Sun Auto Body. 

Vanowen Station: Two SPRR industrial leaseholds - Miller Equipment Rentals and 
Jacobi Building Supply. Also, one Public Storage Warehouse currently under 
construction (not included in displacement tabulations). 

Canoea Avenue Se~ent: Between Vanowen Station and the Ventura Freeway, the 
alignment runs on aerial guideway in the median of Canoga A venue. No 
displacements would be required except for transition segments at the north and 
south ends of Canoga A venue and station drop off zones along the sidewalk at the 
planned Victory and Oxnard Stations. These displacements include: an aerial 
easement of approximately 0.5 acres through the Rockwell International parking lot 
along Canoga Avenue south of Vanowen, taking of two segments of Rockwell 
International parking lots on the northeast and northwest comers of Victory and 
Canoga displacing approximately 170 parking spaces, Exxon Gas Station at Canoga 
and Oxnard, approximately 0.5 acres from the Blue Cross/Blue Shield property at 
Canoga and Oxnard, and the taking of approximately 4.3 acres from Litton 
Corporation at Canoga Avenue at the Ventura Freeway. This taking from Litton 
Corporation would be necessary to provide a subway portal under the Ventura 
Freeway and would displace approximately 500 employee parking spaces from that 
facility. Approximately half of these employee parking spaces could be returned on 
completion of construction. 

DeSoto Station: Shopping Center at 20833-20855 Ventura Boulevard, Target 
Department Store, Office Complex at 20631-20635 Ventura Boulevard, and a vacant 
parcel of approximately 1.3 acres (site of former restaurant). 

DeSoto to Winnetka: Office Complex at 20121 Ventura Boulevard, Gas Station at 
Ventura/Winnetka, and two vacant parcels comprising approximately 1.5 acres. 

Winnetka Station: Paris Audio Retail Shopping Complex, Wocx:Uand Hills Nissan, 
and one commercial lot currently under construction as a shopping complex (not 
counted in displacement tabulations). 

Winnetka to Tampa: Seven private parcels - four vacant lots, an auto service 
garage at 19951 Ventura Blvd, a kennel at 19967 Ventura Blvd, and one 
store/residence at 19963 Ventura Blvd. 
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LAND TAKING IMPROVEMENT TAKING 

AFFECTED AREAS BY 
RESIDENTIAL PUBLIC COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL 

CANDIDATE ALIGNMENT # PARCEL TAKING< 1> Sll'JGLE MULTI- NUMBER SCHOOLS NUMBER OF ESTABLISHMENTS ESTIMATIED 
OF SIZE ACRES (SF) FAMILY FAMILY OF PARKS PARKING BUILDING EMPLOY-
P.Ar,C8__$ ACRES (SF) UNITS UNITS RESIDENTS ETC. SPACES RETAIL RESTARNT. OFFICE INDUST. TOTAL Cl ) S.F. MENT 

WESTERN SEGMENT <All. 4 a. 5> 

• CANOGA RAIL YARD 9 11.0 11.0 9 9 27,000 45 
Canoga to Vanowlffl 

• VANOWEN STATION 3 5.b 5.5 3 3 3,800 10 
Vanowen to Victory 2 0.9 0.9 10 

• V ICTORY STATION 2 1.0 10 170 
Victory to Oxnard 

• OXNARD STATION 2 1.4 1.4 1 1 4 .200 8 
Oxnard to Dr,Solo 1 60.9 4.3 500 

• DESOTO STATION 4 12.7 12.7 14 11 25 199.000 463 
Dr,S°'o to Wlnnetlca 4 3.5 1.8 

• WINNETKA STATION 3 2.4 2.4 2 1 3 27.100 96 
Winnetka to Tampa 7 1.6 0.9 1 3 2 -- 2 5,000 9 

SUBTOTAL 37 100.9 41.9 l 3 680 18 12 13 43 266,100 631 
Ul 

SOUTHSIDE OPTION <ALL 4> 

...... 
-...J 

• TAMPA STATION 9 2.6 2.6 27 2 13 4 2 76,700 230 
Tampa to Reseda 4 3.3 0.5 1 3 

• RESEDA STATION 6 2.7 2.7 70 150 5 1 6 16,200 37 
Resr,da to White Oolc l 0.6 0.3 

• WHITE OAK STATION 5 3.8 3.8 226 452 
Wh/19 001( to Hayvenhurst 2 17.5 1.1 1 3 Pa rke» 

• HAVENHURST STATION 1 5.7 5.7 ParkC2l 
Havenhurst to Sepu/veda 24 13.3 7.4 21 63 Schoo~J> 

• SEPULVEDA STATION 25 
I 

3.8 3.8 23 12 93 
Sepu/Vr,da lo Van Nuys 10 2.4 2.4 9 17 61 

• VAN NUYS 7 I 1.2 1.2 1 10 23 1 1 2 18,000 88 
Van Nuys to Woodman 4 I 1.4 1.4 37 74 1 3 4 16,500 67 

• WOODMAN 1 I 
1.4 

I 
1.4 1 1 10,300 20 

Woodman ro Coldwat9f Cyn 6 1.1 1.1 6 18 

• COLDWATER CANYON 8 1.7 1.7 6 12 42 

I Coldwat9f Canyon to Laurel Cyn 7 1.7 1.2 45 90 

• LAUREL CANYON 1 8.7 8.7 SchooJC•> 

I 
50 

Laurel Canyon to Un/venal City 20(5) 0.4 0.4 1 3 

SUBTOTAL SOUTHSIDE 141 73.25 47.4 69 429 1,075 l Park 0 33 2 17 3 55 137,700 492 2 Schools 

NORTHSIDE OPTION <All. 5> 

• TAMPA STATION 9 2.6 26 27 2 13 42 76.700 230 
Tampa to Rnflda 9(5) 1.1 0.2 10 

• RESEDA STATION 6 2.7 2.7 70 140 5 5 16,200 37 
Reseda to Wit/le 00/c 5c5> 

• WHITE OAK STATION 6 2.1 2.1 52 104 5 5 71AOO 54 
White 00k to Hayvenhurst 5(5) 3.0 3.0 Park"' 

• HAVENHURST STATION 1 15 15 Park'•> 
Hav9flhurst to Sepulveda 1 4.5 4.5 Parkc6> 

• SEPULVEDA STATION 5 9.8 9.8 Pork<•: 20 1 21 72.200 360 
Seputvr,da to Van Nuys 3c•> 

• VAN NUYS 7 1.2 1.2 l 10 23 1 1 2 18.000 88 
van Nuys to Woodman 4 0.4 O.A 1 1 7.200 36 

• WOODMAN 1 31.A 2.9 1 1 2 2.000 8 
Woodman ta Coldwate, Cyn 12<" 0.2 0.2 4 8 0 

• COLDWATER CANYON A 1.3 1.3 10 1 11 15,100 37 
Coldwater canyon to Laurel Cyn 1<5) 

• LAUREL CANYON 5 2.1 2.1 76 152 

I 1 1 1.200 8 
Laurel Canyon to Untvr,rsal City 22<" 

SUBTOTAL NORTHSIDE 106 77.4 48.0 l 212 427 l Park 10 48 2 36 5 91 280,000 858 

TOTAL ALTERNATIVE #4 178 174.2 89.3 70 429 1,078 l Pork 
(Wes1em Segment+ Southside Option) 2 Schools 

680 51 2 29 16 98 403,800 1,123 

TOTAL ALTERNATIVE #5 143 178.3 89.9 2 I 212 430 1 Pork 690 66 2 48 18 134 546,100 1,489 (Wesfem Segment + North•lde Option) 

( 1) Includes leaseholds and property in Southern Pacific right-of-way. 

(2) Sepulveda Basin Recreation - Alternative #4 taking of presently vacant land (6.1 acres). 

(3) Partial take of Hesby Street School playground (0.3 acres) for construction. To be returned to school on completion of subway construction. 

(4) Full taking of Campbell Holl School (8.7 ac res). 

(5) Includes parcels requiring subterranean easements. 

(6) Sepulveda Basin Recreation Area - Alternative #5 taking of presently vacant land (28.2 acres). 

San Fernando Valley 
East/West Rail Transit Project 
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Figure 5. 1-4 

Ventura Freeway Route Alternatives 
Summary of Displacements 
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South Side Option (Alternative #4 only): 

Tampa Station: Nine parcels - Pool Supplies at 19433 Ventura Blvd., a retaiVoffice 
building at 19419-19425 Ventura Blvd., Mark C. Bloome Tires at 19401 Ventura, a 
retail building at 19347-19355 Ventura Blvd., Monteleone's Restaurant, a Motel, 
Mini-Mall, and two office buildings including the Leon Building at 19301-19303 
Ventura Blvd. 

Tampa to Reseda Station: One single-family home at 5620 Yolanda, apartment 
buildings at 18545,18555 and 18569 Burbank Boulevard, a gas station and a retail 
store at 18525 Burbank Blvd. 

Reseda to White Oak Station: An office building at 18455 Burbank Boulevard, four 
apartment buildings at 5505 Zelzah, 5464 Yarmouth, 5455, 5465 White Oak. Also 
taken would be 16 condominiums along Killion Street between Zelzah and 
Yarmouth. 

White Oak to Hayvenhurst Station: One single-family home on Forbes A venue at 
the Ventura Freeway, and approximately 6 acres of the Sepulveda Basin Recreation 
Area including an existing Park and Ride Lot on Hayvenhurst at the Ventura 
Freeway. 

Hayvenhurst to Sepulveda: 21 single-family homes including 15702-15746 
Magnolia, 15701-15711 Hartsook, 15528-15551 Otsego, and 15503-15521 Hesby. 
Also, displaced during the construction period would be approximately 0.7 acres of 
the playground of the vacant Hesby Street School. This playground area would be 
disrupted for construction of subway but could be returned to School District use 
after completion of construction activities. 

Sepulveda Station: 23 single family homes located between 15103-15137 and 
15202-15239 LaMaida, and 12 condominiums located at 15245 LaMaida. 

Sepulveda to Van Nuys: 1 apartment building at 4750 Natick A venue, and 9 
single-family homes located at 4844 Noble, 4839-4846 Norwich, 4845 Lemona, 
4755 Cedros, 4738 Tobias, 4728-4739 Vesper, and 4723 Vista del Monte. 

Van Nuys Station: 2 apartment buildings at 4646 and 4708 Vista del Monte, 
single-family home at 4714 Vista del Monte, office building at 4717 Van Nuys, 
Mobil Gas Station and three vacant lots. 

Van Nuys to Woodman: 2 apartment buildings at 4638 Tilden and 4625 Sylmar, 2 
office buildings at 4710 Van Nuys and 14101 Valleyheart Drive. 

Woodman Station: Car Wash and Auto Body Shop 

Woodman to Coldwater Canyon: 6 single-family homes at 4716 Mary Ellen, 4718-
4719 Ethel, 4718-4719 Wortser, and 4719 Morse. 

Coldwater Canyon Station: 6 single-family homes at 4704,4712 Morse, 4704-4713 
Van Noord and 1 apartment building at 4703 Coldwater Canyon Blvd. 
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Coldwater Canyon to Laurel Canyon: 4 apartment buildings at 4704 Coldwater and 
12835-12847 Kling Street. 

Laurel Canyon Station: Campbell Hall School. 

Laurel Canyon to Universal City: 1 single-family home at 4558 Laurel Canyon, 
and subterranean easements beneath 20 parcels in the area bounded by Riverside 
Drive, Lankershim Boulevard, Moorpark Street and Vineland Avenue. 

North Side Option (Alternative #5 only): 

Tampa Station: Nine parcels including Pool Supplies at 19433 Ventura Blvd., a 
retaiVoffice building at 19419-19425 Ventura Blvd., Mark C. Bloome Tires at 
19401 Ventura Blvd., a retail building at 19347-19355 Ventura Blvd., Monteleone's 
Restaurant, a motel, mini-mall, and two office buildings including the Leon Building 
at 19301-19303 Ventura Boulevard. 

Tampa to Reseda: 7 subterranean easements for portions of properties along 
Burbank Boulevard. 

Reseda Station: 3 apartment buildings at 18545,18555 and 18569 Burbank 
Boulevard, gas station, retail store at 18525 Burbank Blvd. 

Reseda to White Oak: 5 subterranean easements for residential parcels along 
Burbank Boulevard. 

White Oak Station: 1 apartment building at 5550 Yarmouth, 3 retail complexes at 
17720,17640 Burbank Boulevard and at 5528 White Oak. Also, Shell and Mobil 
Gas Stations. 

White Oak to Hayvenhurst Station: 4 subterranean easements beneath residential 
properties east of White Oak, approximately 18 acres of vacant land within the 
Sepulveda Basin Recreation Area for station parking and guideway easements. 

Hayyenhurst to Sepulveda: Approximately 4.5 acres of Sepulveda Basin Recreation 
Area land along the earthen Sepulveda Dam. 

Sepulveda Station: 3 office complexes including 15355,15335 Morrison (Morrison 
Plaza),4925 Sepulveda (Outrigger Lodging Services). Also, a Pacific Bell switching 
facility at 4951 Sepulveda, and approximately 5.7 acres of the spillway area of the 
Sepulveda Dam (Should the Ventura Freeway Phased Length Option be selected, 
additional displacements would be necessary for a Phased Length Option Railyard 
including: Fire Station #88, the US Army Reserve Training Center and the Malibu 
Castle Amusement Park). 

Sepulveda to Van Nuys Station: 2 apartment buildings at 4646 and 4708 Vista del 
Monte, single-family home at 4714 Vista del Monte, office building at 4717 Van 
Nuys, Mobil Gas Station and 3 vacant lots. 

Van Nuys to Woodman: Office building at 4710 Van Nuys, and 3 subterranean 
easements beneath residential and commercial properties. 
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Woodman Station: Approximately 2.9 acres of the Fashion Square Shopping Center 
undeveloped area. A parking garage for 400 cars would be constructed on this site 
which could have potential shared use with the shopping center. 

Woodman to Coldwater Canyon: 1 apartment building at 12944 Riverside Drive. 

Coldwater Canyon Station: 3 retail buildings at 12912,12908 Riverside Drive, and 
4745 Coldwater Canyon Blvd. Also a Chevron Gas Station. 

Coldwater Canyon to Laurel Canyon Station: 4 apartment buildings at 4632,4636 
Laurel Canyon and 12034, 12044 Kling Street. l subterranean easement. 

Laurel Canyon to Universal City: 3 subterranean easements beneath homes on the 
north side of the Ventura Freeway at Radford, Morella and Colfax. 19 Subterranean 
easements beneath properties bounded by Riverside Drive, Lankershim Boulevard, 
Moorpark and Vineland A venues. 

Mitigation for Displacement Impacts: In the acquisition of real property by a public 
agency, California state law requires those agencies to 1.) ensure consistent and fair 
treatment for owners of real property, 2.) encourage and expedite acquisition by agreement 
in order to avoid litigation and relieve congestion in the courts, and 3.) promote confidence 
in public land acquisition. No person can be required to move from his or her home 
unless affordable, decent, safe, and sanitary replacement housing is available and not 
generally less desirable with regard to public utilities, public & commercial facilities and 
other uses, than the home from which they are being displaced. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts: Although homeowners would receive fair-market 
compensation plus relocation assistance for their propoerties and renters would receive 
relocation assistance, the substantial number of properties displaced would constitute a 
significant adverse impact on the residents and the neighborhoods in which this 
displacement occurs. 

The removal of parking spaces is also considered a significant, unavoidable adverse impact 
which cannot be successfully mitigated. LACTC would work with affected property 
owners once a route has been selected, to develop plans for either compensating or 
relocating such lost parking capacity. 
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5.1.4 Property Values 

Residential property values in Southern California are influenced by a large number of 
variables which are difficult to quantify. Recent unforseen growth in property values is 
indicative of this fact. The identification of impacts to residential property values due 
solely to the San Fernando Valley Rail Project is equally if not more difficult to quantify. 

Quantification of adverse impacts to residential property values due to construction of the 
proposed project cannot be determined in advance. An impact research analysis was 
therefore undertaken to identify potential residential property value impacts of the proposed 
project based on comparable transit projects . This section presents the results of this 
research. Commercial property value impacts were not assessed as research has almost 
universally shown that rail transit has a positive influence on commercial property values. 

Comparative Residential Property Value Impact Assessment: The research effort 
undertaken to identify potential residential property value impacts evaluated data, when 
available, for several transit systems which have been constructed in the US and Canada. 
A listing of research publications which were reviewed and persons contacted is included 
in Appendix A of this report. A number of general statements can be made based on this 
research: 

• 

• 

Recent transit experience provides no evidence that any rapid transit 
improvements have led to net new urban economic or population growth. 

Evidence suggests that heavy rail and commuter rail lines, when coupled 
with explicit land use policy directives, have led to a significant 
intensification of land use. Evidence on light rail systems and busways is 
inconclusive. 

• Development around transit stations is heavily dependent upon local land use 
policies. 

Figure 5.1-5 presents a summary of residential property value impacts as derived from 
selected transit projects in the United States and Canada. Impacts to residential property 
values vary from one project to the next and are heavily dependent on the type of rail 
technology in use, the location of the property in question (i.e., on the rail line, near a 
station), local land use policies and regulations, and the demographic characteristics of the 
areas in which the rail line is located. Based on our research, no clear trends emerge from 
any of the studies conducted to date. 
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Figure 5.1-5 
Residential Property Value Impacts Selected Rail Transit Facilities 

Facility 

Calgary, Canada 

San Diego East 
Line Trolley 

San Francisco 
BART 

Miami Metrorail 

Chicago Skokie 
"Swift" Shuttle 

Type 

LRT 

LRT 

Heavy 
Rail 

Heavy 
Rail 

LRT 

Residential Property Value Impacts 

5% of all households in study area were surveyed, 
54% felt LRT had no impact on property values, 
21 % said there was an increase, 1 % said there was 
a decrease, remainder had no opinion. 

Preliminary survey constructed prior to opening of 
the line. Residential values increased in some areas 
near stations from 3.5-16%, areas on the track but 
not near a station decreased in value an average of 
12.1 %, areas on the track and near a station 
decreased by 1.8%. 

Six stations were studied before and after BART. 
Impacts ranged from: 1) no appreciable effect, 2) 
appreciation greater than surrounding area, 3) small 
positive effect for areas close to station, 4) negative 
effects due perhaps to spillover parking. 

Analysis conducted for selected station areas. 
Residential property values increased but the 
increase was less than for commercial areas. 

Study carried out during two-year demonstration 
period found no significant acceleration of property 
values due to project. 

Source: Gruen Associates, see bibliography to this repon for references. 
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Property Value Impact Discussion: In discussing potential adverse residential property 
value impacts of the project a number of important points must be put forth; these being: 

• The precise nature of the impacts of the project on residential property 
values is unknown at this time. 

• 

• 

Impacts may be attributable to other non-project influences including but not 
limited to the regional and/or local economy and market demand. 

Impacts will vary through time. That is, prior to construction the project 
may be viewed as having a negative impact, whereas after construction the 
project may be viewed as having a positive impact. 

Complicating any property value impact analysis is the fact that the project also possesses 
the potential to create positive impacts. Various studies have been completed which 
indicate that the savings in a household's journey-to-work costs due to a transit line are 
capitalized as added value to residential property. The extent of this value added is 
variable. Nonetheless, based on these studies it is reasonable to assume that improved 
transit access provided by construction of the San Fernando Valley Rail Project may create 
a positive impact on residential property values. 

Recognition of this positive impact is implicit in the concept of benefit assessment districts 
which are being applied on many transit systems nationwide. The concept is proposed to 
be instituted as a part of Metro Rail and has recently been recognized by the State 
Legislature with Senate Bill 1238, which authorizes SCRTD to initiate proposals for benefit 
assessment districts. 

In regard to negative impacts, a number of factors have been identified during the research 
effort which may have negative influences on property values; these being: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

All alternatives may add to traffic congestion in and around station areas 
with associated noise, vibration and air quality impacts. This negative 
impact, however, is likely to be partially off-set by increased transit access 
for residential properties located near stations. 

All alternatives may create spillover parking into adjacent residential areas . 
This impact has been addressed via mitigation measures in Section 5.2 of 
this report. 

At station areas, the project may create growth pressures for higher density 
development with resulting disruption to the social environment of residential 
areas. It must be noted, however, that this impact potential is controlled by 
the discretionary action of the City of Los Angeles via its land use policies 
and regulations. 

The Ventura Freeway aerial alternatives may create adverse privacy and 
visual impacts which, per Section 5.4, Visual Impacts, constitute significant 
adverse impacts which cannot be mitigated 
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• 

• 

Alternative #I-Burbank LRT at-grade, may create adverse noise, light and 
glare impacts at street crossings. Various mitigation measures have been put 
forth to address this impact category (see Section 5.3 and 5.4, and it is 
therefore not anticipated that this impact will create adverse property value 
impacts. 

Temporary impacts may occur during construction of the project due to con­
struction related activity. These are discussed in Section 5.5 of this report. 

Negative property value impacts will not apply equally to all alternatives. Impacts of 
alternatives in subway configurations will be confined to station areas. Impacts of the 
Burbank at-grade LRT and the Ventura aerial alternatives could potentially occur along all 
line segments which are adjacent to residential areas. 

Miri~ation Measures: As noted previously in this section, precise adverse residential 
property value impacts of the project cannot be determined at this time. Nonetheless, 
based on similar experiences in the United States and Canada mitigation measures can be 
instituted beforehand to monitor impacts and decrease the likelihood of any impacts 
occurring. These mitigation measures are: 

• Monitoring Program: this mitigation measure calls for LACTC to institute a 
program to monitor property value impacts before, during and after 
construction. The program would be instituted as a part of the overall 
monitoring program for the entire project. Via this program LACTC would 
be able to identify impacts and - to take appropriate action to reduce or 
eliminate impacts. 

• Land Use Policy: this measure calls for LACTC to encourage the City of 
Los Angeles to adopt specific land use policies and regulatory controls to 
limit development around stations which are located in residential areas. 
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The construction of a rail transit system in the San Fernando Valley has a primary purpose 
of relieving traffic congestion on freeways, arterials and local streets. Rapid transit has the 
singular beneficial traffic impact of removing drivers from their cars and putting them into 
transit vehicles. Each driver diverted from their car to transit helps to relieve heavy traffic 
congestion that exists today and is projected to significantly worsen during the next twenty 
years. 

This section describes the transportation setting of the project (Section 5.2.1), documents 
existing traffic conditions in the project area (Section 5.2.2), projects future traffic 
conditions in the Year 2010 (Section 5.2.3), and predicts impacts at study area intersections 
that can be expected to occur as a result of traffic attracted to station sites (Section 5.2.4). 
In cases where traffic impacts are significant, mitigation is proposed to reduce these 
impacts to acceptable levels (Section 5.2.5). 

In order to perform this traffic analysis, a database has been established for the study area 
to define existing transportation conditions and to provide the base for the technical 
analysis. The following data has been assembled for each alignment alternative: 

• Functional classification of roadways, including general plan designation and 
number of lanes. 

• Average daily traffic volumes on roadways. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Peak hour traffic volumes on roadways,representing the worst case traffic 
scenario. 

PM peak hour turning movement traffic counts at key intersections, as a 
representation of worst case traffic conditions. 

Traffic signal characteristics, including type and phasing . 

Intersection geometrics, including lane configurations/widths and roadway 
curb-to-curb widths. 

Transit service information including existing bus routes and service 
frequencies. 

This information was gathered from the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation, 
the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, the Southern California Rapid 
Transit District, field observations and measurements, and traffic surveys conducted for this 
study. 
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5.2.1 Regional Setting 

The San Fernando Valley is located north of the Santa Monica Mountains and 10 to 20 
miles northwest of downtown Los Angeles. The region is served by several freeways 
which provide regional connections to neighboring communities and other parts of the Los 
Angeles metropolitan area. 

Two freeways run north-south through the valley, the Hollywood (US-170) and the San 
Diego (I-405) Freeways. Both freeways connect north to the Golden State Freeway (1-5). 
The Hollywood Freeway runs through the eastern valley, and continues south of the 
interchange with the Ventura Freeway as US-101 to the central business district of Los 
Angeles. The San Diego Freeway runs through the center of the study area, south through 
the Santa Monica Mountains to connect to West Los Angeles, the Los Angeles Interna­
tional Airport and into Orange County. 

Two freeways run east-west through the valley. The Simi Valley Freeway (SR-118) 
traverses the base of the Santa Susana Mountains from Simi Valley to the Foothill Freeway 
(1-210). The Ventura Freeway (US-101) traverses the south side of the valley and runs 
west to Ventura County. The Ventura (SR-134) Freeway also connects east of the 
interchange with the Hollywood Freeway, to Glendale and Pasadena. 

The San Fernando Valley is served by an extensive system of local streets established on a 
grid system over much of the valley. In general, major roadways are located at one mile 
intervals as principal travel corridors. Secondary roadways are spaced at half-mile 
intervals, between the major roadways. 

Functional Classification of Roadways: The current City of Los Angeles Community Plans 
define seven roadway types. These are: freeway, divided major highway, major highway, 
secondary highway, collector street, local street and scenic parkway. The Community Plans 
do not clearly define the criteria for this functional classification of roadways. However, 
for the street types of primary concern for this study (major and secondary highways), the 
City Bureau of Engineering defines facility type based on roadway width. Major highways 
have a total width of approximately 100 to 104 feet including sidewalks and are 80 to 84 
feet wide curb-to-curb. Secondary highways are defined as roadways with 86 feet total 
width and 66 feet curb-to-curb. 

The City Planning Department also utilizes general rule-of-thumb definitions for major and 
secondary highways in terms of daily roadway capacity. Secondary highways are generally 
defined as carrying roadway volumes up to 20,000 vehicles per day, while major highways 
carry roadway volumes over 20,000 vehicles per day (but limited to 30,000 vehicles per 
day for a four-lane roadway). 

Figure 5.2-1, Functional Classification of Roadway System, displays the functional 
classification of the principal highway facilities in the study area, as shown in the current 
City of Los Angeles General Plan and Highways Designation Map. 

It should be noted that some facilities currently have geometric or operational 
characteristics different from the functional classifications shown in the City of Los 
Angeles General Plan Streets and Highways Designation Map. For example, several 
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facilities are listed as major highways, but are not currently built to the full width 
prescribed for those types of facilities. 

Roadway Volumes: This section summarizes the principal arterial facilities in the study 
area by facility type and size, and current average daily traffic (ADT) volumes. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Vanowen Street: Vanowen Street is a four-lane secondary arterial. The 
ADT generally ranges between 26,000 and 31 ,000 over much of its length, 
but drops to about 20,000 east of the Hollywood Freeway. 

Victory Boulevard: Victory Boulevard is a six-lane major arterial running 
through the entire valley and serving local and through traffic. The ADT 
generally ranges between 30,000 and 36,000 vehicles per day, up to 42,000 
ADT near the San Diego Freeway, and almost 47,000 ADT near the 
Hollywood Freeway. 

Burbank Boulevard: Burbank Boulevard is classified as a major arterial east 
of Hayvenhurst A venue, and a secondary arterial west of Hayvenhurst. 
Burbank Boulevard has six lanes east of Ventura Boulevard. West of 
DeSoto, Burbank is a four-lane street. Average daily traffic volume is 
between 21,000 and 26,000 vehicles over much of its length and about 
38,000 vehicles per day near the San Diego Freeway. 

Ventura Boulevard: Ventura Boulevard runs along the entire southern margin 
of the San Fernando Valley. It is classified as a major arterial with four 
lanes total over much of its length. The ADT on Ventura Boulevard is 
about 31,000 vehicles, except near the San Diego Freeway where it increases 
to about 46,000 vehicles, and near Cahuenga Boulevard where it drops to 
about 12,000 vehicles. The high traffic volumes on Ventura Boulevard 
reflect its use by both through traffic and local traffic accessing the adjacent 
commercial land uses. 

Topan&a Canyon Boulevard: Topanga Canyon Boulevard (State Route 27) is 
a major six-lane arterial that serves as a primary north-south route for the 
western San Fernando Valley. It carries an ADT of between 36,000 and 
47,000 vehicles. 

Cano&a A venue: Canoga A venue is classified as a major arterial between 
Ventura Boulevard and Victory Boulevard and as a secondary arterial nonh 
of Victory. Canoga has four lanes over much of its length. Canoga carries 
an ADT of between 31,000 to 36,000 vehicles near Victory Boulevard and 
about 23,000 vehicles nonh of Roscoe Boulevard. 

DeSoto A venue: DeSoto A venue is a major arterial that runs the length of 
the study area. The number of through lanes vary from a total of four near 
Plummer Street to six near Victory Boulevard. Average daily traffic volumes 
range between 31,000 and 44,000 vehicles. 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Winnetka A venue: Winnetka A venue is classified as a major artery with 
four-lane. The ADT varies from about 31,000 vehicles near Victory 
Boulevard to about 21,000 near Plummer Street. 

Tampa A venue: Tampa A venue is a major arterial with four lanes between 
Ventura Boulevard and Victory Boulevard, and six lanes nonh of Victory 
Boulevard. Average daily traffic volumes are between 31,000 and 36,000 
vehicles. 

Reseda Boulevard: Reseda Boulevard is classified as a major arterial, with 
four lanes near Oxnard Street and six lanes near Roscoe Boulevard. Reseda 
Boulevard generally carries an ADT of between 36,000 and 42,000 vehicles 
per day and almost 50,000 vehicles per day just north of the Ventura 
Freeway. 

White Oak A venue: White Oak A venue is a discontinuous major arterial 
with a gap occurring at the SP Main Line. The ADT generally ranges 
between 21,000 and 26,000 over much of its length, except near the SP 
Main Line where, due to the gap, it drops to between 5,000 and 10,000. It 
has a total of four through lanes. 

Balboa Boulevard: Balboa Boulevard is a six-lane major arterial that runs 
the length of the valley. Average daily traffic volumes range up to 33,000 
ADT, and are highest at Victory Boulevard (39,000 ADT). 

Woodley Avenue: Woodley Avenue is a four-lane major arterial that runs 
from Burbank Boulevard north through the study area into Granada Hills. 
The daily traffic volume on Woodley Avenue is about 21,000 vehicles. 

Sepulveda Boulevard: Sepulveda Boulevard is classified as a major arterial 
and has six through lanes with a continuous two-way left-tum lane. 
Sepulveda Boulevard provides regional connections via an interchange with 
the Hollywood Freeway and also runs south to West Los Angeles. 
Sepulveda Boulevard currently carries an ADT of between 36,000 and 47,000 
vehicles. 

Van Nuys Boulevard: Van Nuys Boulevard is a major arterial and another 
principal nonh-south facility in the study area. From the Ventura Freeway to 
just south of Burbank Boulevard, Van Nuys Boulevard has four lanes. Nonh 
of Burbank Boulevard, Van Nuys Boulevard has six lanes with a wide 
striped two-way left-tum lane, as far north as Valerio Street. Average daily 
traffic volumes are between 36,000 and 47,000 vehicles. 

Woodman Avenue: Woodman Avenue is a four-lane major arterial that 
generally carries between 27,000 and 33,000 ADT. 
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Coldwater Canyon Avenue: Coldwater Canyon Avenue is a four-lane 
secondary arterial, but is classified as a major arterial between Victory 
Boulevard and Sherman Way. Between Victory Boulevard and Magnolia 
Boulevard there is a continuous two-way left-tum median. South of the 
study area, it runs through the Santa Monica Mountains into Beverly 
Hills/West Hollywood. The ADT is about 31,000 vehicles near the Ventura 
Freeway and drops to about 21,000 vehicles or less north of Burbank 
Boulevard. 

Laurel Canyon Boulevard: Laurel Canyon Boulevard connects the study area 
to West Hollywood south of the Santa Monica Mountains and to the City of 
San Fernando to the north. It is a four-lane major arterial and carries an 
ADT of between 36,000 and 47,000 vehicles near the Ventura Freeway and 
26,000 to 31,000 vehicles between Burbank Boulevard and Sherman Way. 

• Lankershim Boulevard: Lankershim Boulevard is a four-lane major arterial 
that runs from Ventura Boulevard north through the study area into Sun 
Valley. The daily traffic volume on Lankershim Boulevard north of Ventura 
Boulevard is between 21,000 and 26,000 vehicles. 

• Vineland A venue: Vineland A venue is a major arterial that has three lanes 
in each direction and a raised median from Ventura Boulevard north to 
Chandler Boulevard and two lanes in each direction north of Chandler Boule­
vard. The ADT on this arterial generally ranges between 21,000 and 26,000 
vehicles per day. 

Traffic Controls: Traffic signals within the Valley study area are grouped into three coor­
dinated regions including the East Valley, the West Valley, and Ventura Boulevard. The 
extent of these systems is shown in Figure 5.2-2. Within each region, the majority of 
signals operate on a fixed cycle length, mostly with fixed time settings. The gridiron 
pattern of the Valley street system and the even spacing of the arterial and collector streets 
provides the opportunity for signal settings to be coordinated to provide good progression 
in both north-south and east-west directions. Arterial streets are spaced one-half mile apart, 
and collector streets are located about one-quarter mile from each arterial. These are ideal 
conditions to provide good signal progression. 

The East Valley system coordinates signals east of the San Diego Freeway, that generally 
operate at a 60-second cycle length. The average progression speed is about 30 miles per 
hour. The West Valley system coordinates signals west of the San Diego Freeway, that 
generally operate at a 50-second cycle length and provide for an average progression speed 
of about 35 miles per hour. The Ventura Boulevard system operates at cycle lengths 
varying from 60 to 80 seconds, depending on location and time of day. 

Typically throughout the valley, the intersections of arterial streets are controlled by a pre­
timed two-phase signal, while the intersections of arterials with collector streets are 
controlled by a semi-actuated two-phase signal. While there is often a left-tum lane at the 
typical intersection in the San Fernando Valley, there is usually no left-tum phase (green 
arrow) provided. At certain intersections where high traffic volumes exist, there are 
exceptions to the general conditions identified above. These locations generally comprise 
left-turn phases, longer cycle lengths, or free running signals (no fixed cycle length). At 
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these intersections, high traffic volumes require the exceptions. These measures improve 
the operations of the individual intersection, although it sacrifices coordination with 
neighboring signals and the rest of the system. 

Transit Routes: Transit service in the Valley is provided by the Southern California Rapid 
Transit District (SCRTD) and the City of Los Angeles via Proposition A funding of peak 
hour commuter bus service. Regular SCRTD services include local lines that operate on 
city streets and express lines that operate on a combination of city streets and freeways. 
SCRTD's numbering of its bus routes reflects its county-wide grid system of north/south 
and east/west bus lines. The system designates service as follows: 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

1-99 are local routes to/from Downtown Los Angeles 
100-299 are local routes in other areas 
300-399 are limited stop routes 
400-499 are express routes to/from Downtown Los Angeles 
500-599 are express routes in all other areas 
600-699 are special service routes 

This part of the San Fernando Valley is served by 34 bus lines (24 local and 10 express), 
providing service within the Valley and to neighboring communities. 

Local service is provided throughout the communities of Encino, North Hollywood, Reseda, 
Sherman Oaks, Studio City, Tarzana, Van Nuys, Winnetka, Canoga Park, Chatsworth, 
Northridge and Woodland Hills within the study area. The community of Van Nuys, 
which is the administrative center of the San Fernando Valley, has the densest net:work of 
SCRTD bus lines. Local service is also provided to the adjacent communities of Burbank, 
Glendale, Granada Hills, Hollywood, Lakeview Terrace, Mission Hills, Panorama City, San 
Fernando, Sunland and Sun Valley. 

Express transit service connects this area of the San Fernando Valley to many neighboring 
and outlying communities. Express service is available to the Los Angeles Central 
Business District via the Hollywood and Golden State Freeways, to Hollywood via the 
Hollywood Freeway, to Culver City via the San Diego Freeway, and to Thousand Oaks via 
the Ventura Freeway. 

Typically, bus lines run on major arterials and east-west secondary arterials. There are 
very few instances of bus lines on north-south secondary arterials. Principal transit routes 
(those streets carrying 3 to 5 bus lines) are: 

Topanga Canyon Boulevard 
Van Nuys Boulevard 
Lankershim Boulevard 
Ventura Freeway 

Roscoe Boulevard 
Sherman Way 
Victory Boulevard (Van Nuys Boulevard to 
to Laurel Canyon Boulevard) 

Bus frequency was obtained directly from schedules for the routes. Typically there are two 
to four buses per hour running on most streets in the study area during the peak hour. 
The principal bus corridors (Van Nuys Boulevard, Topanga Canyon Boulevard, Ventura 
Boulevard, and part of Victory Boulevard) typically carry 10 to 15 buses during the 
evening peak hour. 
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5.2.2 Existing Traffic Conditions 

Existing traffic conditions along each rail corridor are depicted by the Level of Service 
(WS) at selected critical intersections. 

The concept of Level of Service, Figure 5.2-4, is used to describe the operating conditions 
which drivers would experience under each LOS classification which range from A to F. 
It also shows the corresponding V/C ratio which stands for volume/capacity ratio which is 
described below. As can be seen from the figure, LOS A represents an excellent operating 
standard whereas F represents complete congestion of the intersection. For planning 
purposes a LOS of A, B or C is regarded as acceptable with only minor delays being 
experienced by motorists. Level of Service D represents below average or fair operating 
conditions where drivers occasionally have to wait through more than one signal cycle to 
proceed through the intersection. Level of Service E represents unstable traffic flow 
conditions where minor increases in traffic can lead to serious delays. Level of Service F 
represents jammed conditions. The city of Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
considers LOS D or better to be an acceptable operating condition. 

In addition to the Level of Service concept described above, another measure of traffic 
operating conditions called the Volume/Capacity Ratio (V/C) is also used. This is simply 
the number of vehicles on any given road or intersection divided by the maximum number 
of vehicles which that road or intersection can carry under ideal conditions. Thus a V /C 
ratio of 0.90 means that the road is carrying 90 percent of its maximum capacity and 
therefore only has 10 percent spare capacity. A V/C ratio of 0.20 means that the road or 
intersection is carrying only 20 percent of its potential carrying capacity and therefore has 
80 percent spare capacity available. When the V/C ratio is greater than 1.00 it means that 
the facility is overloaded (i.e., demand exceeds capacity). 

Sixty-four key intersections were chosen as the basis for the Level of Service analysis for 
this EIR. The intersections chosen for evaluation are those that are either heavily travelled, 
or would be directly impacted by a nearby rail station or at-grade rail operation. The 
locations of these intersections are illustrated in Figure 5.2-3, Study Intersections. 

Burbank Branch Alternatives: There are 31 study intersections along the Burbank Branch 
alignment of which all but two are signalized. The two unsignalized locations are the 
intersections of Topham Street at Victory Boulevard and Corteen Place at Chandler 
Boulevard. All the study intersections were analyzed for the pm peak hour. 

Analysis of the 29 signalized intersections showed that seventeen currently operate at LOS 
C or better and another seven intersections operate at LOS D. Unacceptable levels of 
service currently exist at five intersections: the intersections of Topanga Canyon Boulevard 
at Victory Boulevard, Woodley Avenue at Victory Boulevard, and Vineland Avenue at 
Moorpark Street are operating at LOS E; and the intersections of Winnetka A venue at 
Victory Boulevard and Balboa Boulevard at Victory Boulevard are at LOS F. These 
results are shown in Figure 5.2-6. The locations of the intersections and the LOS and V/C 
ratios are shown in Figure 5.2-5. 
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Level of 
Service 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

Figure 5.2-4 
Level of Service Interpretation 

Volume to 
Capacity 
Ratio Description 

0-.59 Excellent operation. All approaches to the intersection appear 
quite open, turning movements are easily made, and nearly all 
drivers find freedom of operation. 

.60-.69 Very good operation. Many drivers begin to feel somewhat 
restricted within platoons of vehicles. This represents stable 
flow. An approach to an intersection may occasionally be 
fully utilized and traffic queues start to form . 

. 70-.79 Good operation. Occasionally drivers may have to wait more 
than 60 seconds, and back-ups may develop behind turning 
vehicles. Most drivers feel somewhat restricted. 

.80-.89 Fair operation. Cars are sometimes required to wait more than 
60 seconds during short peaks. There are no long-standing 
traffic queues. This level is typically associated with design 
practice for peak periods. 

.90-.99 Poor operation. Some long-standing vehicular queues develop 
on critical approaches to intersections. Delays may be up to 
several minutes. 

Over 1.00 Forced flow. Represents jammed conditions. Backups from 
locations downstream or on the cross street may restrict or 
prevent movement of vehicles out of the intersection approach 
lanes; therefore, volumes carried are not predictable. Potential 
for stop and go type traffic flow. 

Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Highway Research Board, Special Report No. 87, 
Washington, DC, 1965 and the update of the manual. 
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Figure 5.2-6 
Burbank Branch Alignment Conditions (PM Peak Period) 

Level of Service at Study Intersections 

Existing Conditions 

Intersection V/C LOS 

Topanga Canyon/Victory 0.95 E 
OwensmouthNictory 0.76 C 
Canoga/Victory 0.83 D 
Mason/Victory 0.84 D 
Winnetka/Victory 1.07 F 
Topham/Victory U nsignalized 
Corbin/f opham 0.78 C 
Tampa/Topham 0.76 C 
Wilbur/Oxnard 0.87 D 
Reseda/Oxnard 0.77 C 
Lindley/Oxnard 0.67 B 
White Oak/Oxnard 0.80 D 
Balboa/Victory 1.02 F 
Woodley/Victory 0.93 E 
Sepulveda/Oxnard 0.87 D 
Kester/Oxnard 0.82 D 
Vesper/Oxnard 0.54 A 
Van Nuys/Oxnard 0.67 B 
Woodman/Oxnard 0.88 D 
Fulton/Burbank 0.66 B 
Coldwater Canyon/Chandler 0.65 B 
Bellaire/Chandler 0.35 A 
Whitsett/Chandler 0.73 C 
Corteen/Chandler Unsignalized 
Laurel Cyn/Chandler 0.77 C 
Tujunga/Chandler 0.44 A 
Lankershim/Chandler 0.70 C 
Vineland/Chandler 0.50 A 
Vineland/Magnolia 0.57 A 
Vineland/Riverside 0.58 A 
Vineland/Moorpark 0.92 E 
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Analysis of the two stop-sign controlled intersections is summarized below: 

1. Topham Street/Victory Boulevard 

Topham Street: NB Left= LOS F 
NB Right = LOS C 

Victory Boulevard: WB Left = LOS D 

These results indicate that motorists attempting to make a northbound left from Topham 
Street to Victory Boulevard would experience significant delays, which is quite common at 
unsignalized intersections. 

2. Corteen Place/Chandler Boulevard 

Corteen Place: NB Left = LOS E 
NB Through = LOS E 
NB Right = LOS A 
SB Left = LOS E 
SB Through = LOS E 
SB Right = LOS A 

Chandler Boulevard: EB Left = LOS B 
WB Left = LOS A 

These results show the left and through movements from Corteen Place to be significantly 
impacted during the PM peak period due to the heavy east-west flow on Chandler 
Boulevard, as can be expected at an unsignalized minor street crossing a major arterial. 

Ventura Freeway Alternatives: There are thirty-three study intersections along the Ventura 
Freeway alignment. Ventura Freeway interchanges were considered as two separate 
intersections if there was both an eastbound and westbound off ramp. All the study 
intersections are signalized. Currently, intersections operate at LOS C or better and four of 
the intersections currently operate at LOS D. Seven of the intersections currently operate 
at LOS E. These are Tampa Avenue at Ventura Boulevard, Hayvenhurst Avenue at 
Burbank Boulevard, Van Nuys Boulevard at Riverside Drive, Van Nuys Boulevard at the 
Ventura Freeway eastbound and westbound off ramps, Coldwater Canyon Avenue at 
Riverside Drive, and Laurel Canyon at Moorpark Street. Three intersections operate at 
LOS F including Canoga Avenue at Vanowen Street, White Oak Avenue at Burbank 
Boulevard, and Laurel Canyon Boulevard at Riverside Drive. These results are shown in 
Figure 5.2-7 and 5.2-8. 
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Figure S.2-7 
Ventura Freeway Alignment - Existing Conditions (PM Peak Period) 

Levels of Service at Study Intersections 

Intersection 

Canoga A venueN anowen Street 
Desoto Avenue/U.S.101 EB OFF 
Desoto A venue/U.S.101 WB OFF 
Desoto AvenueNentura Boulevard 
Winnetka Avenue/U.S. 101 EB OFF 
Winnetka Avenue/U.S. 101 WB OFF 
Winnetka AvenueNentura Boulevard 
Tampa Avenue/U.S. 101 EB OFF 
Tampa Avenue/U.S. 101 WB OFF 
Tampa AvenueNentura Boulevard 
Reseda Boulevard/U.S. 101 EB OFF 
Reseda Boulevard/U.S. 101 WB OFF 
Reseda Boulevard/Burbank Boulevard 
White Oak Avenue/Burbank Boulevard 
White Oak Avenue/U.S. 101 EB OFF 
White Oak Avenue/U.S. 101 WB OFF 
Hayvenhurst A venue/Burbank Boulevard 
Hayvenhurst A venue/Magnolia Boulevard 
Hayvenhurst Avenue/U.S. 101 WB OFF 
Sepulveda Boulevard/U.S. 101 WB OFF 
Van Nuys Boulevard/Riverside Drive 
Van Nuys Boulevard/U.S. 101 EB OFF 
Van Nuys Boulevard/U.S. 101 WB OFF 
Woodman Avenue/Riverside Drive 
Woodman Avenue/U.S. 101 EB OFF 
Woodman Avenue/U.S. 101 WB OFF 
Coldwater Canyon/Riverside Drive 
Coldwater Canyon/U.S. 101 EB OFF 
Coldwater Canyon/U.S. 101 WB OFF 
Laurel Canyon/Riverside Drive 
Laurel Canyon/U.S. 101 EB OFF 
Laurel Canyon/U.S. 101 WB OFF 
Laurel Canyon/Moorpark Street 
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Existing Conditions 

V/C LOS 

1.03 
0.83 
0.82 
0.80 
0.67 
0.44 
0.76 
0.56 
0.65 
0.93 
0.71 
0.71 
0.78 
1.05 
0.64 
0.81 
0.99 
0.61 
0.54 
0.66 
0.90 
0.97 
0.91 
0.79 
0.61 
0.64 
0.96 
0.64 
0.78 
1.00 
0.77 
0.63 
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5.2.3 FUTURE TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

For the purpose of this study, year 2010 was chosen as the design year in which future 
traffic conditions with and without the project are assessed. 

Assumptions and Methodolo~: A background traffic growth was developed for each 
alignment based upon regional traffic projections developed by the Southern California 
Association of Governments. The first step in the calculation of the traffic growth rates 
was to divide the regions along each of the rail alignments into a series of smaller zones. 
This was done so that individual north, south, east and west growth factors for each zone 
could be assessed separately. The regions along each alignment were divided into an 
average of 17 zones, with each zone being between one and two miles square. The size of 
the zones was chosen so that each one contained two to three north-south and east-west 
arterials. It was assumed that the use of individual zonal growth factors as described 
would better predict future traffic conditions than the use of a global growth factor for the 
entire study area. 

The next step was to calculate directional traffic growth factors for each individual arterial 
link within each zone. This was done by dividing the future directional traffic volume for 
each link by the existing directional traffic volume. Thus, each link would have two 
growth factors, one for each direction. Existing (1984-1987) PM peak hour traffic volumes 
were obtained from the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) and 
supplemented with field counts by DKS Associates. Future traffic volumes were obtained 
from the Southern California Association of Government (SCAG) study titled Baseline 
Projection which contained projected future arterial link volumes for the San Fernando 
Valley for the year 2010. 

Once the directional traffic growth factor for each individual arterial link was calculated, 
directional growth factors for each zone were calculated by averaging the individual 
directional growth factors for each line within the zone. The zonal growth factors were 
then plotted on a map, and any inconsistencies in growth factors between neighboring 
zones were "smoothed out". 

In the "smoothing process", if the future volume to capacity (V/C) ratio at a study 
intersection was projected to be either less than or not much greater than 1.00, then no 
change was made to the growth factors at that intersection. However, if the future V/C 
ratio at the study intersection was projected to be significantly greater than 1.00, then the 
parallel arterials were checked to determine if some of the excess growth on the study 
intersection arterial could be redistributed to them. All traffic redistribution was kept to 
the general vicinity of the study intersection. This process prevents one facility from being 
completely overloaded and another from being under utilized and more closely replicates 
the travel behavior of motorists that travel demand forecast models do not always 
accomplish. 
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Burbank Branch Route Alternatives: The future base conditions are those operating 
conditions projected to exist in the year 2010 if the light-rail transit line is not built. This 
provides a "Do Nothing" base case to compare with the various rail transit scenarios. In 
this way, it is possible to isolate where rail related traffic is likely to have a significant 
impact on future traffic conditions. Future projected intersection turning volumes were 
calculated by applying growth factors to existing turning volumes for each of the study 
intersections. Because the local element of the traffic growth varies for groups of 
intersections, a number of different growth factors were used depending on the location of 
the intersection. 

A TSAC (Automated Traffic Surveillance And Control) was assumed to be in operation in 
the San Fernando Valley by the horizon year of 2010. ATSAC consists of a central 
computer system which monitors traffic flows through detectors. It improves traffic flow 
through signalized intersections by providing adjustments to signal timing, and by notifying 
City staff of problems with traffic or with signal equipment so that they may be promptly 
handled. ATSAC is being installed by the Los Angeles Department of Transportation in 
various areas throughout the City. It is currently in operation in the Coliseum area and in 
the Central Business District. For purposes of this study, the increased efficiency of traffic 
flow due to ATSAC was represented by increasing future intersection capacity to seven 
percent, as researched by LADOT. In addition, roadway improvements identified in the 
Ventura Boulevard Specific Plan were also assumed to be in place by 2010. 

For this future base case all the thirty-one study intersections were assumed to be 
signalized. It is projected that by the year 2010, only nine of the study intersections would 
be operating at LOS C or better during the evening peak period and two of the study 
intersections are projected to operate at LOS D. Twenty study intersections are expected 
to be at an unacceptable level of service in the future base condition: four at LOS E and 
sixteen at LOS F. This is a substantial change from current conditions of only five at 
LOS E/F. 

Figure 5.2-10 shows the LOS and V/C for each of the thirty-one study intersections for the 
future base scenario. The locations, LOS, and V/C ratios of these intersections are shown 
in Figure 5.2-9. 
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I 
I Figure 5.2-9 

Burbank Branch Alignment - Future Base Conditions (without rail project) 

I 
Levels of Service at Study Intersections 

Existing Conditions Future Conditions 

I 
Intersection V/C LOS V/C LOS 

Topanga CanyonNictory 0.95 E 1.00 p · 

I OwensmouthNictory 0.76 C 0.83 D 
Canoga/Victory 0.83 D 1.02 F 
MasonNictory 0.84 D 1.11 F 

I Winnetka/Victory 1.07 F 1.10 F 
TophamNictory U nsignalized 1.06 F 
Corbin/Topham 0.78 C 1.43 F 

I Tampa/Topham 0.76 C 1.19 F 
Wilbur/Oxnard 0.87 D 1.45 F 
Reseda/Oxnard 0.77 C 1.19 F 

I Lindley /Oxnard 0.67 B 1.10 F 
White Oak/Oxnard 0.80 D 0.92 E 
Balboa/Victory 1.02 F 1.24 F 

I WoodleyNictory 0.93 E 1.27 F 
Sepulveda/Oxnard 0.87 D 1.08 F 
Kester/Oxnard 0.82 D 0.93 E 

I 
Vesper/Oxnard 0.54 A 0.62 B 
Van Nuys/Oxnard 0.67 B 0.78 C 
Woodman/Oxnard 0.88 D 1.18 F 

I 
Fulton/Burbank 0.66 B 0.70 C 
Coldwater Canyon/Chandler 0.65. B 0.92 E 
Bellaire/Chandler 0.35 A 0.50 A 

I 
Whitsett/Chandler 0.73 C 0.99 E 
Corteen/Chandler Un signalized 0.51 A 
Laurel Cyn/Chandler 0.77 C 1.03 F 

I 
Tu junga/Chandler 0.44 A 0.52 A 
Lankershim/Chandler 0.70 C 0.88 D 
Vineland/Chandler 0.50 A 0.63 B 

I 
Vineland/Magnolia 0.57 A 0.70 C 
Vineland/Riverside 0.58 A 0.70 C 
Vineland/Moorpark 0.92 E 1.15 F 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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Ventura Freeway Route Alternatives: Similar to level of service the Burbank Branch 
scenario, a future base case was developed for each projected intersection levels of service 
assuming the rail transit line is not built. Future intersection volumes were calculated 
using a similar methodology as that discussed previously under the Burbank Branch 
scenario. Analysis of the thirty-three intersections with this future traffic indicated that 
eleven of the intersections would operate at LOS C or better, and six of the study 
intersections are projected to operate at LOS D. Sixteen study intersections will be at an 
unacceptable level of service in the future base condition: one at LOS E and fifteen at 
LOS F. Thus, similar to the Burbank Branch Routes, intersections adjacent to the Ventura 
Freeway are likely to worsen significantly due to basic growth without the presence of rail 
transit. The results of this analysis are shown in Figure 5.2-11. The locations, LOS and 
V /C ratios of these intersections are shown in Figure 5.2-12. 
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I 
I Figure 5.2-12 

Ventura Freeway Alignment - Future Base Conditions (without rail project) 

I 
Level of Service at Study Intersections 

Existing Conditions Future Conditions 

I Intersection V/C LOS V/C LOS 

I Canoga A venueN anowen Street 1.03 F 1.11 F 
Desoto Avenue/U.S.101 EB OFF 0.83 D 0.85 D 
Desoto Avenue/U.S.101 WB OFF 0.82 D 0.87 D 

I Desoto A venueN entura Boulevard 0.80 D 0.79 C 
Winnetka Avenue/U.S. 101 EB OFF 0.67 B 0.78 C 
Winnetka Avenue/U.S. 101 WB OFF 0.44 A 0.52 A 

I Winnetka A venueN entura Boulevard 0.76 C 0.92 E 
Tampa Avenue/U.S. 101 EB OFF 0.56 A 0.68 B 
Tampa Avenue/U.S. 101 WB OFF 0.65 B 0.78 C 

I 
Tampa A venueN entura Boulevard 0.93 E 1.03 F 
Reseda Boulevard/U.S. 101 EB OFF 0.71 C 0.89 D 
Reseda Boulevard/U.S. 101 WB OFF 0.71 C 1.01 F 

I 
Reseda Boulevard/Burbank Boulevard 0.78 C 1.01 F 
White Oak A venue/Burbank Boulevard 1.05 F 1.38 F 
White Oak Avenue/U.S. 101 EB OFF 0.64 B 0.85 D 

I 
White Oak Avenue/U.S. 101 WB OFF 0.81 E 1.34 F 
Hayvenhurst A venue/Burbank Boulevard 0.99 E 1.13 F 
Hayvenhurst A venue/Magnolia Boulevard 0.61 B 0.61 B 
Hayvenhurst Avenue/U.S. 101 WB OFF 0.54 A 0.54 A 

I Sepulveda Boulevard/U.S. 101 WB OFF 0.66 B 0.72 C 
Van Nuys Boulevard/Riverside Drive 0.90 E 1.06 F 
Van Nuys Boulevard/U.S. 101 EB OFF 0.97 E 1.15 F 

I Van Nuys Boulevard/U.S. 101 WB OFF 0.91 E 1.09 F 
Woodman Avenue/Riverside Drive 0.79 C 0.83 D 
Woodman Avenue/U.S. 101 EB OFF 0.61 B 0.71 C 

I Woodman Avenue/U.S. 101 WB OFF 0.64 B 0.74 C 
Coldwater Canyon/Riverside Drive 0.96 E 1.17 F 
Coldwater Canyon/U.S. 101 EB OFF 0.64 B 0.82 D 

I Coldwater Canyon/U.S. 101 WB OFF 0.78 C 1.01 F 
Laurel Canyon/Riverside Drive 1.00 F 1.25 F 
Laurel Canyon/U.S. 101 EB OFF 0.77 C 1.30 F 

I Laurel Canyon/U.S. 101 WB OFF 0.63 B 0.74 C 
Laurel Canyon/Moorpark Street 0.96 E 1.18 F 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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5.2.4 FUTURE TRAFFIC CONDITIONS WITH RAIL PROJECT 

This section discusses the traffic impacts associated with each rail alignment. The patronage 
forecasts were developed by the Southern California Association of Government (SCAG) under 
contract to LACTC. 

Beneficial Regional Effects: Traffic modelling done by SCAG indicates that the construction 
of the rail transit project in the San Fernando Valley will have a beneficial effect on region­
wide traffic congestion by reducing the number of daily automobile trips. Estimates of trip 
reductions (vehicle miles travelled or VMT) are based on projected rail transit patronage on 
each alternative alignment and include the following: 

Auto Trip Reduction With Rail Transit Project 
• Alternatives #1, #2 - 410,500 VMT/day 
• Alternative #3 - 440,000 VMT/day 
• Alternative #4 - 424,000 VMT/day 
• Alternative #5 - 418,000 VMT/day 

Assumptions and Methodology for Local Area Impact Analysis: The SCAG Regional 
Forecasting Model was used to estimate patronage and mode of arrival at each rail station. 
In brief, the mode split-model yields a table of zone-to-zone home-work transit trips occurring 
on a typical weekday in the forecast year 
(2010). The transit assignment component of 
the model loads these trips onto the transit 
network, resulting in passenger boardings at each 
station of a transit line and the loadings on each 
link of the transit line. In the forecast model, 
rail patronage is constrained by the number of 
parking spaces at each station. Thus, through 
an iterative process the model assumes parking 
demand via increased travel time on those links 
that would be utilized for station access. After 
four iterations, the assignment process is 
considered complete and the final passenger 
loadings at each station are determined. 

Figure 5.2-14 shows the number of proposed 
parking spaces at each station on the Burbank 
Branch Alignment. Figure 5.2-15 shows the 
number of proposed parking spaces at each 
station on the Ventura Freeway Alignment. The 

Figure 5.2-14 
Burbank Branch Alternative 

Proposed Parking Supply 

Topanga Canyon Blvd. 
Winnetka A venue 
Tampa A venue 
Reseda Boulevard 
White Oak A venue 
Balboa Boulevard 
Woodley Avenue 
Sepulveda Boulevard 
Van N uys Boulevard 
Fulton A venue 
Laurel Canyon Blvd. 
North Hollywood 

0 
1,160 

0 
370 
475 
400 
440 
675 
325 

0 
0 

1000 
4,845 

Burbank Branch alternative would provide a total of 4,845 off-street parking spaces. 
Ventura Freeway Alignment would provide 3,785 or 4,350 off-street parking spaces. 
locations of the Park-and-Ride Stations are illustrated in Figure 5.2-13. 

The 
The 

The SCAG modeling process balances passenger boardings to station parking supply and transit 
access. Thus, a worst case scenario assumes all parking spaces are 100 percent utilized during 
the peak hour. 
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In order to estimate the total trip generation for 
each station the following equation was derived: 

Trips Generated at Rail Station (Peak 
Hours) = Park/Ride Trips+Kiss/Ride Trips 

In the above equation, it is assumed that the 
number of park-and-ride trips generated at a 
station is equal to the number of parking spaces 
provided. This is equivalent to assuming that 
all parking spaces are taken up during the peak 
hour. 

The estimation of the number of kiss-and-ride 
trips during the peak hour is based on kiss-and­
ride usage statistics at rail stations in the other 
cities in California: 

Number of kiss/ride trips = k x station boarding 
k = empirical factor 

= 0.25 in residential area 
= 0.10 in commercial area 

In summary, therefore, the number of peak hour 
trips generated at each LRT station is estimated 
by the following equation: 

Number of peak hour trips generated = 
Number of parking spaces + k x (No. of 
peak hour boardings) 

Figures 5.2-16 and 5.2-17 summarize the total 
number of vehicle trips generated during the PM 
Peak period on the Burbank Branch and Ventura 
Freeway Alignments. 

These trips were then distributed onto the street 
network based upon the population distribution 
surrounding each station and then added to the 

Figure 5.2-15 
Ventura Freeway Alternative 

Proposed Parking Supply 

Alt #4 Alt #5 

V anowen/Canoga Ave. 
Victory/Canoga Ave. 
Oxnard/Canoga 
Desoto Avenue 
Winnetka A venue 
Tampa A venue 
Reseda Boulevard 
White Oak A venue 
Hayvenhurst A venue 
Sepulveda Boulevard 
Van Nuys Boulevard 
Woodman Avenue 
Coldwater Canyon Blvd. 
Laurel Canyon Blvd. 

585 
0 
0 

890 
220 
145 
120 
400 
650 
240 

85 
95 

160 
195 

3,785 

Figure 5.2-16 
Burbank Branch Alignment 

585 
0 
0 

890 
220 
145 
120 
400 
650 
500 
85 

400 
160 
~ 

4,350 

Trips Generated at Park/Ride Stations 

Winnetka Avenue 
Reseda Boulevard 
White Oak A venue 
Balboa Boulevard 
Woodley Avenue 
Sepulveda Boulevard 
Van Nuys Boulevard 
North Hollywood 

PM Peale Hour Trips 

1321 
510 
560 
472 
490 
798 
569 

1406 

street system to determine the traffic impacts at each study intersection. 

According to City of Los Angeles guidelines, a project is deemed to significantly impact the 
roadway system if there is an increase in the V /C ratio of an intersection of 0.02 or more, 
with a final V/C ratio of more than 0.90 (LOS E or worse). As an example, if the Future 
Base V/C ratio is 0.89 (LOS D) and the addition of project traffic results in the V/C ratio 
worsening to 0.91 (LOS E) then this is a significant impact. Similarly, if the V/C ratio is 
1.15 (LOS F) in the Future Base case and 1.17 with project traffic, then this is also a sign­
ificant impact. Those intersections which are significantly impacted by the project are required 
to be mitigated so that the V/C ratio drops back to no more than the Future Base V/C ratio. 
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Burbank Branch Alternative # 1 (LRT At-Grade) 

Future Conditions with Project (2010) 



Parking Spillover Impacts: Although spillover 
parking impacts cannot be quantified from the 
patronage model, overflow parking can be 
expected to occur under two conditions along 
the alignments. The first is when the off-street 
parking lots overflow due to excess parking 
demand. The second is when there is no off­
street parking provided at all and transit riders 
park on the streets surrounding these stations. 

Under the Ventura Freeway Alternative, all but 
two of the stations will have off-street parking. 
The two stations without off-street parking are 
Victory Station and Oxnard Station. At these 
two locations on-street parking is currently not 
permitted due to the intense development of 
Warner Center and the need for all available 
roadway capacity on the surrounding arterials. 
On the Ventura Freeway portion of the 
alignment, the rail line would pass through a 
mix of residential and commercial areas. 

Figure 5.2-17 
Ventura Freeway Alignment 

(Aerial and Subway) 
Trips Generated at Park/Ride Stations 

PM Peak Hour Trips 

Vanowen St/Canoga Ave. 715 
De Soto A venue 974 
Winnetka A venue 234 
Tampa Avenue 249 
Reseda Boulevard 224 
White Oak Avenue 470 
Havenhurst A venue 722 
Sepulveda Boulevard 309 
Van Nuys Boulevard 328 
Woodman Avenue 181 
Coldwater Canyon Blvd. 242 
Laurel Canyon Boulevard 328 

At the DeSoto, Winnetka and Tampa Stations, the potential impact of spillover parking is 
greatest north and south of Ventura Boulevard where residential neighborhoods dominate the 
environs and ample on-street parking is available. East of Tampa Station the alignment 
continues to follow the Freeway. Here the spillover problem could again impact residential 
neighborhoods on both sides of the freeway due to the abundant supply of free on-street 
parking. 

On the Burbank Branch alignment off-street parking would be provided at all but four stations 
for each rail alternative. These stations are Topanga Canyon, Tampa, Fulton-Burbank, and 
Laurel Canyon. All of these stations are located in the middle of residential neighborhoods. 
Thus they are the locations where spillover parking in residential neighborhoods would be most 
likely to occur. Should ridership demand exceed projections, excess parking demand at these 
and other stations could result in negative neighborhood parking impacts. 

On both alignments these negative impacts would consist of cars parked on the streets sur­
rounding stations throughout the day leaving residents and commercial establishments with 
little or no on-street parking capacity for local uses. In addition, the excess parking demand 
could result in additional adverse traffic impacts. Thus, a number of strategies can and should 
be considered to offset any potential neighborhood impacts. 

Mitigation Measures: 

The following measures should be adopted to monitor and control the impacts from station 
spillover parking: 

• A program which monitors rail patronage and parking demand systemwide to identify 
where demand exceeds system projections. 
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• A policy of maintaining free or low cost station parking fees would discourage on­
street parking (and remove the incentive to look for on-street parking). Other sources 
of off-street parking such as shared uses with shopping and commercial developments 
that may have excess parking capacity should be identified. Emphasis should be upon 
increasing transit service to each station. Finally, should on-street station related 
parking result in adverse conditions in the surrounding neighborhoods, consideration will 
have to be given to protecting these areas via the implementation of neighborhood 
parking permit programs. 

Burbank Branch Route Alternative #1. LRT At-Grade: This scenario considers the impacts 
of the at-grade light rail alternative of the Burbank Branch alignment. This alignment will 
cross fourteen study intersections at-grade: 

Mason A venue and Victory Boulevard 
Corbin Avenue and Topham Street 
Tampa Avenue and Topham Street 
Wilbur Avenue and Oxnard Street 
Lindley Avenue and Oxnard Street 
White Oak Avenue and Oxnard Street 
Woodley Avenue and Victory Boulevard 
Kester Avenue and Oxnard Street 
Coldwater Canyon Boulevard and Chandler Boulevard 
Whitsett A venue and Chandler Boulevard 
Laurel Canyon Boulevard and Chandler Boulevard 
Vineland A venue and Magnolia Boulevard 
Vineland A venue and Riverside Drive 
Vineland A venue and Moorpark Street 

At these intersections, the light rail vehicles will preempt the traffic signal so that all traffic 
which would cross the tracks will be given a red light when a light rail vehicle passes through 
the intersections. Furthermore, railroad gates would prevent cars from blocking the tracks to 
account for this impact, volumes for moves which would be blocked by gates were inflated 
by 20 percent. This adjustment is based on light rail headways of six minutes. Other 
intersections where signal pre-emption may be necessary but were not part of this analysis 
include Colfax/Chandler, Vineland/Weddington, Vineland/McCormick, and Vineland/Hesby. 
Two at-grade intersections under this alternative would be closed. They are Bellaire 
A venue/Chandler Boulevard and Corteen A venue/Chandler Boulevard. 

In this scenario seven intersections are projected to operate at LOS D or better. Twenty-two 
study intersections are projected to operate at LOS E or worse as compared to twenty 
intersections in the Future Base Case (without rail transit). Thus, the project causes two 
intersections to change from an acceptable level of service to an unacceptable level of service. 
These results are shown in Figure 5.2-19 which also lists the LOS and V/C ratios for the 
Future Base case for comparison. According to the City of Los Angeles definition of a 
significant impact as described above, eighteen of the thirty-one study intersections are 
forecasted to be significantly impacted by both the additional park-and-ride station related 
traffic and delays due to the light rail preemption of signals at the at-grade crossings. The 
locations, LOS and V/C ratios of these intersections are shown in Figure 5.2-19. 
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I 
Figure 5.2-19 I Burbank Branch Alignment - Light Rail At-Grade (Alternative #1) 

Comparison With Future Base Levels of Service 

I 
Future Base Light Rail At-Grade 

I Intersection V/C LOS V/C LOS 

Topanga Canyon/Victory 1.00 F 1.00 F I 
Owens mouth/Victory 0.83 D 0.83 D 
Canoga/Victory 1.02 F 1.02 F I Mason/Victory 1.11 F 1.25 F * 
Winnetka/Victory 1.10 F 1.27 F * 
Topham/Victory 1.06 F 1.14 F * I Corbin/f opham 1.43 F 1.63 F * 
Tampa/f opham 1.19 F 1.38 F * 
Wilbur/Oxnard 1.45 F 1.63 F * I Reseda/Oxnard 1.19 F 1.19 F 
Lindley /Oxnard 1.10 F 1.27 F * 
White Oak/Oxnard 0.92 E 1.38 F * I Balboa/Victory 1.24 F 1.30 F * 
Woodley /Victory 1.27 F 1.41 F * 
Sepulveda/Oxnard 1.08 F 1.16 F * 

I Kester/Oxnard 0.93 E 1.03 F * 
Vesper/Oxnard 0.62 B 0.64 B 
Van Nuys/Oxnard 0.78 C 0.84 D 
Woodman/Oxnard 1.18 F 1.18 F I Fulton/Burbank 0.70 C 0.70 C 
Coldwater Canyon/Chandler 0.92 E 1.09 F 
Bellaire/Chandler 0.50 A 0.63 B I Whitsett/Chandler 0.99 E 1.26 F 
Corteen/Chandler 0.51 A 0.66 B 
Laurel Cyn/Chandler 1.03 F 1.32 F I Tujunga/Chandler 0.52 A 0.96 E*+ 
Lankershim/Chandler 0.88 D 1.50 F * + 
Vineland/Chandler 0.63 B 0.63 B I Vineland/Magnolia 0.70 C 0.81 D 
Vineland/Riverside 0.70 C 0.86 D 
Vineland/Moorpark 1.15 F 1.42 F * I 
* Intersection impacted by project, according to V /C standard. I + Change from acceptable to unacceptable level of service. 

I 
I 
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Burbank Branch Route Alternatives #2 and #3 LRT Deep Trench and ART/Metro Rail 
Extension: This scenario considers the traffic impacts of both the Metro Rail extension 
alternative and the subway/deep trench alternative on the Burbank Branch Alignment For 
purposes of traffic analysis both alternatives would have the same impacts on the adjacent 
roadway system. Traffic from the park-and-ride lots was distributed to the adjacent roadway 
system at each station and added to the projected 2010 intersection turning volumes discussed 
previously. The LOS and V/C ratios for this alternative is compared with the Future Base 
scenario. 

In this scenario, nine of the study intersections would operate at LOS D or better. Twenty­
two intersections are projected to operate at LOS E or worse, compared to the Future Base 
Case (without rail transit) which projects twenty intersections at LOS E or worse. Hence, the 
project causes two intersections to change from an acceptable level of service to an 
unacceptable level of service. 

While the project causes minimal changes in levels of service, impacts must be mitigated if 
the project changes the volume/capacity ratio by 0.02 or more, given the V /C is 0.90 or 
greater. Using this standard, eleven intersections are significantly impacted by the project. 
Figure 5.2-21 shows the LOS and V/C ratio for the study intersections for both the Future 
Base case and the Burbank Branch Metro RaiVSubway alternative. Figure 5.2-20 shows the 
locations, LOS and V/C ratios of these intersections. 
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I 
I Figure 5.2-21 

Burbank Branch Alignment - Metro Rail/Subway (Alternatives #2, #3) 

I 
Comparison With Future Base Levels of Service 

Future Base Metro RaiVSubway 

I Intersection V/C LOS V/C LOS 

I Topanga Canyon/Victory 1.00 F 1.00 F 
Owensmouth/V ictory 0.83 D 0.83 D 
Canoga/Victory 1.02 F 1.02 F 

I Mason/Victory 1.11 F 1.11 F 
Winnetka/Victory 1.10 F 1.27 F * 
Topham/Victory 1.06 F 1.14 F * 

I Corbin{f opham 1.43 F 1.47 F * 
Tarnpa{f opharn 1.19 F 1.22 F * 
Wilbur/Oxnard 1.45 F 1.45 F 

I Reseda/Oxnard 1.19 F 1.19 F 
Lindley /Oxnard 1.10 F 1.10 F 
White Oak/Oxnard 0.92 E 1.15 F * 

I Balboa/Victory 1.24 F 1.30 F * 
Woodley/Victory 1.27 F 1.36 F * 
Sepulveda/Oxnard 1.08 F 1.16 F * 

I Kester/Oxnard 0.93 E 0.93 E 
Vesper/Oxnard 0.62 B 0.64 B 
Van Nuys/Oxnard 0.78 C 0.84 D 

I Woodman/Oxnard 1.18 F 1.18 F 
Fulton/Burbank 0.70 C 0.70 C 
Coldwater Canyon/Chandler 0.92 E 0.92 E 

I 
Be Haire/Chandler 0.50 A 0.50 A 
Whitsett/Chandler 0.99 E 0.99 E 
Corteen/Chandler 0.51 A 0.51 A 

I 
Laurel Cyn/Chandler 1.03 F 1.09 F * 
Tujunga/Chandler 0.52 A 0.96 E* 
Lankershim/Chandler 0.88 D 1.50 F * 

I 
Vineland/Chandler 0.63 B 0.63 B 
Vineland/Magnolia 0.70 C 0.72 C 
Vineland/Riverside 0.70 C 0.70 C 

I 
Vineland/Moorpark 1.15 F 1.15 F 

* Intersection impacted by project, according to V /C standard. 

I + Change from acceptable to unacceptable level of service. 

I 
I 
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Ventura Freeway Route Alternative #4 (South Side Aerial): This analysis considers the 
impacts of the south side aerial alternative of the Ventura Freeway Alignment. Like the 
Burbank Branch section above, this analysis is based upon a comparison between the future 
conditions at the study intersections both with and without the Metro Rail line. 

The analysis shows that thirteen of the intersections would operate at LOS D or better. 
Twenty of the intersections are projected to operate at LOS E or worse which causes a 
significant change from acceptable to unacceptable levels of service for three study 
intersections when compared to the future base case without rail transit According to City 
of Los Angeles guidelines for the determination of a significant impact, fourteen of the study 
intersections are significantly impacted by this project alternative. 

This analysis is shown in Figure 5.2-23. The figure also shows the LOS and V/C for the 
Future-Base case for comparison. The locations, LOS and V/C ratios of these intersections 
are shown in Figure 5.2-22. 
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I 
Figure 5.2-23 I Ventura Freeway Alignment - Alternative #4 

Comparison With Future Base Levels of Service 

I Future Base Aerial Alignment 

Intersection V/C LOS V/C LOS I 
Canoga Avenue/Vanowen Street 1.11 F 1.23 F * I Desoto Avenue/U.S.101 EB OFF 0.85 D 1.04 F*+ 
Desoto Avenue/U.S.101 WB OFF 0.87 D 0.87 D 
Desoto Avenue/Ventura Boulevard 0.79 C 0.97 E*+ I Winnetka Avenue/U.S. 101 EB OFF 0.78 C 0.84 D 
Winnetka A venue/U .S. 101 WB OFF 0.52 A 0.52 A 
Winnetka Avenue/Ventura Boulevard 0.92 E 0.94 E * I Tampa Avenue/U.S. 101 EB OFF 0.68 B 0.68 B 
Tampa Avenue/U.S. 101 WB OFF 0.78 C 0.78 C 
Tampa Avenue/Ventura Boulevard 1.03 F 1.03 F I Reseda Boulevard/U.S. 101 EB OFF 0.89 D 0.90 E 
Reseda Boulevard/U.S. 101 WB OFF 1.01 F 1.05 F* 
Reseda Boulevard/Burbank Boulevard 1.01 F 1.03 F * I White Oak Avenue/Burbank Boulevard 1.38 F 1.48 F * 
White Oak Avenue/U.S. 101 EB OFF 0.85 D 0.93 E * + 
White Oak Avenue/U.S. 101 WB OFF 1.10 F 1.10 F 

I Hayvenhurst Avenue/Burbank Boulevard 1.13 F 1.26 F * 
Hayvenhurst A venue/Magnolia Boulevard 0.61 B 0.76 C 
Hayvenhurst Avenue/U.S. 101 WB OFF 0.54 A 0.66 B 
Sepulveda Boulevard/U.S. 101 WB OFF 0.72 C 0.76 C I Van Nuys Boulevard/Riverside Drive 1.06 F 1.10 F * 
Van Nuys Boulevard/U.S. 101 EB OFF 1.15 F 1.18 F * 
Van Nuys Boulevard/U.S. 101 WB OFF 1.09 F 1.09 F I Woodman Avenue/Riverside Drive 0.83 D 0.86 D 
Woodman Avenue/U.S. 101 EB OFF 0.71 C 0.73 C 
Woodman Avenue/U.S. 101 WB OFF 0.74 C 0.74 C I Coldwater Canyon/Riverside Drive 1.17 F 1.21 F * 
Coldwater Canyon/U.S. 101 EB OFF 0.82 D 0.85 D 
Coldwater Canyon/U.S. 101 WB OFF 1.01 F 1.01 F I Laurel Canyon/Riverside Drive 1.25 F 1.29 F * 
Laurel Canyon/U.S. 101 EB OFF 1.30 F 1.30 F 
Laurel Canyon/U.S. 101 WB OFF 0.74 C 0.79 C I Laurel Canyon/Moorpark Street 1.18 F 1.20 F * 

* Denotes Significant Impact, according to V /C standard. I 
+ Change from acceptable to unacceptable level of service. 

I 
I 

5 - 62 

I 



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

Ventura Freeway Alternative #5, North Side Subway: This analysis considers the impacts of 
the subway alternative of the Ventura Freeway Alignment. For traffic analysis purposes, the 
only difference between this alternative and the previous alternative is the location of the park­
and-ride lots at five of the stations. The five stations with a different park-and-ride lot 
location are at White Oak A venue, Hayvenhurst A venue, Woodman A venue, Coldwater 
Canyon, and Laurel Canyon. 

Like the other future scenarios this analysis compares the future traffic conditions with and 
without the light-rail line. The analysis shows that the intersection levels of service projected 
for this alternative are almost identical to those of the Aerial Alternative. The only exception 
is at White Oak AvenueNentura Freeway eastbound off ramp where the LOS is D for the 
Subway alternative as opposed to E for the Aerial Alternative. Although a number of the V /C 
ratios change, there is no corresponding change in LOS classification. 

Fourteen of the intersections are projected to operate at LOS D or better, nineteen study 
intersections would operate at LOS E or worse. Thus, two intersections have a significant 
change from acceptable to unacceptable levels of service when compared to the Future Base 
Case without rail transit. Using the V/C analysis, fifteen of the study intersections are 
significantly impacted by this project alternative. 

This analysis is shown in Figure 5.2-25. The figure also shows the LOS and V/C for the 
Future-Base case for comparison. The locations, LOS and V /C ratios of these intersections 
are shown in Figure 5.2-24. 

Phased Length Option: This scenario considers the impacts of a Phased Length Option 
segment for each of the five rail alternatives: Under this option, the rail line would terminate 
near the Sepulveda Basin rather than further west at Warner Center. Rail patrons would use 
express buses to get to points farther west. Each of the five alternatives would terminate at 
the station location listed below: 

Burbank Branch At-Grade 

Burbank Branch Subway/Deep Trench 

Burbank Branch Metro-Rail Extension 

Ventura Freeway Aerial 

Ventura Freeway Subway 

Sepulveda Boulevard with 750 parking spaces (same 
as full extension of line). 

Sepulveda Boulevard with 750 parking spaces (same 
as full extension of line). 

Balboa Boulevard with 400 parking spaces (same 
as full extension of line). There would be no 
station at Woodley. 

Sepulveda Boulevard with 750 parking spaces. 

Sepulveda Boulevard with 750 parking spaces. 

No further analysis was needed for the three Burbank Branch alternatives, since there was 
no change to the terminal station (the total number of parking spaces at the Sepulveda and 
Balboa stations did not change). The fact that there would be no stations farther west would 
not change the total number of vehicles leaving the station during the evening peak period that 
would travel north, south, or east. 
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I 
I Figure 5.2-25 

Ventura Freeway Alignment - Alternative #5 

I 
Comparison With Future Base Levels of Service 

Future Base Subway Alignment 

I Intersection V/C LOS V/C LOS 

I Canoga AvenueNanowen Street 1.11 F 1.23 F * 
Desoto Avenue/U.S.101 EB OFF 0.85 D 1.04 F * + 
Desoto Avenue/U.S.101 WB OFF 0.87 D 0.87 D 

I Desoto A venueN entura Boulevard 0.79 C 0.97 E * + 
Winnetka Avenue/U.S. 101 EB OFF 0.78 C 0.84 D 
Winnetka Avenue/U.S. 101 WB OFF 0.52 A 0.52 A 

I Winnetka AvenueNentura Boulevard 0.92 E 0.94 E * 
Tampa Avenue/U.S. 101 EB OFF 0.68 B 0.68 B 
Tampa Avenue/U.S. 101 WB OFF 0.78 C 0.78 C 

I Tampa AvenueNentura Boulevard 1.03 F 1.03 F 
Reseda Boulevard/U.S. 101 EB OFF 0.89 D 0.90 E 
Reseda Boulevard/U.S. 101 WB OFF 1.01 F 1.05 F * 

I Reseda Boulevard/Burbank Boulevard 1.01 F 1.03 F * 
White Oak Avenue/Burbank Boulevard 1.38 F 1.48 F * 
White Oak Avenue/U.S. 101 EB OFF 0.85 D 0.85 D 

I White Oak Avenue/U.S. 101 WB OFF 1.10 F 1.12 F 
Hayvenhurst Avenue/Burbank Boulevard 1.13 F 1.20 F * 
Ha yvenhurst Avenue/Magnolia Boulevard 0.61 B 0.61 C 

I 
Hayvenhurst Avenue/U.S. 101 WB OFF 0.54 A 0.54 B 
Sepulveda Boulevard/U.S. 101 WB OFF 0.72 C 0.76 C 
Van Nuys Boulevard/Riverside Drive 1.06 F 1.10 F * 

I 
Van Nuys Boulevard/U.S. 101 EB OFF 1.15 F 1.18 F * 
Van Nuys Boulevard/U.S. 101 WB OFF 1.09 F 1.09 F 
Woodman Avenue/Riverside Drive 0.83 D 0.87 D 

I 
Woodman Avenue/U.S. 101 EB OFF 0.71 C 0.71 C 
Woodman Avenue/U.S. 101 WB OFF 0.74 C 0.74 C 
Coldwater Canyon/Riverside Drive 1.17 F 1.20 F * 

I 
Coldwater Canyon/U.S. 101 EB OFF 0.82 D 0.82 D 
Coldwater Canyon/U.S. 101 WB OFF 1.01 F 1.03 F * 
Laurel Canyon/Riverside Drive 1.25 F 1.28 F * 
Laurel Canyon/U.S. 101 EB OFF 1.30 F 1.33 F * 

I Laurel Canyon/U.S. 101 WB OFF 0.74 C 0.75 C 
Laurel Canyon/Moorpark Street 1.18 F 1.20 F * 

I * Intersection impacted by the project, according to V/C standard. 
+ Change from acceptable to unacceptable level of service. 

I 
I 
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Under the Phased Length Option scenario, the impacts at the terminal station for Alternative 
#4, Ventura Freeway Aerial Alignment, would actually be less at the study intersections of 
Sepulveda Boulevard and the Ventura Freeway off ramps. This is because two park-and-ride 
lots are planned at the Sepulveda station; one with 510 parking spaces to the north of the 
Ventura Freeway, and one with 240 parking spaces to the south of the Freeway. Since there 
would be a park-and-ride lot to both the north and south of the Freeway off ramps, patrons 
bound for the station in the morning would be able to park at a lot without having to pass 
the off ramps, regardless of the direction they came from. Similarly, during the evening peak 
period, patrons leaving the two park-and-ride lots would not pass the intersections of 
Sepulveda and the Freeway off-ramp on their way home. 

The Phased Length Option segment for Alternative #5, Ventura Freeway North Side Subway 
alignment, would also have a total of 750 parking spaces at the Sepulveda Station, but there 
would only be one parking lot. This lot would be located to the north of the Ventura 
Freeway. Projected station related traffic would not have any significant impacts on the study 
intersection of Sepulveda Boulevard and the Ventura Freeway off-ramp. The projected future 
base LOS is C and would remain so with the addition of station related traffic. 
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5.2.S MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation measures have been developed to offset the impacts of park and ride station related 
traffic. In addition to physical roadway improvements, the project itself acts as a mitigation 
measure to future traffic congestion by diverting travellers from auto and bus trips onto transit 
vehicles. Based on the Southern California Association of Government's mode choice distribu­
tion model for the year 2010, transit ridership with the project would increase by 1/2 percent 
in the Valley while single occupant auto trips would decline by 4 percent in the Valley. 

In this study, transit station areas where adjacent intersections suffered a deterioration in V/C 
ratio of 0.02 or more beyond 0.90 (LOS E) were considered to be significantly impacted by 
the project and in need of mitigation work. This could take the form of either a re­
striping/removal of parking of the existing lane configuration at the intersection or the 
widening (within the Public right-of-way) of one or more of the approaches to accommodate 
the increased traffic volumes. The aim of the mitigation measures is to reduce the V /C ratio 
to the level shown for the Future Base case without rail transit. The following sections will 
describe the mitigations for each project alternative. 

Burbank Branch Alternative #1, At-Grade LRT: In this alternative, there were eighteen 
intersections which required mitigation. These intersections and the specific mitigation 
measures which were applied to each are shown in Figure 5.2-26. The figure shows the 
level of service and V /C ratio, and the geometric layout at the intersection both before and 
after mitigation. The measures needed at each of the intersections are described below. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Mason A venueNictory Boulevard: The project traffic caused the V /C ratio to worsen 
to 1.25 (LOS F) from the Future Base V /C of 1.11 (LOS F). The westbound approach 
would need widening and restriping to provide a right turn only lane. On the 
eastbound approach widening and restriping to provide a double left turn lane would 
be necessary. The northbound approach would need widening to provide for a right 
tum lane. The resultant V/C ratio after this mitigation is 1.09 (LOS F). 

Winnetka AvenueNictory Boulevard: The project traffic caused the V/C ratio to 
worsen to 1.27 (LOS F) from the Future Base V/C of 1.10 (LOS F). The southbound 
approach would need restriping to allow for double left tum lanes. The eastbound 
approach would need widening and restriping to accommodate an exclusive left turn 
lane with right turn overlap. The westbound approach would need to be widened and 
restriped to allow for double left tum lanes. These mitigation measures reduce the V /C 
ratio to 1.10 (LOS F). 

Topham Street/Victory Boulevard: The project traffic results in a worsening of the 
V/C ratio to 1.14 (LOS F) from the Future Base V/C of 1.06 (LOS F). This 
intersection is assumed to be signalized prior to year 2010. The northbound approach 
would need to be restriped to allow for an exclusive left turn lane and a left/right tum 
lane. The eastbound approach would need to be restriped to include a right turn lane. 
These measures would decrease the V/C ratio to 0.90 (LOS E). 

Corbin AvenueD:opham Street: The additional project traffic at this intersection causes 
the V/C ratio to increase to 1.63 (LOS F) from a Future Base V/C of 1.43 (LOS F). 
The eastbound approach would need restriping to allow for one through and one left 
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I 
turn lane. The westbound approach would need widening and restriping to allow for I 
a left-tum lane. This would result in the V/C ratio dropping to 1.25 (LOS F). 

5. Tampa AvenueO:opham Street: The project traffic results in a worsening of the V/C 
ratio to 1.38 (LOS F) from the Future Base V /C of 1.19 (LOS F). This is mitigated 
by restriping the northbound approach to accommcxiate a right turn lane and by 
widening and restriping the westbound approach to allow for a right-turn lane. This 
would reduce the V /C to 1.18 (LOS F). 

6. Wilbur A venue/Oxnard Street: Project traffic causes a worsening of the V /C ratio to 
1.63 (LOS F) for the Future Base V /C of 1.45 (LOS F). This can be mitigated by 
widening Oxnard Street to its full classification standard. The westbound approach 
would need to be restriped to accommcxiate one left tum lane, two through lanes and 
one right turn lane. The eastbound approach should be restriped to allow for one left 
turn lane and two through lanes. These measures result in an improvement in the V /C 
to 0.95 (LOS E). 

7. Lindley Avenue/Oxnard Street: The project traffic results in a worsening of the V/C 
ratio to 1.27 (LOS F) from the Future Base level of 1.10 (LOS F). The southbound 
approach would need widening and restriping to allow for a right tum lane. The 
westbound approach should be widened and restriped to add a right turn lane. The 
eastbound approach needs widening to accommodate a left turn lane. This results in 
a V /C ratio of 1.00 (LOS F). 

8. White Oak A venue/Oxnard Street: The project traffic results in a worsening of the 
V/C ratio to 1.38 (LOS F) from the Future Base V/C of 0.92 (LOS E). The north 
and southbound approaches would need widening to accommodate three through lanes 
and one exclusive left turn lane. The eastbound approach would need to be widened 
and restriped to accommcxiate double left-tum lanes and one-through lane. In addition, 
the westbound approach also requires a right-tum lane. These measures result in a V/C 
ratio of 0.92 (LOS E). 

9. Balboa Boulevard/Victory Boulevard: The addition of project traffic at this intersection 
results in a worsening of the V/C ratio to 1.30 (LOS F) from the Future Base V/C of 
1.24 (LOS F). The northbound approach should be widened and restriped to 
accommcxiate an additional right-tum lane. In addition the westbound approach needs 
restriping to accommcxiate an additional right-turn lane. These mitigations result in a 
V /C ratio of 1.17 (LOS F). 

10. Woodley AvenueNictory Boulevard: The additional project traffic at this intersection 
results in a worsening of the V /C ratio to 1.41 (LOS F) from the Future Base V /C of 
1.27 (LOS F). The northbound approach should be restriped to accommodate a right­
tum lane. The southbound approach requires widening and restriping to allow for a 
right-tum lane. These measures result in a V/C ratio of 1.27 (LOS F). 

11. Sepulveda Boulevard/Oxnard Street: This intersection V/C ratio worsens to 1.16 (LOS 
F) with the addition of the project traffic from a Future Base V/C ratio of 1.08 (LOS 
F). The southbound approach needs widening and restriping to accommcxiate a second 
left-tum lane. This measure results in a V/C ratio of 1.05 (LOS F). 
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12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

Kester A venue/Oxnard Street: The additional project traffic results in a worsening of 
the V/C ratio to 1.03 (LOS F) from the Future Base V/C of 0.93 (LOS E). The 
westbound approach should be restriped to allow for a right-tum lane. This results 
in a V/C ratio of 0.93 (LOS E). 

Coldwater Canyon A venue/Chandler Boulevard: The project traffic results in a 
worsening of the V /C ratio to 1.09 (LOS F) from the Future Base V /C of 0. 92 (LOS 
E). The eastbound and westbound approaches should be widened and restriped to allow 
for a left-turn lane in each direction. This results in a V/C ratio of 0.88 (LOS D). 

Whitsett A venue/Chandler Boulevard: The addition of project traffic to this intersection 
results in a worsening of the V /C ratio to 1.26 (LOS F) from the Future Base V /C of 
0.99 (LOS E). The northbound approach should be restriped to add a right-turn lane. 
The westbound approach requires widening and restriping to allow for a left-turn lane. 
The eastbound approach requires similar widening and restriping to allow for double 
left-tum lanes. These measures result in a V/C ratio of 0.97 (LOS E). 

Laurel Canyon Boulevard/Chandler Boulevard: The additional project traffic results in 
a worsening in the V/C ratio to 1.32 (LOS F) from the Future Base V/C ratio of 1.03 
(LOS F). The north and southbound approaches both need to be widened and restriped 
to accommodate three through lanes. In addition, all approaches should be widened 
to accommodate double left-tum lanes. This results in a V/C ratio of 0.99 (LOS E). 

Tujun~a A venue/Chandler Boulevard: The project traffic results in a worsening of the 
V/C ratio to 0.96 (LOS E) from the Future Base case of 0.52 (LOS A). The east and 
westbound approaches should be restriped to accommodate left-tum lanes. This results 
in a V /C ratio of 0.86 (LOS D). 

Lankershim Boulevard/Chandler Boulevard: The addition of the project traffic to this 
intersection results in a worsening of the V /C ratio to 1.50 (LOS F) from the Future 
Base case V/C ratio of 0.88 (LOS D). The eastbound approach needs to be widened 
and restriped to accommodate double left turns, one through lane, and one right-tum 
lane. The westbound approach needs widening and restriping to allow for one left­
turn lane, one through lane, and one right-tum lane. Both the north and southbound 
approaches should be restriped to provide three through lanes. This results in a V /C 
ratio of 0.87 (LOS D). 

Vineland A venue/Moorpark Street: The addition of the project traffic results in a 
worsening of the V/C ratio to 1.42 (LOS F) from the Future Base case V/C ratio of 
1.15 (LOS F). The east and westbound approaches should be restriped to allow for 
an exclusive left-tum lane. The southbound approach should be restriped to 
accommodate a right-turn lane. These mitigations result in a V /C ratio of 1.13 (LOS 
F). 

Closure of Bellaire A venue and Corteen Place: In order to preserve pedestrian access 
in these communities, a grade separated pedestrian overcrossing shall be provided across 
the tracks. 
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Burbank Branch Alternative #2, #3, ART/Metro Rail Extension: The before and after 
mitigation V/C ratios and geometric layouts are shown in Figure 5.2-27. All of the mitigation 
measures proposed for the Burbank Branch Alternative #1, At-Grade LRT also apply to this 
alternative with changes for the following five intersections: 

1. Corbin A venue/fopham Street: The westbound approach needs to be restriped to 
accommodate one left, one through lane. The eastbound approach needs to be restriped 
to accommodate one left-tum lane and one through lane. This results in a V/C ratio 
of 1.30 (LOS F). 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Tampa A venueCTopharn Street: The northbound approach needs widening and restriping 
to accommodate 1 right-tum lane. This results in a V/C ratio of 1.17 (LOS F). 

White Oak A venue/Oxnard Street: The northbound and southbound approaches should 
be widened and restriped to accommodate three through lanes. In addition, the 
westbound approach also requires a right-tum lane. This results in a V/C ratio of 0.91 
(LOS E). 

Woodley AvenueNictory Boulevard: The additional project traffic at this intersection 
results in a worsening of the V/C ratio to 1.41 (LOS F) from the Future Base V/C of 
1.27 (LOS F). The northbound approach should be restriped to accommodate a right­
tum lane. The southbound approach requires widening and restriping to allow for a 
right-tum lane. These measures result in a V/C ratio of 1.27 (LOS F). 

Laurel Canyon Boulevard/Chandler Boulevard: The north and southbound approaches 
both need to be widened and restriped to accommodate three through lanes. This 
results in a V/C of 0.91 (LOS E). 
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Ventura Freeway Alternative #4, South Side Aerial: The following describes the mitigation 
measures required at impacted study intersections for the Ventura Freeway Alignment (Aerial 
alternative). These data are summarized in Figure 5.2-28 which show before and after 
mitigation V /C ratios and geometric layout. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Canoga A venueNanowen Street: The addition of the project traffic to this intersection 
results in a worsening of the V /C ratio to 1.23 (LOS F) from the Future Base V /C 
of 1.11 (LOS F). The westbound approach requires widening and restriping to 
accommodate the addition of a right-turn lane. This results in a V/C ratio of 1.09 
(LOS F). 

DeSoto Avenue/US 101 EB Off Ramp: The additional project traffic results in a V/C 
ratio of 1.04 (LOS F) from the Future Base V/C of 0.85 (LOS D). To mitigate this 
the eastbound off ramp should be restriped to allow for double left-turn lanes. This 
would result in a V/C ratio of 0.91 (LOS E). 

DeSoto A venueNentura Boulevard: The addition of the project traffic results in a 
worsening of the V /C ratio to 0.97 (LOS E) from the Future Base V /C ratio of 0. 79 
(LOS C). The westbound approach should be widened and restriped to allow for 
double right-tum lanes. This results in a V/C of 0.86 (LOS D). 

Winnetka A venueNentura Boulevard: The additional project traffic at this intersection 
results in the V/C ratio worsening to 0.94 (LOS E) from the Future Base V/C of 0.92 
(WS E). The westbound approach would need restriping to allow for a right-tum lane. 
This would result in a V/C ratio of 0.82 (LOS D). 

Reseda Boulevard/US-101 WB Off-Ramp: The addition of project traffic at this 
intersection results in the V/C ratio worsening to 1.05 (LOS F). The westbound off­
ramp should be restriped to accommodate one right, one right-through, and one left­
turn lane. This results in a V/C ratio of 0.96 (LOS D). 

Reseda Boulevard/Burbank Boulevard: The addition of the project traffic to this 
intersection results in a worsening of the V /C ratio to 1.03 (LOS F) from the Future 
Base case of 1.01 (LOS F). The northbound approach should be restriped to 
accommodate one left, three through lanes and one right-turn lane. This would result 
in a V/C ratio of 0.96 (LOS E). 

White Oak Avenue/Burbank Boulevard: The additional project traffic results in a 
worsening of the V/C ratio to 1.48 (LOS F) from the Future Base case of 1.38 (LOS 
D). The northbound approach should be widened to accommodate a right-tum lane. 
This would result in a V/C ratio of 1.35 (LOS F). 

White Oak A venue/US 101 EB Off-Ramp: The addition of the project traffic to this 
intersection results in a worsening of the V/C ratio to 0.93 (LOS E) from the Future 
Base V/C ratio of 0.85 (LOS F). The northbound approach needs to be widened and 
restriped to accommodate three through lanes and a right-tum lane. This results in a 
V /C ratio of 0.82 (LOS D). 

Hayvenhurst A venue/Burbank Boulevard: The addition of the project traffic to this 
intersection results in a worsening of the V /C ratio to 1.26 (LOS F) from the Future 
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10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

Base case of 1.13 (LOS F). The westbound approach should be restriped to 
accommodate a second left-tum lane. This results in a V /C ratio of 1.11 (LOS F). 

Van Nuys Boulevard/Riverside Drive: The additional project traffic results in a 
worsening of the V/C ratio to 1.10 (LOS F) from the Future Base case V/C ratio of 
1.06 (LOS F). This can be mitigated by widening and restriping the northbound 
approach to accommodate an exclusive right-tum lane. This would result in a V/C 
ratio of 0.97 (LOS E). 

Van Nuys Boulevard/US 101 EB Off-Ramp: The addition of the project traffic to this 
intersection results in a worsening of the V /C ratio to 1.18 (LOS F) from the Future 
Base V/C ratio of 1.15 (LOS F). The eastbound off ramp should be restriped to allow 
for double left-tum lanes and one right-tum lane. The left-tum movement should be 
protected. This would result in a V/C ratio of 1.15 (LOS F). 

Coldwater Canyon A venue/Riverside Drive: The additional project traffic at this 
intersection results in a worsening in the V/C ratio to 1.21 (LOS F) from the Future 
Base V/C ratio of 1.17 (LOS F). The eastbound and northbound approaches should 
be restriped to allow for right-tum lanes. This results in a V/C ratio of 1.11 (LOS 
F). 

Laurel Canyon Boulevard/Riverside Drive: The project traffic results in a worsening 
of the V /C ratio at the intersection to 1.29 (LOS F) from the Future Base V /C of 1.25 
(LOS F). The eastbound approach should be restriped to allow for the addition of a 
right-turn lane. This measure would result in a V /C ratio of 1.24 (LOS F). 

Laurel Canyon Boulevard/Moorpark Street: The additional project traffic at this 
intersection results in a worsening of the V /C ratio to 1.20 (LOS F) from the Future 
Base V /C ratio of 1.18 (LOS F). The eastbound approach should be restriped to allow 
for a right-tum lane. This would result in a V/C ratio of 1.16 (LOS F). 

Canoi:a A venue Median Reconfii:uration: The placement of the aerial guideway in the 
median of Canoga A venue will require restriping of the travel lanes with flaring of 
intersections at Victory, Erwin, Oxnard, and Burbank Boulevards. Such reconfiguration 
would maintain Future Base Capacities of these intersections. 
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I 
Ventura Freeway Alternative #5, North Side Subway: All of the mitigations proposed for I 
the Aerial Alternative also apply to this alternative with the following exceptions: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

White Oak Avenue/US 101 WB Off-Ramp: The southbound approach should be 
restriped to allow for a right-tum lane. This results in a V/C ratio of 1.01 (LOS F). 

Coldwater Canyon Avenue/US 101 WB Off-Ramp: The westbound off ramp should 
be restriped to allow for double left-tum lanes and a right-tum with overlap. This 
results in a V/C of 0.99 (LOS E). 

Laurel Canyon Boulevard/Moorpark Street: The eastbound approach should be restriped 
to allow for a double right-tum lane. This would allow for a V/C ratio of 1.17 (LOS 
F). 

Cano&a Avenue Median Reconfili!uration: The placement of the aerial guideway in the 
median of Canoga Avenue will require restriping of travel lanes with flaring of 
intersections at Victory, Erwin, Oxnard and Burbank Boulevards. Such reconfigurations 
would maintain Future Base Capacities at these intersections. 

The above data is summarized in Figure 5.2-29. 
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5.3 NOISE AND VIBRATION IMPACTS 

This section summarizes the noise and vibration impact assessment that has been performed 
for the five San Fernando Valley Rail Project Alternatives. This summary briefly outlines 
the criteria used to define impact, the procedures used to project the noise and vibration 
levels, and the overall level of noise and vibration impact for each alternative. As 
discussed below, noise and vibration impact will be avoided by including proper noise and 
vibration mitigation measures, except in some localized areas. 

5.3.1 Noise and Vibration Impact Criteria 

In the past, typical problems with criteria used to evaluate transit projects have been the 
under-estimation of the effects of warning bells at grade-crossings and the sensitivity of 
residents in quiet neighborhoods to the annoyance that can be caused by late night or early 
morning train service. The noise and vibration criteria that have been used for this project 
were recently developed by Harris Miller Miller and Hanson, Inc., as part of an Urban 
Mass Transportation Administration (UMT A) contract to develop standard procedures for 
evaluating the noise and vibration impact of all types of transit projects. The criteria are 
based on existing criteria, such as those in UMT A Circular C 5620.1 1 and the American 
Public Transit Association (AP'f A) design guidelines2, and existing research into human 
response to community noise and building vibration. The recommended criteria are 
detailed in the draft "UMTA Guidance Manual for Transit · Noise and Vibration Impact 
Analysis."3 Since the Guidance Manual is still in the draft stage, these criteria have not 
been formally adopted by UMT A. It should be noted, that these criteria are significantly 
stricter than those presently used by the LACTC and have been used in an effort to 
provide a very conservative approach to assessing noise impacts. 

Noise Criteria: The noise impact criteria are based on comparisons of existing and future 
noise environments. They are designed such that, on average, the percent of people who 
are annoyed by noise from a transit project will be the same regardless of the existing 
ambient noise levels. Ambient noise is defined using the Community Noise Equivalent 
Level (CNEL), which is an integrated measure of noise over a 24-hour period.4 CNEL 
incorporates penalties to account for the greater sensitivity of people to noise during in the 
evening and nighttime hours. 

1 
Guidelines for PrCl)llring Environmental Assessments, Circular UMTA C5620.1. Department of Transportation Urban 

Mass Transportation Administration, October 16, 1979. 

2 
Guidelines for the Desiim of Rail Transit Facilities. American Public Transit Association, 1981. 

3 
Urban Mass Trauswrtation Manual for Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment HMMH RWQXt 280280. 

Harris Miller Miller & Hanson Inc .• Draft Report submitted to UMTA. June 1989 . 

4 1981 Guidelines for Design of Rail Transit Facj)jtics. American Public Transit Association. 
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Ambient Noise Level - CNEL (dB) 

The noise criteria include three ranges of impact: 

1. Severe Impact: When noise levels will be in this range, noise mitigation 
must be included in the project. 

2. Significant Impact: This range represents sufficient impact that noise 
mitigation should be included in the project if practical and cost effective. 

3. Minimal Impact: In this range the transit system may be audible, but it is 
considered to create a minor change in the community noise. 

The procedure for assessing impact is to determine the pre-project ambient noise level and 
the project noise level at a given site, both in terms of CNEL, and to plot these levels on 
the noise criterion curve shown in Figure 5.3-1. The location of the plotted point in one 
of the above three ranges of impact is an indication of the severity of the impact. 

The curves in Figure 5.3-1 were developed based on results of many social surveys 
concerning annoyance due to transponation noise. These surveys determined that for the 
same increase in ambient noise level due to a project, there is a greater increase in the 
number of people highly annoyed at high noise levels than at low noise levels. In other 
words, relative noise impact varies with the existing background noise level. 
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The starting point for the development of the impact criteria is the research finding that 
there are essentially no people highly annoyed at a CNEL of 50dB, and about 2% highly 
annoyed at 55dB. Consequently, a project noise level that increases a community noise 
level from CNEL SOdB to CNEL SSdB is considered to cause a significant impact. It 
takes a project noise level of 53dB to cause an increase from 50dB to SSdB. As total 
noise goes up, it takes a smaller and smaller increment to attain the same 2% increase in 
highly annoyed people. The shape of the curve at other noise levels is based on 
maintaining the same increase in annoyance. As a result, while a 5dB noise increase is 
allowed for an existing noise level of SOdB, an increase of only ldB is allowed for an 
existing noise level of 70d.B. 

It is important to keep in mind that it is the combined noise, project plus ambient, that 
causes people to be highly annoyed. This accounts for the unexpected result that project 
noise, expressed in terms of CNEL, less than existing ambient can cause significant impact. 
An example is that a project noise level of 58dB CNEL, when added to an existing 
ambient of 60dB causes the same community reaction as a project CNEL of 55dB added to 
an ambient of SOdB. 

The upper curve delineating the onset of severe impact was developed in a similar manner, 
except that it was based on a total noise level corresponding to a higher degree of impact. 

Ground-Borne Vibration Criteria: A common concern is that when ground-borne vibration 
can be felt there is the potential for the vibration to cause damage to the building 
foundation or structure. Ground-borne vibration from rail transit systems rarely exceeds a 
peak particle velocity of 0.05 inches per second most criteria for building damage are 1.0 
to 2.0 inches per second. Because ground-borne vibration in residential areas will create 
annoyance long before building damage becomes a real possibility, the vibration criteria are 
primarily associated with human annoyance. 

The vibration criteria in the draft Guidance Manual are very similar to the design goals of 
the APT A Guidelines, which have been used for the environmental assessments of previous 
transit projects. The primary variation is that impact is defined to occur when vibration 
velocity levels at residential locations exceed 72dB5

• There is no adjustment for existing 
ground-borne vibration since it is rare for the existing vibration to be perceptible. Because 
of the limited research regarding human annoyance caused by low-amplitude building 
vibration, the vibration criteria are based more on professional experience than formal 
research. This experience suggests that 72dB is a relatively conservative criterion for 
residential vibration and that many people will not be annoyed until building vibration 
exceeds 7 5 to 77 dB. 

5 

second. 
All vibration levels in this report are in terms of the vibration velocity level in decibels relative to 1 micro-inch per 
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5.3.2 Airborne Noise Projections 

The projections of train noise are based on the noise specifications for the Metro Rail and 
Los Angeles-Long Beach LRT vehicles, proposed track configurations, and projected 
operating conditions using the plans developed by Manuel Padron & Associates.6 The 
ART vehicles are assumed to have the same acoustical characteristics as the LRT vehicles. 
The projection procedures are based on equations in the "Handbook of Urban Rail Noise 
and Vibration Control. "7 

The projections indicate that, when all other conditions are equal, the noise impact will be 
lowest with the Metro Rail option and highest with the ART option. The reasons for this 
are: 

• The specifications for the Metro Rail vehicle have lower noise limits than the 
specifications for the LRT vehicle. As a result, the noise projections show 
less noise impact for the Metro Rail options. If the vehicle supplier is to 
achieve the Metro Rail noise limits, it will probably be necessary to include 
some special noise abatement measures. The LRT noise specification is 
consistent with the vehicles that have been delivered to San Diego, 
Sacramento, Portland and other cities with relatively new LRT systems and 
should not require any special measures by the vehicle supplier. 

• Because a major consideration of ART is its ability to operate more 
frequently, the ART operating plan includes more nighttime trains than the 
LRT plan. Since CNEL is very sensitive to nighttime noise, the CNEL for 
ART operations is approximately 2dBA higher than for LRT operations. 

5.3.3 Ground-borne Vibration Projections 

The ground-borne vibration projections are based on measurements at ex1sung transit 
properties, tests with several different transit vehicles at the Transportation Test Center in 
Pueblo, Colorado, and a series of vibration propagation tests at representative locations in 
the San Fernando Valley. It has been assumed that the LRT, ART and Metro Rail 
vehicles will all create similar levels of ground-borne vibration. Although it is intuitive to 
expect that a heavy rail vehicle will create higher vibration levels than light rail vehicles, 
experience indicates that the vehicle suspension is a much more important factor than 
whether the vehicle is designated as a light or heavy rail vehicle. 

Because of the large number of uncertainties related to generation and propagation of 
ground-borne vibration, a 5dB range has been projected instead of a single number. The 
low end represents the average expected vibration level and the high end represents the 
maximum expected vibration. This means that if a range of 71 to 76dB is projected, there 
is approximately 50% chance that the vibration will be lower than 7 ldB and very little 

6 San Fernando Valley Rail Transit Project Qperatin& Plans for Alternative Alienments, Manuel Padron & Associai.es 
and G. Kambles, two reports; November 1987 and June 1989. 

7 Handbook of Urban Rail Noise and Vibration Control. UMTA Rewrt #UMTA-MA-06-0099-82-1, HJ. Saurenman, 
J.T. Nelson, G.P. Wilson, October 1982. 
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chance that the vibration will exceed 76dB. Three levels of impact have been defined 
using the 5dB prediction range: 

1. Impact Unlikely: The upper level does not exceed the criterion. 

2. Impact Possible: The upper level exceeds the impact criterion but the lower 
level is below the criterion. More detailed projections of the vibration levels 
should be performed during the final design to ensure that the impact 
criterion will not be exceeded. 

3. Impact Probable: The lower level exceeds the impact criterion. Although 
more detailed projections should be performed during the final design, 
adverse impact from ground-borne vibration is likely unless vibration 
mitigation is incorporated in the final trackwork design. 

For example, considering a projected range of 71 to 76dB and the residential impact 
threshold of 72dB, there is a significant chance that the vibration will not exceed the 
criterion. This is defined as "Impact Possible." More detailed projections of the vibration 
level during the final design using specific geologic data or a site specific propagation test 
should be performed before specifying vibration control measures. However, if the 
projected range is 74 to 79dB, it is very likely that the impact limit will exceed 72dB. 
Impact is "Probable," and it can be assumed that vibration control measures will be 
required in order to mitigate vibration to acceptable levels. 

5.3.4 Noise/Vibration Impacts and Mitigation 

The potential noise and vibration impacts and the measures required to mitigate the impacts 
are summarized for the five alternatives in Figures 5.3-2 and 5.3-3. The overall conclusion 
is that with proper mitigation, the noise impact will be limited to between 9 and 38 
buildings depending upon the alternative selected, and the vibration impact can be 
eliminated. The most severe impacts are projected to result from high noise levels where 
the Ventura Freeway aerial structure will be located very close to buildings. An overview 
of the impact and mitigation for each route follows. 

Alternative #1-SP Burbank Branch LRT: As shown in Figure 5.3-4, most of the potential 
noise impact for this route is controlled by the shallow trench/berm configuration that has 
been specified in the majority of residential areas. With an additional 27,900 feet of berm 
or barrier primarily along at-grade sections of track leading to grade crossings, only two 
single-family residences remain in the Significant Impact Zone along normal line sections 
of the track. However, there will still be a significant level of noise impact because of the 
noise from the warning bells at the grade crossings. 

To be an effective safety device, the warning bells at grade crossings must cut through the 
background noise. Because of the distinctive sound of the bells, they can be particularly 
annoying in residential areas. To account for the higher potential annoyance level, the bell 
noise has been analyzed as if it were 5dB louder than it actually is. This is a relatively 
standard approach when analyzing the potential annoyance of rattles, shrill sounds, and 
other distinctive noises. Two mitigation approaches have been evaluated for the grade 
crossmgs: 
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1. Adjust the operating plan such that the train speed in the areas with grade 
crossings will be less than 35 mph during the nighttime hours (10 pm to 7 
am): Crossing gates and warning bells are not required at these speeds. 
This approach reduces the CNEL near grade crossings by approximately 3dB 
and will significantly reduce the level of noise impact. However, there will 
still be approximately 33 residences in the Significant Impact Zones and five 
residences in the Severe Impact Zones near grade crossings. 

2. Use lower sound level bells: Further mitigation is possible if quieter bells 
can be used without compromising safety. The purpose of the bells is to 
alert pedestrians. Audible warning devices are available for pedestrians 
which are far more quiet. Presently the California Public Utilities 
Commission requires these bells. As a mitigation, LACTC proposes to work 
closely with the CPUC to redesign the audible warning devices to be less 
intrusive. 

Assuming no bells at night and bells that are 5dB quieter than normal during 
other periods, the impact near grade cross,ings is reduced to five residences 
in the Significant Impact Zone and no residences in the Severe Impact Zone. 
In specific cases it may be possible to design baffles for the warning bells 
that will reduce the noise at the closest residences without reducing he noise 
on the street. 

Most of the potential for impact from ground-borne vibration along this route occurs at two 
double crossovers located in residential areas. The higher vibration levels are caused by 
wheel impacts at the switches and frogs of special tracicwork. One mitigation measure is 
to relocate the crossovers so they a.re not as close to vibration sensitive areas. Otherwise, 
controlling vibration impact will require vibration isolation systems designed to function 
with ballast-and-tie surface track. Treatment of the special trackwork will eliminate all 
areas of Probable Vibration Impact. In addition, approximately 4300 feet of track should 
be evaluated in the final design phase to determine if additional vibration treatment is 
required. 

Alternative #2-SP Burbank LRT/Deep Trench: Because this route is almost entirely 
subway or deep channelized guideway, there is very little potential for noise impact. The 
only exception is the aerial section along Victory Boulevard at the west end of the route 
where 900 feet of barrier is required to eliminate the noise impact. 

The potential for vibration impact is very similar to Alternative #1, with all of the Probable 
Impact due to three double crossovers. Relocation or treatment of the special trackwork 
will eliminate the Probable Impact and most of the Potential Impact. In addition, 
approximately 2400 feet of track should be evaluated in the final design phase to determine 
if vibration treatment is required. 
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Figure 5.3-2 
Noise Impact and Mitigation Summary 

Alternative Transit Noise Mitigation Impact with Mitigation Comments 
Mode Barriers Grade 

or Berms• Crossings Severe Significant 

1. Burbank Branch LRT 27,900 ft" 6· SF 5 33 All impact is due to grade-crossing 
6· SF 0 9 warning bells except for two SF 

residences near a grade crossing. 

2. Burbank Branch LRT 900 ft Barrier is needed on aerial section 
Subway/french before start of subway/trench. 

3. Burbank Branch. Metro No surface sections. 
Subway ART 

4. Ventura Fwy ART 32,830 ft SF 3 10 Severe Impact is caused by aerial 
Aerial MF 1 4 structure being located very close to 

Office• 1 1 buildings. The Severe Impact is 
same for both modes and both 

Metro 32,830 ft SF 3 6 require the same length of noise 
MF 1 0 barrier. 
Office' 1 1 

5. Ventura Fwy Metro 2,420 ft Barrier required for part of aerial 
Subway ART 2,420 ft section. 

SF = Single-family residence MF = Multi-family residential building 

a Total length of barrier/berm. 
b Most of barrier length (approximately 20,000 ft) consists of extending berms and/or barriers at grade crossings to the 

edge of the roadway. 
c Option 1 is for mitigating grade-crossing noise is to reduce train speed in the nighttime hours (10 pm - 7 am). This 

will eliminate the requirement for grade-crossing during the period when people are most sensitive to community 
noise. 

d Option 2 is to install 5 dBA quieter warning bells in addition to not using grade-crossing gates at night. 
e Aerial structure will be very close to affected office buildings. Severe Impact can be eliminated by adjusting 

location of double crossover. 

Alternative #3-SP Burbank ART/Metro Rail Extension: Because Alternative #3 is almost 
entirely subway, there is no need for noise mitigation. The potential for vibration impact 
is very similar to Alternatives #1 and #2. Treatment of the special trackwork at one 
double crossover and one pocket track will eliminate all of the Probable Impact. In 
addition, approximately 2750 feet of track should be evaluated in the final design phase to 
determine if vibration treatment is required. "',e .,.,,/ <., , //.,, .~• '"( .... - ~ -J c. , ,., 

Alternative #4-Ventura Freeway South Side Aerial: Although there is a different level of 
noise impact for each of the transit modes evaluated for Alternative #4, the amount of 
sound barrier required to mitigate the impact is the same for both modes. As shown in 
Figure 5.3-5, most of the potential noise impact can be controlled with sound barriers on 
the in-bound side of the aerial structure (side facing away from the freeway). With the 
barriers, 12 to 20 buildings are still projected to be within the noise impact zones. Most 
of these buildings are very close to the aerial structure or are located near crossovers. The 
wheel impacts at crossovers increase the noise levels by approximately 6cl.BA. Further 
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rmngation of noise impact will require detailed study of the specific buildings and their 
relationship to the aerial structure. Other mitigation options are: 

• Use higher noise barriers. This will not work for any building where the 
upper levels of the building are high enough to look over the barrier. 

• Relocate crossovers. When crossover noise contributes to the n01se, 
relocating the crossover may reduce the impact. 

• Treat the building. In some cases the most cost effective method of 
reducing noise impact is to improve the sound insulating properties of the 
building. This usually requires replacing the existing windows with 
acoustically-rated laminated glass or double-glazed windows. Such mitigation 
could effectively mitigate noise to acceptable levels for these buildings. 

The vibration projections indicate Probable Impact for 11 single-family residences and 
Possible Impact for 14 single-family residences. Most of the affocted buildings will be 
within 50 feet of retained fill or ballast and tie track sections . . Treatment of one crossover 
and 1000 feet of track will eliminate all of the Probable Impact. Eliminating the Possible 
Impact could require treatment of up to 4,500 feet of normal welded tie-and-ballast track. 

a 
b 
C 

d 

Figure 5.3-3 
Ground-Borne Vibration Impact and Mitigation Summary 

Alternative Transit Potential lmpacr-i Vibration Treat. Comments 
Mode Probable Possible Max.(b> Mm.<•> 

1. Burbank Branch LRT SF 6 14 4300 ft 800 ft 
MF 1 17 

Church 1 

2. Burbank Branch , LRT SF 5 14 2,400 ft 1,200 ft 
Subway/french MF 2 5 

Church 1 

3. Burbank Branch , Metro SF 4 16 2,750 ft 600 ft 
Subway ART MF 2 

Church 1 

4. Ventura Freeway, Aerial ART SF 11 14 4,500 ft 1,600 ft Impact is same for 
Metro all three transil 

modes. 

5. Ventura Freeway, Metro SF 5 32 13,300 ft 4,050 ft Significant potential 
Subway ART MF 12 30 impa c t when 

Med Bld<d) 1 alignment goes 
Conv. Hos. 1 under, or almost 

under, a number of 
buildings. 

SF = Single-family residence MF = Multi-family residential building 

Number of buildings impacted with each alternative without any vibration mitigation measures. 
Length of track that must be treated lo eliminate all potential for impact from ground-borne vibration. 
Minimum length of track that must be treated lo eliminate probable impact 
Grmmd-bome vibration may affect vibration sensitive equipment, such as high-powered microscopes, 
building. 
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Alternative #5-Ventura Freeway North Side Subway Option: This alternative is subway 
through most of the noise sensitive areas and has been evaluated for either a Metro Rail or 
ART system. The only noise sensitive surface section is at the western end along Canoga 
A venue where the alignment is the same as Alternative #4. A 2,420-foot barrier on the in­
bound side of the aerial structure (side facing away from the freeway) will control the 
potential noise impact. 

Because of the number of buildings that this alignment is directly under, or almost under, 
this alternative has significantly more potential for impact from ground-borne vibration than 
the other four alternatives. Without treatment, Probable Impact is projected for 12 multi­
family buildings and five single-family residences. Possible Impact is projected for 30 
multi-family buildings, 32 single-family residences, one medical building and a 
convalescent hospital. 

Eliminating the vibration impact will require treatment at four crossovers, the pocket track, 
the yard turnout at Sepulveda Boulevard, and between 2,000 and 9,000 feet of continuously 
welded track in bored tunnel. 
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I 
Figure 5.3-4 I Projected Noise Levels Along Burbank Branch LRT Route 

Alternative #1 
(1 of 3) I 

Typ. PROJ. CNEL Type of mitigation I Dist to Train Exiat. Impact With and comments 
Location Land Track Track Speed CNEL Umlta Normal Mlgatn 

u .. Type (ft) (mph) (dBA) (dBA) (dBA) (dBA) 

I Victory Blvd, East of SF Altria!/ 100 55 65 61/66 62 56 Marginally over impact 
De Soto [BB-1 I Transition threshold 

Mason Ave. grade SF At-grade 110 55 65 61 / 66 66 63 Without grade-crossing I crossing, houses north bells at night, 2 houses 
of Victory remain in Significant 

Impact Zone. 

Victory west of Winnetka SF At-grade 80 55 59 58/ 63 61 55 Barrier on OB side I [BB-2) 

North and south of SF Altria! 80 55 60 58/63 64 56 Barrier on OB side 

I Victory flyover 

BetwMn Victory and SF Aerial 70 55 60 58/ 63 62 56 Barrier. both sides 
Corbin Ave. 

Corbin Avenue grade SF At-grade 115 55 60 58/ 63 65 63 Without grade-crossing I 
crossing bells at night, 4-6 

houses remain in 
Significant Impact I Zone. 

Topham Ave, east of SF At-grade 90 55 62 59/ 64 61 55 Berm. If speed is 40 
Tampa Station [BB-3) mph or less, no houses 

I will be in impact zone 

Tampa Ave grade SF At-grade 100 40 62 59/64 66 63 Without grade-crossing 
crossing bells at night, 3-5 

I houses remain in 
Significant Impact Zone 

Transition west of Wilbur SF At-grade/ 70 55 62 59/ 64 57 No impact 
Ave grade crossing berm I (BB-4) 

WIibur Ave grade SF At-grade 130 55 62 59/ 64 64 61 Without grade-crossing 
crossing bells at night, 4-6 I residences remain in 

Significant Impact Zone 

Bessmer St. between SF Aerial 100 55 62 59/ 64 63 55 Barrier on north side of 

I Canby Ave and Etiwanda aerial structure 
Ave. 

Undley Ave. grade SF At-grade 100 55 58 57/62 67 64 Without grade-crossing 

I crossing bells at night, two 
residences remain 
partially in Severe 
Impact Zone 

I --- · - ·-·- -··· - - -

I 
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I Figure S.3-4 

Projected Noise Levels Along Burbank Branch LRT Route 
Alternative #1 

I (2 of 3) 

I 
Typ. PROJ.CNEL Type of mitigation 

Dist to Train Exist. Impact With and comments 

I Location Land Tract( Track Speed CNEL Umita Normal Mlgatn 

UM Type (ft) (mph) (dBA) (dBA) (dBA) (dBA) 

I 
Topham Ave between SF Trench/ 70 55 58 57/ 62 56 No impact 
Lindley Ave and Zelzah Berm 
Ave. (BB-5) 

I 
At.grade transition west SF At-grade 90 40 58 57/ 62 58 53 Continue berm to 
of White Oak Station station 

White Oak Avenue SF At-grade 80 40 58 57/ 62 67 64 No grade-crossing bells 
grade crossing at night; several houses 

I remain in Severe 
Impact Zone 

At-grade section east of SF At-grade 70 55 58 57/ 62 62 57 Continue berm to 

I White Oak Station White Oak Station 

Victory Blvd at Pettit Ave SF Aerial 230 55 70 65/ 69 58 No impact 
[BB-6) 

I South of Victory east of SF At-grade 100 55 72. 66/71 60 No impact 
San Diego Fwy [BB-7] (65) (61 / 66) 

I 
Bessemer St. east of SF Trench/ 70 55 56 56/ 62 56 No impact 
Hazeltine (BB-9I Berm 

On diagonal south of SF Trench/ 60 55 57 57/ 62 57 No impact 
Oxnard St. (88-10] Berm 

I On diagonal, south of SF/MF Deep 50 55 63 60/65 53 No impact 
Burbank Blvd. trench 
[BB-11 J Transition 50 55 63 60/ 65 57 No impact 

I At-grade 50 55 63 60/ 65 63 58 Berm along at-grade 
track 

I Grade crouing, SF/ MF At-grade 100 55 65 61 / 66 67 64 No mitigation: two MF 
Coldwater Canyon Ave. build at Severe Impact 

boundary. With 
mitigation: two MF 

I 
buildings partially 
within Significant 
Impact Zone. 

I 
Chandler Blvd, east of SF At-grade 100 55 65 61 / 66 60 No impact 
Coldwater Canyon 
(BB-12] 

I If noise barrier is installed on San Diego Freeway, existing CNEL will be reduced to approximately 6S dBA. 

I 
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Figure S.3-4 I Projected Noise Levels Along Burbank Branch LRT Route 

Alternative #1 
(3 or 3) I 

I 
I Typ. PROJ. CNEL Type of mitigation 

Dist to Train Exlal Impact With and comments 

Location Land Track Track SpMd CNEL Umlta Normal Mlgatn 

I u .. Type (ft) (mph) (dBA) (dBA) (dBA) (dBA) 

Chandler Blvd, east of Syna- Trench/ 120 55 65 61 / 66 53 No impact 

Coldwater Canyon gogue/ Berm 
[BB-13) School I Chandler Blvd, Whitsett MF At-grade 70 55 65 61 / 66 69 66 No mitigation: two MF 

Av• grade crolllng build at Severe Impact 
boundary. With 

I mitigation: four MF 
buildings remain 
partially within 
Significant Impact 

I Zone. 

Chandler Blvd. east of SF/ MF Berm/ 100 55 65 61 / 66 54 No impact 
Vv'hitsett Ave. (BB-14) Trench I 
Chandler Blvd. east of MF At-grade 80 55 65 61 / 66 61 No impact 

Laurel Canyon Station 

Chandlef Blvd, west of SF Trench/ 80 55 65 61 / 66 55 No impact I Laurel Canyon Station Berm 
[BB-1!5) 

Chandler Blvd, west of MF/ At-grade 80 55 65 61 /66 61 No impact I Hollywood Freeway school 

Chandler Blvd, at MF At-grade 100 55 65 61 / 66 64 59 Mitigation options: 

I Hollywood Freeway (pocket berms on both sides or 
track) move pocket track 

east. 

Vineland Ave, north of MF/ At-grade 35 40 65 61 / 66 62 56 Berm or barrier on 18 I Lankershim Blvd [VA-1) comm side. 

Vineland Ave. north of MF/ Aerial 120 40 65 61 / 66 60 No impact 
Ventura Freeway [VA-2) comm I 

I 
I 
I 
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I 
I Figure 5.3-5 

Projected Noise Levels Along Ventura Freeway Aerial Route 
Alternative #4 

I (1 of 2) 

I Typ. PROJ. CNEL Type of mitigation 
Dist to Tr8'n Exlat. Impact With and comments 

location land Track Track Speed CNEL Umlta Normal Mlgatn 
UM Type (ft) (mph) (dBA) (dBA) (dBA) (dBA) 

I Canoga Ave. north of MF Aerial 70 50 65 61 / 66 ART 66 58 Barrier IB side. 

Erwin StrNt Metro 62 54 

Canoga Ave. south of MF Aerial/ 80 50 65 61 / 66 ART 71 63 Barrier 18 side. Parts of 

I Calif• crossover Metro 69 61 two buildings remain in 
ART Significant Impact 
Zone. 

I Canoga Ave north and MF Aerial 60 50 65 61 / 66 ART 67 59 Barrier IB side. 
south of Burbank Blvd Metro 63 5 1 

[VF-1] 

I 
Phlllprlmm St eaat of MF Aerial/ 60 60 68 63/ 68 ART 74 66 Barrier on 18 side. One 
WIibur pocket Metro 71 63 MF build remains in 

track Significant Impact 
Zone. 

I Phlllprlmm St west of SF/ MF Aerial 60 60 68 63/ 68 ART 69 61 Closest building wi ll be 
Yolanda Ave (VF-2) Metro 64 56 20 tt from guideway. 

With barrier, most of 
buildings are outside 

I Significant Impact 
Zone. 

* * Burbank Blvd eaat of Office Aerial 10 60 68 63/ 68 ART 74 . 66 . Barrier on 18 side. 

I Reaeda Blvd. Met 70 62 Only works for floors 
where line-of-site to 
train wheels is broken. 

I 
Killion St., Etiwanda Ave SF Aerial 70 60 65 61 / 66 ART 68 60 Barrier 18 side. 
to Yarmouth Ave. Metro 64 56 

Killion St west of Louise School Aerial 50 60 65 61 / 66 ART 69 61 Barrier IB side. 

I 
Ave. Metro 65 57 

Killion St, Louise Ave to SF Aerial 70 60 65 61 / 66 ART 68 60 Barrier 18 side. 
Genesta Ave. Metro 64 56 

I West of Balboa Blvd Office * . * Aerial 20 60 68 63/ 68 ART 12. 64. Barrier is effective only 
Met 69 61 for offices where line-

of-sight to the train 
whHls is broken. 

I East of Balboa Blvd. Office * . * Aerial / 20 60 68 63/ 68 ART 78._ 70 Barrier on 18 side. 
* crossover Met 7!5 67 Severe Impact even 

with barrier. 

I Magnolia Blvd west of SF Aerial 70 60 65 61 / 66 ART 68 60 Barrier 18 side 
Woodley Ave. Metro 63 55 

I 
* Peak hour Leq 

I 
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I 
Figure S.3-S I Projected Noise Levels Along Ventura Freeway Aerial Route 

Alternative #4 
(2 of 2) 

I 
Typ. PROJ. CNEL Type of mitigation I Dlat to Train Exist. Impact With and comment• 

Location Land Track Track SPffd CNEL Umlta Normal Mlgatn 
UH Type (ft) (mph) (dBA) (dBA) (dBA) (dBA) 

I Magnolia Blvd east of SF At.grade 70 60 65 61 / 66 ART 65 59 Barrier 18 side. 
Woodley Ave. Metro 61 55 

Keater Ave. MF Aerial/ 30 so 65 61 / 66 ART 76 68 Barrier 18 side. Part of I crossover Metro 74 66 building west of Kester 
remains in Severe 
Impact Zone. 

I East of Kester Ave. MF/ SF Aerial 70 so 65 61 / 66 ART 67 59 Barrier 18 side. 
Metro 63 55 

West of Hazeltine Ave. MF/ SF At.grade 100 60 65 61 / 66 ART 63 57 Barrier 18 side. Need I Metro 59 53 for noise mitigation 
only with ART. 

Hazeltine Ave MF Aerial 110 60 65 61 / 66 ART 66 58 Barrier 18 side. Need I Metro 62 54 for mitigation is 
marginal with Metro 
noise levels. 

Kling St .. at of MF Aerial 30 60 65 61 / 66 ART 71 63 Barrier is side. Closest I Woodman Ave. Metro 67 59 residences are still in 
Significant Impact 
Zone. 

I Kling St weal of Fulton SF At.grade 20 60 65 61 / 66 ART 70 64 Barrier 18 side. Closest 
Metro 66 60 residences still within 

Significant Impact 

I Zone. 

Kling St weat of Fulton SF Aerial/ 30 60 65 61 / 66 ART 77 69 Barrier 18 side. Closest 
crossover Metro 75 . 67 residences still within 

Severe Impact Zone. I East of Coldwater SF Aerial 30 60 65 61/66 ART 71 63 Barrier 18 side. Closest 
Station Metro 67 59 residences still within 

Significant Impact I Zone. 

West of Coldwater SF At.grade 30 60 65 61 / 66 ART 68 62 Barrier IB side. With 
Station Metro 64 58 ART, closest buildings 

I remain marginally 
within Significant 
Impact Zone. 

Sarah Street east of SF Aerial/ 80 60 65 61 / 66 ART 72 64 Barrier 18 side. Two to I Radford Ave (VF-6) crossover Metro 69 61 four residences remain 
within Significant 
Impact Zone, ART only. 

I 
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Figure S.3-6 
Summary of Noise Mitigation Requirements 

(1 of 4) 

Location Mitigation Station 

ALTERNATIVE 1, BURBANK BRANCH LRT 

Victory Blvd east of De Soto 

Mason St grade crossing 

Transition to aerial structure 
west of Winnetka Station 

Winnetka Station area 

Victory Blvd to Corbin 

Corbin Ave grade crossing 

At-grade section east of 
Corbin Ave 

Crossover east ot Corbin 
Ave 

West approach to Tampa 
Ave grade crossing 

Tampa Ave grad• crossing 

East approach to Tampa 
Ave grade crossing 

West approach to Wilbur 
Ave grade crossing 

Sound barrier OB side 51 + 00 • 
60+00 

1. No warning bells during nighttime 72 +00 
hours. 

2. Quieter than normaJ warning 
bells and no nighttime warning 
bells. 

Sound barrier or berm on OB side 96 + 00 • 
103+00 

Sound barrier on OB side of aerial 103+00 -
structure 118+ 20 

Sound barrier or berm, both sides 118+20 -
134+00 

1. No bells at night 135 +00 

2. Quieter than normal warning 
bells and no nighttime warning 
bells. 

Sound barrier or berm, both sides 

Berm included in design 

Continue berms to Tampa Ave 

1. No bells at night 

2. Quieter than normal warning 
bells and no nighttime warning 
bells. 

Continue berms to Tampa Ave 

Continue berms to Wilbur Ave 

5 - 103 

135+50 • 
141 +00 

142 +00 

151 +00 • 
163+00 

164+00 

164+50-
169+40 

185+00 • 
190+50 

Impact with Mitigation 

Marginally over noise impact 
threshold without barrier 

1. Two residences remain in 
Significant Impact Zone. 

2. No impact. 

No impact 

No impact 

No impact 

1. Four to six residences in 
Significant Impact Zone 

2. One residence partially with in 
Significant Impact Zone. 

No impact 

Two houses partially within 
Significant Impact Zone 

No impact 

1. Four to six residences in 
Significant Impact Zone 

2. No impact 

No impact 

No impact 



Figure 5.3-6 
Summary of Noise Mitigation Requirements 

(2 of 4) 

Location MIUgatlon. 

ALTERNATIVE 1, BURBANK BRANCH LAT (continued) 
Wilbur Ave grade crossing 1. No bells at night 

2. Quieter than normal warning 
bells and no nighttime warning 
bells. 

East of Wilbur Ave Berm/ barrier for at-grade track, 08 
side 

Aerial structure east of Barrier on OB side 

Reseda Station 

Transition 10 bermed Berm/ Barrier on OB side 
guideway east of Reseda 
Station 

West approach to Lindley Continue berms to Lindley Ave 
Ave grade crossing 

Undley Ave grade crossing 1. No bells at night 

2. Quieter than normal warning 
bells and no nighttime warning 
bells. 

East approach to Lindley Continue berms to Lindley Ave 
Ave grade crossing 

West approach to White Oak Continue berms to station platform 
Station 

White Oak grade cro11ing 1. No bells at night 

2. Quieter than normal warning 
bells and no nighttime warning 
bells. 

East approach to White Oak Continue berms to White Oak Ave. 
grade crossing 

Transition from retained cut 
to at.grade west of 
Coldwater Canyon grade 
crossing 

Berms from retained~ut section to 
Coldwater Canyon Ave. 
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Station 

191+00 

192+00 • 
205+70 

218+00 • 
226+ 80 

226 +80 -
238+00 

237+00 -
243+50 

244+00 

245+00 -
250+60 

259 +00 • 
270+50 

271 +00 

271 + 50 • 
280+00 

607 +00 -
624+ 00 

Impact with Mitigation 

1. Five residences in Significant 
Impact Zone 

2. No impact 

Marginal requirement. No impact 
with berm. 

No impact 

No impact 

No impact 

1. Two residences remain in 
Severe Impact Zone. 4 in 
Significant Impact Zone 

2. Two to three residences remain 
in Significant Impact Zone 

No impact 

No impact 

1. ThrH residences in Severe 
Impact Zone, 9 •n Significant 
Impact Zone 

2. Three residences in Significant 
Impact Zone 

No impact 

No impact 
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Figure 5.3-6 
Summary of Noise Mitigation Requirements 

(3 of 4) 

Location Mitigation 

ALTERNATIVE 1, BURBANK BRANCH LAT (continued) 
Coldwater C.nyon grade No warning bells at night 
croul~ 

Whitsett Av• grade 
croHlng 

Crossover east of Laurel 
Canyon Station 

Pocket track at Hollywood 
Freeway 

Vtneland Ave north of 
Lankershim Blvd 

1. No bells at night 

2. Quieter than normal warning 
bells and no nighttime warning 
bells. 

Extend bermed guideway east to 
include double crossover. 

1. Berms on both sides 

2. Shift pocket track 300 ft east 

Barrier / berm on 18 side 

ALTERNATIVE 2, BURBANK BRANCH LAT SUBWAY/DEEP TRENCH 
Vtctory Blvd east of De Soto Sound barrier OB side 

ALTERNATIVE 4, VENTURA FREEWAY AERIAL 
Canoga Ave north of Eiwin Sound barrier on 18 side 
St. 

C.noga Ave south of 
Oxnard SL 

Phlllprlmm St east of 
WIibur 

Burbank Blvd east of 
ReHda Blvd 

Killion St west of 'M'lite Oak 

Killion St east of 'M'lite Oak 

KIiiion St, Louise Ave to 
Balboa Blvd 

Magnolia Blvd, Woodley Ave 
to Densmore Ave 

Sound barrier on IB side 

Sound barrier on 18 side 

Sound barrier on 18 side 

Sound barrier on 18 side 

Sound barrier on 18 side 

Sound barrier on 18 side 

Sound barrier / berm on 18 side 

5 - 105 

Station 

625+00 

650+00 

683+00 • 
689+00 

710+00 • 
712+00 

766+ 00 • 
788+00 

51 + 00 • 
60+00 

33+50-
45+00 

60+30 • 
88+ 00 

254+00 -
275+00 

284+00 • 
290+50 

297+50 • 
331 +00 

335+50 • 
349+00 

354+00 • 
400+00 

439+50 • 
464+70 

Impact with Mitigation 

Two buildings partially within 
Significant Impact Zone with no 
warning bells during nighttime 
hours. 

1. Four MF buildings remain in 
Significant Impact Zone 

2. No impact 

No impact if crossover is entirely in 
bermed guideway section 

1. No impact 

2. No impact 

No impact 

Marginally over noise impact 
threshold without barrier 

No impact 

With ART traffic, two MF buildings 
remain partially within Significant 
Impact Zone. 

With ART traffic, two MF buildings 
remain partially within Significant 
Impact Zone. 

One office building very close to 
track may have line~f-sight view 
over barrier. 

No impact 

No impact 

Office building on east side of 
Balboa Blvd is within Severe 
Impact Zone because of crossover 
noise. 

No impact 



Figure 5.3-6 
Summary of Noise Mitigation Requirements 

(4 of 4) 

Location Mitigation 

ALTERNATIVE 4, VENTURA FREEWAY AERIAL (continued) 
Kester Ave to Van Nuys Blvd Sound barrier on IB side 

Van Nuys Blvd to Hazeltine 
Ave 

Hazeltine Ave to Woodman 
Ave 

Woodman Ave to 
Coldwater Canyon Station 

Coldwater Canyon Station 
to Laurel Canyon Blvd 

Laurel Canyon Blvd to 
Portal 

Sound barrier on 16 side 

Sound barrier on 16 side 

Sound barrier on IB side 

Sound barrier on IB side 

Sound barrier on IB side 

ALTERNATIVE 5, VENTURA FREEWAY SUBWAY 
Canoga Ave north of Erwin Sound barrier on 18 side 
St. 

Canoga Ave south of 
Oxnard St. 

Sound barrier on 16 side 

5 - 106 

Station 

529+00 • 
561 +00 

567+00· 
597+00 

597+00 • 
612+00 

618+00 • 
663+60 

668+00 • 
677 + 10 

726+50· 
753+20 

33+50 • 
45+00 

60+30 • 
88+00 

Impact with Mitigation 

One MF building at Kester Ave 
partially within Severe Impact Zone 
because of crossover noise. 

No impact 

No impact. Needed only for ART 
noise. 

Three residences closest to double 
crossover at station 638-639 remain 
in Severe Impact Zone, 2 in 
Significant Impact Zone 

Four SF remain in Significant 
Impact Zone, ART only 

Two to four residences remain 
within Significant Impact Zone at . 
crossover (Station 743). Barrier 
from 753 + 20 to 759 + 00 may not 
be necessary. 

No impact 

With ART trattic, two MF buildings 
remain partially within Significant 
Impact Zone at crossover. 
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Figure 5.3-7 
Summary of Ground-Borne Vibration Impact 

(1 of 3) 

Location Track Impact Station 
T~ Probable Possible Number 

ALTERNATIVE 1, BURBANK BRANCH LAT 
East of Corbin Ave. Shallow 3 SF 8 SF 140+00 • 145+00 

Trench/Berm, 
Crossover 

Diagonal south of Oxnard Retained Cut 1 MF 561 +00 • 564+00 
Street Guideway 

Diagonal, Burbank Blvd. Retained Cut 4 SF 604+00 • 611 +00 
to Chandler Blvd. Guideway, 1 Church 

At-Grade 

Chandler Blvd. east of At-Grade 1 MF 4 MF 683+00 • 687 +00 
Laurel Canyon Blvd. Clossover 3 SF 2 SF 

Chandler Blvd. at At-Grade, west 7 MF 710+00 • 712+00 
Hollywood Freeway eod of Pocket 

Track 

Vineland Ave. north of At-Grade 6 MF 761 +00 - 782+00 
Lankershim Blvd. 

ALTERNATIVE 2, BURBANK BRANCH LAT, SUBWAY/DEEP TRENCH 
East of Corbin Ave. Channelized 4 SF 5 SF 138+00 - 142+00 

Guideway, 
C,ossover 

East of Reseda Station Cut-and-Cover 3 SF 225+00 - 227+00 
Subway, 233+00 • 235+00 

Pocket Track 

Topham Ave at Zelzah Cut-and-Cover 1 SF 4 SF 255+00 - 259+00 
Ave. Subway, 

Clossover 

Diagonal south of Oxnard Channelized 1 MF 559+50 • 562+50 
Street Guic:leway 

Diagonal, Burbank Blvd. Channelized 2SF 603+00 • 612+00 
to Chandler Blvd. Guideway 1 Church 

Chandler Blvd. at Channelized 2 MF 4 MF 650+00 • 654+00 
W'hitsett Ave. Guideway, 

Clossover 

ALTERNATIVE 3, BURBANK BRANCH METRO RAIL EXTENSION (SUBWAY) 
East of Corbin Ave. Cut-and-Gover 2 SF 4 SF 138+00 - 142+00 

Topham Ave. east of 
Zelzah Ave. 

Subway, 
Clossover 

Cut-and-Gover 
Subway, 

Pocket Track 

2 SF 6 SF 

5 - 107 

257+00 • 259+00 
265+00 - 267+00 

Com~ta 

Shifting pocket track east 300 
ft will eliminate impact 

Apartment buildings along 
Vineland are within 35 tt of IB 
track centerline 

Moving crossover 500 tt west 
will reduce potential impact 
to one SF possible 



Figure 5.3-7 
Summary of Ground0 Bome Vibration Impact 

(2 of 3) 

Location Track 
Type 

Impact 
Probable Possible 

Station 
Number 

Comment.I 

ALTERNATIVE 3, BURBANK BRANCH METRO RAIL EXTENSION (condnu.d) 
Bessemer St. betwffn Bored Tunnel 1 MF 526+50 • 528+50 Only buildings closest to 

tunnel are within Possible 
Impact Zone. 

Hazeltine Ave. and 3 SF 539+50 • 541 +00 
Woodman Ave. 548 +00 • 550 +00 

Diagonal south of Oxnard Bored Tunnel 1 MF 
St. 

Diagonal, Burbank Blvd. Bored Tunnel 3 SF 
to Chandler Blvd. 1 Church 

Chandler Blvd. east of Cut-and-Cover 6 SF 
Bellair• Ave. Subway, 

Crossover 

Al.TERNATIVE 4, VENTURA FREEWAY SOUTHSIDE, AERIAL 
Magnolia Blvd., Woodley Retaining wall, 3SF 
Ave. to Gloria Ave. rie and Ballast 

Hortense St., Sytmar Ave. Retaining Wall, 2 SF 2 SF 
to Calhoun Ave. ne and Ballast 

Kling St. west of Fulton Retaining Wall, 2 SF 3 SF 
Ave. Tte and Ballast 

Kling St., west of Fulton Retaining Wall, 4 SF 3 SF 
Ave. Tie and Ballast, 

Crossover 

Kling St east of Retaining Wall, 3 SF 3 SF 
Coldwater Canyon Ave. ne and Ballast 

Al.TERNATIVE S. VENTURA FREEWAY NORTHSIOE, SUBWAY 
Philiprimm St. east of Bored Tunnel 1 MF 
WIibur kie. 

Phillprimm St. uat of 
Wilbur Ave. 

West of ReNda Station 

North of Ventura 
Fr-ay, Burbank Blvd. 
to Undlay Ave. 

North of Ventura 
Freeway, Undley Ave. to 
White Oak Blvd. 

Cut-and-Cover 
Subway, 

Pocket Track 

Bored Tunnel 

Bored Tunnel 

Bored Tunnel 

1 MF 

5 MF 

1 MF 
3 SF 

2 MF 

!5 MF 

5 - 108 

560+00 • 563+00 

603+50 - 611+50 

638+00 • 642+00 

448+00 • 464+00 Several residences marginally 
within Possible Impact Zone. 

575+00 • 578+00 Stations 575 to 578, 
571 +00 • 575+00 residences within 35 ft ot 

track centerline 

631 +00. 638+00 Two residences within 35 ft ot 
track centerline 

638+00 • 640+00 

681 +00. 691 +00 Between stations 687 and 
691 +00. 692+00 691 , three residences are 

within 35 ft of near track 
centerline. 

254+50 • 258+00 

259+00 • 261 +00 
267+50 • 269+50 

269+50 • 27!5+00 

292+00 • 305+00 

318+00 • 330+50 
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Figure 5.3-7 
Summary of Ground-Borne Vibration Impact 

(3 of 3) 

I 
Locadon Track Impact Stadon Commenta 

I Type Probable Possible Number 

AlTERNATIVE 5, VENTURA FREEWAY NORTHSIDE, SUBWAY (contlnu.d) 
'Nhite Oak Ave. to Balboa Bored tunnel 1 MF 349 + 00 • 353 + 50 

I 
Blvd. 

'Nhite Oak Ave. to Balboa Bored tunnel, 2 MF 2 MF 355+00 • 361 +50 
Blvd. Crossover 

I 
Magnolia Blvd. at Haskel Bored Tunnel 2 SF 472+00 • 475+00 
Ave. 

Sepulveda Ave., Yard Bored Tunnel 1 SF 1 SF 505+50 • 506+50 
Lead 

.I West of Kester Ave. Bored Tunnel, 2 SF 6 SF 525+00 • 531 +00 Moving crossover 400 ft east 
Crossover will mitigate potential impact. 

West of Van Nuys Ave. Bored Tunnel 4 MF 552 + 00 • 557 + 00 

I East of Van Nuys Ave. Bored Tunnel 1 MF 2 MF 564+00 • 568+00 Multi-family building directly 
above tunnel 

East of Woodman Ave. Bored Tunnel 1 MF 614+00 • 626+50 

I 4 SF 

West and East of Fulton Bored Tunnel 2 SF 5 SF 634+50 • 647+00 
Ave. 

I West of Coldwater Bored Tunnel 5 MF 654+00 • 659+00 
Canyon Station 1 SF 

West of Coldwater Cut-and-Cover 2 MF 1 MF 659+00 • 665+00 

I 
Canyon Station Subway, 

Crossover 

East of Coldwater Cut-and-Cover 1 Medical 669+00 • 671 +00 Only problem is vibration 
Canyon Station Station Build. sensitive equipment is used 

I in building 

East of Coldwater Bored Tunnel 1 Convel 674+50 • 677+50 
Canyon Station .. sant 

I 
Hospital 

St. Clair Ave./ Bored Tunnel 3 SF 712+00 • 720+00 
Vantage Ave. 

East of Laurel Canyon Bored Tunnel 4 MF 728+00 • 736+50 

I Station 2 SF 

East of Laurel Canyon Cut-and-Cover 3 SF 737+50 • 743+50 
Station Subway, 

I 
Crossover 

East of Colfax Ave. Bored Tunnel 1 MF 1 MF 747+50 • 750+00 One multi-family building 
directly above subway. 

I 
Beck Ave./Carmelllta Bored Tunnel 2 SF 761 +00 • 764+50 
Ave. 

I 
I 

5 - 109 
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5.4 VISUAL QUALITY IMPACTS 

Visual quality impacts of route alternatives in the San Fernando Valley would be focused 
along two distinct corridors. The first corridor, the Burbank Branch alignment runs primarily 
along the Southern Pacific (SP) Railroad right-of-way between Warner Center and Universal 
City. A mixture of older industrial and newer residential and commercial uses are found along 
this right-of-way. The second corridor, the Ventura Freeway alignment travels principally in 
a heavily travelled transportation corridor along the Ventura Freeway, one to two miles south 
of the Burbank Branch alignment. 

Because the major visual impacts of these alignments can be expected to occur in the above­
ground segments of each route, this section analyzes the proportion of each route that is in 
either aerial, at-grade, shallow-trench, deep-trench or subway configuration. These profile 
alternatives are then compared to adjacent land uses along each of the routes in order to 
provide a comparison of the degree to which each of the route alternatives is in close 
proximity to visually sensitive land uses. For the purpose of this EIR, visually sensitive land 
uses have been defined to include all residential uses, schools, religious institutions, other 
public buildings, and passive outdoor uses including parks, playgrounds, and recreation areas. 

This section also discusses other measures of visual impact including changes in views, light 
and glare potential, loss of landscaping, as well as the impact and compatibility of the rail 
transit guideway and other major structural components with the existing scale and spatial 
characteristics of adjacent land uses. Mitigation measures for impacts are proposed and 
finally, five typical views along the alignments are illustrated with before photos and after 
sketches. 

5.4.1 Visual Setting 

SP Burbank Branch Visual Settin~: The Southern Pacific right-of-way establishes a strong 
visual context for the Burbank Branch route. The right of way varies between 60 and 100 
feet wide (up to 220 feet at particular rail stations) and passes next to seven general land use 
adjacency categories. Although the exact profile along the Burbank Branch varies for 
Alternative #1, #2 and #3, each of the alignments will travel adjacent to the same land uses. 
As shown in the table on Figure 5.4-1, Adjacent Land Uses by Route Alternative, a breakdown 
of adjacent land uses between Warner Center and Universal City includes the following: 

• 44 percent residential (35 percent single-family, 9 percent multi-family) 
• 30 percent commercial 
• 6 percent industrial 
• 14 percent parks/open space 
• 4 percent public/schools (including government and religious) 
• 2 percent freeway adjacent 

Ventura Freeway Alternative Visual Setting: Unlike the Burbank Branch route, the Ventura 
Freeway alignment uses very little of the Southern Pacific right-of-way between Warner Center 
and Universal City. Instead, both route alternatives are parallel to the Ventura Freeway on 
either the northern or southern edges. The routes are primarily combinations of aerial and 
subway profiles. While subway profiles create virtually no visual impacts to the surrounding 
land uses, the aerial guideway profiles are highly visible and can often been seen for some 
distance from the guideway structure. 
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SP Burbank Branch (Alt. # 1, #2, #3) 

I ·~ 
I -I , \ 

~t.'111' ~ : __ ... ---c.,: ... ___._'-- ' • • 
_,,,r .. ,., --... ..., .... . ,. , .. . ... ••" ~ - ----------- -

UNIVERSAL CITY 

Rasldantlal (SF) 

Rasldanttal (MF) 

VI Commarclal 

--N Industrial 

Porks 

Public 

Freeway Adjacent 

TOTAL 
(Both Sides) 

San Fernando Valley 
East/West Rail Transit Project 
0 LOS ANGELES CQU\JTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
u.cn: 

Warner Canter to 
Universal City 

MIL ES ( %) 

11.5 (35%) 

3.0 (9%) 

10.0 (30%) 

2.0 (6%) 

4.5 (14%) 

1.4 (4%) 

0.6 (2%) 

33.0 (100%) 

Ventura Freeway (Alt. #4, #5) 

1----. ------ ~ .................... · ................ 
WARNER • ••••••• •• 
CENTER \ 

' ,,- • ~ I 41 I \ 

/ ",,,,, , ~ ~,., . .., ,..,, \ ... ,, ~ 

Alternative # 4 Alternative #5 
Warner Canter to Warner Canter to 

Unlvarsal City Universal City 

MIL ES ( .,. ) Ml LES ( .,. ) 

7.0 (21%) 2.2 (7%) 

2.0 (6%) 3.0 (9%) 

8.5 (25%) 8.1 (24%) 

1.0 (3%) 1.0 (3%) 

0.5 (2%) 2.0 (6%) 

0.5 (2%) 0.2 (1%) 

13.5 (4 1%) 16.5 (Em,) 

33.0 (100%) 33.0 (100%) 

Figure 5.4-1 

Adjacent Land Uses by Route Alternative 

-------------------
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Specifically, the Ventura alignment, along the southern edge of the freeway is approximately 
80 percent aerial guideway. These guideways traverse through residential communities which 
comprise 25 percent of the land use adjacencies along the route. Of the 25 percent, two thirds 
of the land use is single-family residential. 

As shown in Figure 5.4-1, Adjacent Land Uses by Route Alternative, a breakdown of adjacent 
land uses between Warner Center and Universal City for Alternative #4, the Ventura Freeway 
South Side Aerial Option, includes the following: 

• 27 percent residential (21 percent single-family and 6 percent multi-family) 
• 25 percent commercial 
• 3 percent industrial 
• 2 percent parks/open space 
• 2 percent public/schools (including government and religious uses) 
• 41 percent freeway adjacent 

A breakdown of adjacent land uses between Warner Center and Universal City for Alternative 
#5, the Ventura Freeway North Side Subway Option, includes the following: 

• 16 percent residential (7 percent single-family and 9 percent multi-family) 
• 24 percent commercial 
• 3 percent industrial 
• 6 percent parks/open space 
• 1 percent public/schools (including government and religious uses) 
• 50 percent freeway adjacent 

5.4.2 Visual Impact Criteria 

Visual impact criteria used in the evaluation of the two route alternatives were selected to 
consider both the rail transit line profile configuration (aerial guideway, subway, etc.,) as well 
as the visual proximity of the entire system to adjacent land uses. 

The four visual impact measures that were used in this evaluation are: 

• Significant changes in views, general setting and appearance of the existing 
street facade 

• Light and glare 
• Loss of landscaping 
• Compatibility of the rail components with the existing scale and spatial 

characteristics of adjacent land uses 

These measures were considered particularly significant when above-ground segments of the 
routes were located next to land uses that were categorized as being sensitive to changes in 
the visual setting. These four land use adjacencies that were considered highly sensitive 
included single-family residential, multi-family residential, public/schools and parks/open space. 

Wherever these sensitive land uses typically occurred along the routes, photographic 
reconnaissance was conducted and drawings to scale were prepared and evaluated for 
particularly sensitive cases to further study and mitigate the visual impacts. 
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AERIAL ® AT•GRAD~ 

16. 6 MILES ONE WAY 
U MILES ROUND TRIP• 2 ,!c !: u ~ ~ 
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la. SP Burbank Branch 5'1. I 2.1 'L I 1.5'1. I 4.6'1. 15'1. I 7'1. I 1.7'1. I 7'1. 
LRT + Vineland 13.2% 28.7% Extension 

1 b . SP Burbank Branch 4'1. I CYf. I 1.26'1. I 1. 72'1. 15. l'L I 5.8'1. I 1.52'1. I 8.71'1. 

LRT + Lankeuhlm 
7.0% 31.1% Extension 

2a. SP Burbank Branch 2. 9'L I 3'1. I . 13'1. I 8.57'1. 1.4'1. I 2. 1 'L I CYf. I 4'1. 
LRT Deep Trench + 
Lankershlm Extension 14.6% 7.5% 

2b. SP Burbank Branch 2.3'1. I .69'1. I .12,. I 5.69'1. 1.4'1. I .87'1. I CYf. I 4.45'1. 
LRT Deep Trench+ 
Lankershlm Extension 9% 6.7% 

Jo. SP Burbank Branch 1.24'1. I o. 7'1. I CYf. I 6. 17'1. 2.57'1. I 0.2,. I CYf. I 3.6'1. 
Metro Roll Extension 8.1% 6.4% Lankershlm 

3b. SP Burbank Branch 1.24'1.I 0.1,. I CYf. I 6. 11,. 2.57'l I 0.2'1. I CYf. I 3.6'l 
ART Subway+ 
Lankershlm Metro 8.1% 6.4% RaN Extension 

4a. Ventura Freeway 16.14'll 6.71'1.I 1.36% I 1.6'1. I I I 
Metro Rall Extension 

27.8% 0% vta Southside Aerial 

4b. Ventura Freeway 18.14'LI 6.71'1.I 1.36% I 1.6'l I I I 
ART \Ito 

27.8% 0% Southside Aerial 

Sa. Ventura Freeway O'l I 2.1 l'l I .114% I 2.26'1, D'l I ()'f, I D'l I 1.36% 
Metro Rail Extension 4.5% 1.3% via Northslde Subway 

Sb. Ventura Freeway O'l I 2. ll'l I .114'l I 2.26'l O'L I D'l I D'l I 1.36% 
ART\lta 

4.5% 1.3% Northslde Aerial 

San Fernando Valley 
East/West Rall Transit Project 
0 LOS ANGELES COLNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION um: 

® 
SHALLOW 

@ DEEP e SUBWAY ~,~ 
TRENCH TRENCH ~ ~ oil! 

2 2 2 
... 

,!c !: i~ ,!c ~ i~ !a i u ~IASEDON n ,~ n n ii u 5 i 5 i :I.IMlf 
::1 - ::1- j_ 

JIOUND TRP 

13.7'1. I 4'1. I 1.3'1. I o.4'1. o.3'1. I o.3'1. I o.5'1. I ()'f, CYf. I o. 6,. I CYf. I ()'f, ~1~31~=~:~;~1= 

19.4% 1.1% 0.6% 63% 

13.53'1.I 3.89'1. I 1.06,. I ()'f, .298'1. I .296'1. I o.45~ ()'f, I I I t~li~:~iW 

18.5°1. 1.0% 0% 57.6% 
3.1'1. I D'L I .76'1. I .68'1. 14.63'1.I 7.18'1. I 3.53'1. I ()'f, 11.3'1. I 1.68'1. I CYf. I 0.6'1. ~*~=~*i~:I$:r: 

4.5% 25.3% 13.6% 65.5% 

3. l 'L I CYf. I .76'1. I .24'1. 14.74'1.I 7.16'1.I 3.53'1. I ()'f, 11. 7'1. I 1.oa,. I ax. I ()'f, J~$)@~t~i 

4.1% 25.4% 12.8% 58% 

I I I I I I 31.l'L I 9.07'1. I 4.26'1.I CYf. ~:ittm;~t· 

Oo/. 0% 44.4% · 58.9% 

I I I .46'1. I .46'l I CYf. I ()'f, 28.631J 9.25'1. I 4.2,. I .98'l -~t?:f~<~~t~~t 

0% 1.0% 43% 58.5% 

I I I I I I 2.75'1.I CYf. I CYf. I ()'f, ~~~t0:®i~ 

0% Oo/o 2.7% 30.5% 

I I I I I I 2.75'l l CYf. I ax. I CYf. ~~~~::==:::~::::~~1~ 

0% 0% 2.7% 30.5% 

I I I I I I 6.73'l l 7.51'1. I .43% I 1.n tttrt::::-~~-
0% 0% 15.9% 21.7% 

I I I I I I 6.73'1.I 7.5 1'l I .43% I 1.2% }:::~\:i:tft: 

0% 0% 15.9% 21.7% 

Figure 5.4-2 

Selected Adjacent Land Uses by Profile Configuration 

-------------------
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5.4.3 Visual Impact Assessment 

SP Burbank Branch Visual Impacts: The Southern Pacific (SP) right of way establishes the 
visual character of Alternatives #1, #2 and #3. Currently, almost all portions of the right of 
way remain at grade, even when crossing major vehicular intersections. 

An analysis of the proposed Burbank Branch alternatives, Figure 5.4-2, Selected Adjacent Land 
Uses by Profile Configuration, reveals that approximately two thirds of each route will travel 
through sensitive land uses. Alternative #3, the ART/Metro Rail Extension would create the 
least visual impact since over 40 percent of the profile will be in subway. 

Alternative #2 will have approximately one fourth of its profile in deep trench and 12 percent 
on aerial guideway when adjacent to sensitive land uses. The visual impact of the deep­
trench profile will most closely resemble subway, while the aerial guideways will have the 
most significant visual impact. Grade separations along major vehicular thoroughfares as well 
as aerial stations near sensitive land uses warrant particular attention for their potential impact 
on adjacent uses. 

Alternative #1 would create the highest visual impact since portions of the train and its 
overhead catenary wires will be visible. Approximately two thirds of the alignment will be 
either in shallow trench (19 percent), at grade (28 percent) or aerial profile (13 percent) when 
adjacent to identified sensitive land uses. Since the entire right of way will be above ground 
and visible, the visual setting requires particular attention. 

Ventura Freeway Alternative Visual Impacts: The wide expanse of the Ventura Freeway 
establishes the visual character of Alternatives #4 and #5. The high landscaped embankment 
immediately adjacent the freeway will be the primary right of way. Since this right of way 
is quite narrow in most locations, most of the landscaping will need to be removed to 
accommodate aerial segments. Regardless of the amount of landscaping replaced, the scale 
and mass of the aerial guideways would cause changes to the visual setting for a great many 
of the land uses adjacent to the freeway. The length of each profile configuration in relation 
to identified sensitive land uses is shown in Figure 5.4-2. In particular, Alternative #4, the 
South Side Aerial Option, would have a significant negative visual impact on adjacent land 
uses, since more than 25 percent of the route would travel on aerial guideway next to single­
family and multi-family residential uses. 

Impact Discussion by Profile Configuration: General visual assessment of profile conditions 
for both alignments are listed below: 

• Subway Profile: Subway profiles would least impact the visual setting along 
any selected route alternative. Typical deep bore tunnels located approximately 
forty to fifty feet below the existing finish ground line would not impact the 
viewshed. Ventilation shafts would be required to breach the ground line 
between stations to allow maintenance access to the train tunnels. A 
maintenance road secured within a fence would be required at these ventilation 
shaft openings. 

Subway stations would require a paved vehicular park and ride lot with bus 
transfer accommodations. These stations will include weather shelters and 
landscape buffering. Several structures to provide clear movement to the 
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underground platform will be required, and will cause some impact to the I 
viewshed of existing adjacent buildings. 

Deep Trench Profile: Deep trench profiles, while neither covered nor as deep 
as the subway profile, will still have a minimal visual effect on existing adjacent 
land uses. Deep trench profiles will typically be thirty feet below existing 
finish grade and open to the sky. Catenary poles and overhead guideway wires 
for the LRT system will not exceed the overall height of the trench walls. The 
actual LRT guideway for the trains will be typically 32 feet wide whereas the 
entire right of way will vary between 60 feet and 100 feet in width. Fifteen 
foot wide maintenance roads enclosed by an eight foot high chain link fence on 
the outer edges of the right of way will flank the deep trench along the entire 
route. 

When viewing the trench from existing adjacent land uses, virtually no impact 
on single story structures will occur. Multi-story structures will have some 
instances of visual impact in terms of shadow with intermittent light and glare 
as the height of the building will increase the viewer's angle of inclination into 
the deep trench. 

Deep trench stations will need to provide pedestrian access to the system from 
a central platform located between the trains. Deep-trench stations will typically 
be 48 feet wide. New structures will be required to straddle the deep trench 
and allow pedestrians to descend to the train platform thirty feet below existing 
grade. At these stations, the visual impact will be slightly more significant than 
at subway stations because the trench remains open. Additional structures will 
need to accommodate movement into the deep trench. 

Shallow Trench/Bermed Profile Confi~urations: The shallow trench is the first 
profile to allow the trains to breach the existing finish grade level. A typical 
shallow trench is approximately 32 feet wide, which is located in the center of 
the alignment right of way varying from sixty to one hundred feet in width. 
Approximately six to eight feet of the LRT car and 12 feet of the overhead 
catenary poles and supports will be visible, predominately during daylight hours. 

Riders looking out of the train cars will have their visual focal length 
foreshortened by safety fencing near the outside of the right-of-way; and second 
by a planted landscape berm which will usually be contoured to exceed the 
height of the train. Motorists and pedestrians on adjacent streets will have 
limited views of the train because of these same two features. 

Fixed land uses, such as multi-floor buildings and some single story structures 
will have their views changed by both the shallow trench profile and the 
landscape berm. There are no proposed shallow trench stations, therefore, the 
visual impact for this profile condition is not applicable. 

At-Grade Profile Confi~urations: At grade profiles, which run for the most part 
along the Burbank Branch/Southern Pacific right of way, would result in visual 
incompatibility in certain sensitive land use areas. The 24 foot high LRT 
catenary support poles, spaced 100 to 130 feet on center would be the most 
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visible impact along the route. This impact would be lessened in locations 
where existing utility poles and overhead wires along the route are to remain. 
Security fencing would parallel the right of way throughout the length and 
increase the visibility to passersby. 

Where at-grade street crossings occur, the security fence should allow clear, 
visual access across the right of way to adjacent land uses. A maintenance road 
would run alongside the trackbed and would add to the visual width of the right 
of way. Residential and other sensitive land uses would be screened at street 
level by raised landscaped berms. These landscaped berms would be sloped 
at a gradient not to exceed 2: l and would include placement of screen trees and 
shrubs to minimize the visual impacts from and to the train. 

Stations located at grade will add visual impacts to sensitive land use 
adjacencies due to the full presence of the train both in motion and at rest. 
Light and glare will cause intermittent visual disruptions as the train enters and 
leaves the station area, primarily in evening and early morning hours. 

Aerial Configurations: Aerial profiles would create the most significant types 
of visual impact along both of the route alternatives. The aerial structure would 
be a dominant visual element whose impact would vary according to its context 
Typically, the elevated guideway structure would rise from the existing ground 
level to approximately 22 feet at the top of rail. The underside of the guideway 
platform would need to provide 16 feet of clearance underneath the guideway 
structure to allow for the passage of vehicles. Guideway widths would vary 
from 24 feet at a typical midway point between stations to 40 feet at aerial 
stations. The guideway would be supported by 5 to 7 foot diameter piers 
spaced at 80 foot intervals. Catenary poles (where applicable), at 120 foot 
intervals and overhead wires would extend another 25 feet above the guideway. 

In commercial and industrial areas, the visual impact of aerial guideways would 
be minimized by the presence of existing mid-rise buildings, which would either 
obscure views of, or provide a backdrop for, the guideway. In addition, many 
segments along the routes have areas of non-sensitive adjacent uses such as 
freeways that would mitigate any impact. Guideways that are located within 
a median or to one side of existing divided thoroughfares would likewise have 
lessened visual impacts. 

The most adverse visual setting impacts occur when the guideways cross over 
existing roadways in a perpendicular configuration. At these locations, the 
visual setting of the intersection would be permanently changed, by not only the 
addition of the guideway, but by the creation of ambient sun and shadow 
transitions for pedestrians and motorists (much like a freeway overpass). As 
users move under the guideway structure, light and glare will create undesirable 
reflections and shadows. 

Where aerial guideways parallel a roadway along one side, pedestrian street 
space will be restricted. The guideway will shade the street beneath it 
throughout the year as mid-morning and late afternoon shadows would shade 
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the sidewalk. During the wann summer months, this condition may be 
considered a positive influence. 

Aerial stations potentially will create a prominent visual focal point both for 
train riders as well as adjacent land uses. Additional escalators, elevators and 
stairways will be required to bring passengers from ground level to the platform 
level. In non-sensitive urban settings. this visual element will not create adverse 
impacts due to the mixed scale of buildings. Aerial stations may. in fact, create 
an element around which further development can be clustered to strengthen 
future visual. site lines. 

However, aerial stations located near sensitive land uses will need to respond 
to each station location on a case by case basis in order to address and mitigate 
the functional considerations of each site. Aerial stations within residential 
areas need to respond to specific issues of privacy, security and ambient night 
lighting in order to remain compatible with the surrounding land uses. In 
addition, judicious use of landscaping will be of special importance to bring the 
visual scale of aerial stations into proportion with its context. 

Station Visual Impacts (General): Station locations along either of the major 
routes, regardless of the specific profile will create many unique and permanent 
changes in the visual environment, both positive and negative. Some existing 
structures would be removed or modified to accommodate parking lots. In 
total, between 3,785 and 4,845 stalls will be provided depending on the 
particular route selected. Landscaping, utility relocations, lighting, transit 
connections and the addition of more prominent structures will permanently alter 
the viewsheds adjacent to all land uses. 

5.4.4 Visual Impact Mitigation 

Figures 5.4-3 through 5.4-7 provide examples of visual nuttgation techniques that can be 
applied to particularly sensitive areas along each of the routes. Following are descriptions 
of visual mitigation measures which can be incorporated into the project 

In general, mitigation measures which recommend high landscape berms with continuous 
planting of trees throughout the selected alignment, can be viewed as a mitigation measure that 
does not take full advantage of the visual potential of the rail transit system. For instance, 
from the outset, aerial guideway sections may result in visual incompatibilities in certain areas. 
Yet in some locations, where a visual environment has been established, aerial guideways and 
subway stations may actually enhance the visual quality by integrating and accentuating the 
rail system with its surrounds. Along Canoga Boulevard in Woodland Hills (Figure 5.4-6), 
the aerial guideway actually may increase the visual importance of the corporate business 
corridor image that has been established in the area. In several locations within an urban/ 
suburban context, aerial guideway design and the architectural treatment of the system would 
result in a dramatic "gateway" visual element for users crossing the area and transit patrons 
arriving and departing station locations. 

Aerial guideways can also act as an organizing element to contain the edge of a visual setting. 
The proposed Sepulveda Basin Arts Park can benefit from the sculptural nature of the 
guideway by the use of imaginative architectural detailing and low maintenance landscape 
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planting that will invite users across the street and create shade locations (under aerial 
portions) which are compatible with park activities (see Figure 5.4-4). 

On the other hand, sun and shadow may not always be perceived as a desirable visual impact. 
Aerial segments that are perpendicular to adjacent roadways will result in shadowing of the 
street and sidewalk. This condition would be an unavoidable adverse impact which cannot 
be mitigated. The Lankershim Boulevard flyover (see Figure 5.4-5) along the Burbank Branch 
alternatives would permanently change the visual setting and character of the roadway by 
creating light and glare upon pedestrians and motorists. Area and guideway lighting fixtures 
and standards should incorporate directional shielding where necessary, to avoid the intrusion 
of unwanted ambient light. 

In many locations along the major route alternatives, in which the train will be adjacent to 
sensitive land uses, views of chain link fence, catenary support poles (where applicable) and 
station parking lots are generally considered negative visual impacts. At these locations, 
especially near residential uses, negative visual impacts should be obscured to a practical 
extent by the use of low maintenance landscape berms. In addition, placement of trees along 
the right of way property line (as close to residential property as possible) will foreshorten 
undesirable views while insuring privacy to the neighborhood (see Figure 5.4-1 ). Overall, 
the visual appeal of the landscape should create a pleasant view and appearance for the transit 
patron and for adjoining land uses. Adequate sight distance at street intersections, particularly 
in street medians, should be maintained or improved. Crosswalks, waiting areas, bus stops 
and kiss and ride areas should be visually open for security reasons (see Figure 5.4-6). 

Lighting intensity at the platform level, especially at aerial conditions, should be coordinated 
with the train car illumination so that visual incompatibilities (during the evening hours) do 
not disrupt adjacent sensitive land uses. 

Finally, urban design standards should be developed to define and rmtigate each specific 
visual impact associated with the train system and the relationship to surrounding communities 
prior to full operation. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts: Alternative #4, the Ventura Freeway South Side Aerial 
Alignment would be located in aerial configuration next to residential land uses for 
approximately four and a half miles. Several hundred homes in these areas would experience 
unavoidable adverse visual impacts if this alternative were selected. Alternative #1, the SP 
Burbank Branch At-Grade LRT alignment would be configured on aerial guideway next to 
residential neighborhoods for approximately 0.7 miles due to the need for guideway flyover 
structures at major cross streets. Twenty-five to 30 homes immediately adjacent to these 
flyover crossings would experience unavoidable adverse visual impacts if this alternative were 
selected. 

Each of the alternatives locates some stations in areas that are in or adjacent to residential 
areas. The SP Burbank Branch Route Alternative has stations located in residential areas at 
five proposed station sites. The Ventura Freeway Route Alternative #4 is located in residential 
areas at six locations, and the Ventura Freeway Route Alternative #5 is located in residential 
areas at three locations. Each of these stations, however well buffered by landscaping and 
setbacks, will alter the character of the immediate surroundings and have adverse visual 
impacts for residents in homes immediately adjacent to the stations. 
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Figure 5.4-30 

SP Burbank Branch Winnetka Station 
Visual Setting - Before 
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Source: Gruen Associates 

Looking west along Southern Pacific right-of-way towards Winnetka Avenue (OPPOSITE) and after construction of aerial station proposed by Burbank 
Branch # 1 alignment. Vertical, evergreen screen trees would separate and protect adjacent residential homes. Low level light sources would 
reduce visual incompatibilities. Parking stalls and kiss and ride facil ities would be developed to accomodate approximately 1. 160 cars. 
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Figure 5.4-3b 

SP Burbank Branch Winnetka Station 
Visual Setting - After 
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Figure 5.4-40 

SP Burbank Branch Sepulveda Basin Area 
Visual Setting - Before 
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Source: Gruen Associates 

Looking east along the Southern Pacific right-of-way which borders the edge of the future Sepulveda Basin Art Park (OPPOSITE). After construction, 
the aerial guideway proposed with the Burbank Branch #2 and #3 alignments, will add a festive, invit ing edge to the park that can p rovide fun and 
easy access to all of the park's amenities. Areas of sun and shade will be c reated under the guideway which is compatible with passive park uses. 
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Figure 5.4-4b 

SP Burbank Branch Sepulveda Basin Area 
Visual Setting - After 
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Figure 5.4-50 

SP Burbank Branch Vineland Extension 
Visual Setting - Before 
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Source: Gruen Associates 

Looking south along Vineland Avenue at the Lankershim Boulevard intersection (OPPOSITE) and ofte r construction of Burbank Branch Alternative 
# l A or #2A The guideway would be located within the Vineland median on the west side of the street. Pedestrian and vehicular traffic would 
encounter frequent transitions of light, shadow and g la re while traveling in the proximity of this aerial structure. 
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Figure 5.4-Sb 

SP Burbank Branch Vineland Extension 
Visual Setting - After 
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Ventura Freeway Canoga Avenue 
Visual Setting - Before 
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Looking north along Canoga Avenue towards the Trillium office towers and the proposed railyard terminus (OPPOSITE) and after construction. Both 
of the major route alternatives. Burbank Branch and Ventura. will overlap in this area. The proposed guideway is compatible with the future of this 
Woodland Hills area and will provide a significant, positive visual impact. 
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Figure 5.4-6b 

Ventura Freeway Canoga Avenue 
Visual Setting - After 
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Ventura Freeway Reseda Station Area 
Visual Setting - Before 
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Source: Gruen Moclol8$ 

Looking east across Reseda Avenue from the Ventura Freeway off-ramp (OPPOSITE) and after construction of Ventura #4 alignment. The rail line 
would be located adjacent to the freeway and between existing land uses. In many cases though. single family homes further east will need to be 
displaced to accommodate the aerial guideway. 
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Figure 5.4-7b 

Ventura Freeway Reseda Station Area 
Visual Setting - After 
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5.5 CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS 

This section examines the impacts that can be expected to occur as a result of the con­
struction of the rail transit project. The various construction methods to be used for each 
of the alternatives are discussed, impacts from these activities are described and mitigations 
are proposed. Key impact areas include utility relocations, circulation detours, noise/vibra­
tion and dust, business disruption and visual impacts. It should be stressed that these 
impacts are temporary, as opposed to the long term impacts from the operation of the 
system. 

5.5.1 Types of Construction Activity 

The methods of construction differ substantially between the route alternatives. In general, 
at-grade construction is the quickest and least disruptive of the alternatives under 
consideration. Aerial segments require longer construction periods and often require traffic 
diversions to allow for construction sites around bridges and guideway structures. Deep­
bore and cut-and-cover subway segments are generally the most difficult and time 
consuming to construct due to the need for excavation, hauling of earth, heavy equipment, 
and construction below ground level. The following is a summary of the various types of 
construction activity: 

• At-Grade Construction: Along Alternative #1, SP Burbank Branch LRT, the 
majority of the route would be at-grade or in shallow trench configuration. 
Construction of these segments could proceed rapidly along the existing 
freight rail trackbed. Excavation for the shallow trenches would be used to 
create earthberms along the sides of the rail line. For a typical one-mile 
segment construction would take approximately 8-12 weeks. 

• 

Aerial Guideway Construction: Flyover structures along Alternative #1 and 
longer aerial segments of other alternatives would be required. These 
structures generally carry each track independently on precast prestressed 
concrete box or T-beams, which are in turn supported by cast-in-place 
reinforced concrete piers. The pier foundations consist of pilings or spread 
footings, depending on loads and soil conditions. A typical construction 
sequence for aerial guideways would involve three phases of activity; 
foundation installation, installation of guideway supports, and installation of 
guideway sections. For a typical one-mile segment, the three major 
construction phases would take from 8 to 12 months. 

Deep-Bore Subway Construction: Cut-and-cover subway construction is 
generally the most disruptive of construction methods being considered for 
the San Fernando Valley Project. Deep-bore tunneling generally has less 
impact on surrounding land uses than cut-and-cover construction because 
most of the construction activity takes place underground between 
construction staging areas rather than as a continuous open cut along the 
length of the alignment. 

For deep-bore segments, construction staging areas would be established 
along the alignment (most probably at future station sites) and all truck 
traffic and heavy equipment would be located at these sites. Excavation 
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down to the level of the tunnels would take place at these staging areas. 
Excavated materials would be removed through isolated construction shafts or 
at these cut-and-cover station/staging areas. In soft ground areas such as the 
San Fernando Valley, two circular tunnels bored side-by-side would probably 
be used. Tunnels would be constructed using full-face tunnel boring or 
digger arm machines mounted inside shields in order to hold the ground in 
place and prevent surface settlement. Precast concrete or steel tunnel lining 
would then be placed inside the excavated area. 

Typical soft ground tunneling rates experienced on the Metro Rail Project are 
approximately 60-100 feet per day. Additionally, time must be added for 
tunnel lining, station construction, ventilation, and other requirements. In 
total, a typical one-mile segment of deep-bore subway would take from 3 to 
4 years for construction. 

Deep Trench Construction: This construction method is similar to cut-and­
cover techniques and is the most disruptive to surrounding land uses of the 
alternatives under consideration. This construction technique generally begins 
by opening the ground surface to an adequate depth to permit support of 
existing utility lines and to set piles or other means of retaining the 
excavation. After the surface opening is covered with temporary decking at 
crossings so pedestrian and vehicular circulation can continue, excavation 
proceeds to the necessary depth (20-25 feet in most areas). Concrete 
structures are then built, backfill of some excavated materials occurs, and 
permanent street crossings are completed. Because of the large amount of 
excavation required, heavy truck traffic to and from the construction site 
occurs throughout the duration of the construction period. For a typical one­
mile segment of deep-bore construction, 3 to 4 years would be expected for 
construction. 

5.5.2 Duration of Construction Activities 

The following figures summarize the areas along each route where the various construction 
methods would be utilized and the expected duration of construction. It should be noted 
that multiple, simultaneous construction contracts are generally let for the more complex 
construction segments, and general exposure of any one neighborhood can be as little as 6 
to 8 weeks for some of the easier at-grade segment along the existing SP rail line, to as 
much as 3 to 4 years for the more difficult subway segments. 

5.5.3 SP Burbank Branch Construction Impacts 

As shown on the figures above, construction of Alternative #1, the SP Burbank Branch At­
Grade LRT, would have the shortest period of construction impact when compared to the 
other four route alternatives being considered in this EIR. The right-of-way for the route 
has for the most part already been cleared and only minor site preparation activities would 
be required. Shallow trench segments would balance earthwork by using excavated 
materials to form berms alongside the trackbed in residential areas. Aerial flyover 
segments at major street crossings would have greater impact on surrounding land uses due 
to the need for heavier construction equipment required for the construction of bridge 
structures. 
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I 
I Figure 5.5-1 

Estimated Construction Duration by Route Segment 

I Estimated 
Segment Distance Rate Construction 

(feet) 

I 
(time/distance) Time (years) 

Alternative #1 - SP Burbank LRT 

I Topanga to DeSoto (Aerial) 5700 24 wks/2000 ft 1.3 
DeSoto to Winnetka (Bermed) 3900 12 wks/5000 ft 0.2 
Winnetka to Victory (Aerial) 2900 24 wks/2000 ft 0.7 

I Victory to Reseda (Bermed) 7500 12 wks/5000 ft 0.4 
Reseda Station (Aerial) 3200 24 wks/2000 ft 0.8 
Reseda to White Oak (Bermed) 3500 12 wks/5000 ft 0.2 

I White Oak to Balboa (At-Grade) 5600 8 wks/5000 ft 0.2 
Balboa Station (Aerial) 2200 24 wks/2000 ft 0.6 
Balboa to Sepulveda (At-Grade) 9000 8 wks/5000 ft 0.3 

I 
Sepulveda Station (Aerial) 2700 24 wks/2200 ft 0.7 
Sepulveda-Van Nuys (At-Grade) 2300 8 wks/5000 ft 0.1 
Van Nuys Station (Aerial) 3000 24 wks/2000 ft 0.7 

I 
Van Nuys to Ranchito (Bermed) 2900 12 wks/5000 ft 0.2 
Ranchito to Woodman (Cut/Cover) 2700 33 wks/1000 ft 1.8 
Woodman to Sunnyslope (Bermed) 1000 12 wks/5000 ft 0. 1 
Sunnyslope to Chandler (D.Tr) 3500 30 wks/1000 ft 2.1 

I Chandler to Hollywood Fwy (Bermed) 9100 16 wks/5000 ft 0.6 
Hollywood Fwy-N.Hwd (At-Grade) 1600 8 wks/5000 ft 0.1 
N.Hwd to Vineland (Aerial) 3000 24 wks/2000 ft 0.7 

I Vineland-Camarillo (At-Grade) 3700 8 wks/5000 ft 0.2 
Camarillo Flyover (Aerial) 2300 24 wks/2000 ft 0.5 
Camarillo-Vent Fwy (At-Grade) 1300 8 wks/5000 ft 0.1 

I Vent Fwy-Univ Cty (Aerial) 3200 24 wks/2000 ft 0.8 
Universal City (Subway) 1800 28 wks/1000 ft 1.0 

I Alternative #2 - SP Burbank LRT/Deep Trench 
Topanga to DeSoto (Aerial) 5700 24 wks/2000 ft 1.3 
DeSoto to Melvin(Deep Trench) 8800 30 wks/1000 ft 2.6 a 

I Melvin to White Oak (Cut/Cover) 13900 33 wks/1000 ft 3.0 b 
White Oak to Balboa (At-Grade) 5600 8 wks/5000 ft 0.2 
Balboa to Woodley (Aerial) 9000 24 wks/2000 ft 2.1 

I Woodley-Sepulveda (At-Grade) 2400 8 wks/5000 ft 0.1 
Sepulveda-Van Nuys (Aerial) 8300 24 wks/2000 ft 2.0 
Van Nuys-Chandler (Deep Trench) 9600 30 wks/1000 ft 2.8 C 

I 
Chandler to Bellaire (C&C) 2400 33 wks/1000 ft 1.6 
Bellaire to Hwd Fwy (Deep Trench) 7800 30 wks/1000 ft 2.3 d 
Hwd Fwy to Tujunga (Cut & Cover) 1000 33 wks/2000 ft 0.7 

I 
Tujunga to North Hollywood (Subway) 3700 28 wks/1000 ft 0.5 

I 
I 
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Figure 5.5-1 
Estimated Construction Duration by Route Segment 

(Continued) 

Segment Distance 
(feet) 

Rate 
(time/distance) 

Alternative #3 - SP Burbank ART/Metro Rail Extension 
Topanga-White Oak (Subway) 28200 28 wks/1000 ft 
White Oak-LA River (Ret.Cut) 1300 30 wks/1000 ft 
LA River-Balboa (At-Grade) 2500 8 wks/5000 ft 
Balboa-Woodley (Aerial) 9200 24 wks/2000 ft 
Woodley-Sepulveda (At-Grade) 2300 8 wks/5000 ft 
Sepulveda-Van Nuys (Aerial) 8300 24 wks/2000 ft 
Van Nuys-Hazeltine (Ret Cut) 700 30 wks/1000 ft 
Hazeltine to N. Hollywood (Subway) 22200 28 wks/1000 ft 

Alternative #4 - Southside Aerial 
Canoga A venue (Aerial) 9100 24 wks/2000 ft 
Freeway Underpass (Subway) 4500 28 wks/1000 ft 
Freeway West (Aerial) 31900 17 wks/3000 ft 
Sepulveda Basin (At-Grade) 2600 12 wks/1000 ft 
1-405 Undercrossing(Subway) 4300 28 wks/1000 ft 
Freeway East (Aerial) 18800 17 wks/3000 ft 
Freeway East (At-Grade) 4800 12 wks/1000 ft 
Freeway to Univ.Cty (Subway) 6500 · 28 wks/1000 ft 

Alternative #5 - Northside Subway 
Canoga A venue (Aerial) 9100 24 wks/2000 ft 
Freeway Underpass (Subway) 4500 28 wks/1000 ft 
Freeway West (Aerial) 10200 26 wks/3000 ft 
Freeway West (At-Grade) 1000 18 wks/1000 ft 
Freeway West (Subway) 25500 28 wks/1000 ft 
Freeway Central (Aerial) 2700 26 wks/3000 ft 
Freeway Central (At-Grade) 2600 10 wks/1000 ft 
Freeway East (Subway) 36400 28 wks/1000 ft 

Source: Gannett Fleming 

Estimated 
Construction 
Time (years) 

3.0 e 
0.8 
0.1 
2.2 
0.1 
2.0 
0.4 
3.0 f 

2.1 
2.4 
3.5 
0.6 
2.3 
2.1 
1.1 
3.5 

2.1 
2.4 
1.1 
0.3 
3.4 g 
0.5 
0.9 
3.3 h 

a 
b 
C 

d 
e 
f 
g 
h 

8800 foot segment divided into two sub-segments at 4400 feet each 
13900 foot segment divided into three sub-segments at 4600 feet each 
9600 foot segment divided into two sub-segments at 4800 feet each 
7800 foot segment divided into two sub-segments at 3900 feet each 
28200 foot segment divided into five sub-segments at 5600 feet each 
22200 foot segment divided into four sub-segments at 5500 feet each 
25,500 foot segment divided into four sub-segments at 6,400 feet each 
36,600 foot segment divided into six sub-segments at 6,100 feet each 
(Construction time per sub-segment) 
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Alternatives #2 and #3, the SP Burbank Branch Deep Trench and Subway alignments, 
would have a much longer period of construction activity and would involve greater impact 
on the surrounding community. Following are the major impacts to be expected from the 
construction of the SP Burbank Branch Route Alternative: 

Utility Relocations: During the Concept Engineering phase of this study existing utilities 
likely to be impacted were identified. This analysis indicated that utility impacts on the 
Ventura Freeway Alternatives, due to the aerial/subway configuration of that line, would be 
minimal. The Burbank Branch Alternatives, on the other hand, are crossed by a sizable 
number of large storm drainage structures which collect flood waters from the north of the 
line and direct these flood waters to the LA River (e.g., Bull Creek, Tujunga Wash). An 
assortment of electrical, gas, telephone, cable TV, water and sanitary sewer lines also cross 
this route alternative. The SP Burbank Branch Alternative #3, the Deep-Bore Subway 
Alternative, would not impact these utilities to any significant degree as it passes under 
these utilities. Alternative #1, the At-Grade LRT Alternative would also have minor 
impacts on these utilities as it would pass above the majority of them, except in 
channelized guideway segments between Hazeltine A venue and Chandler Boulevard, where 
utilities at Woodman/Oxnard and Fulton/Burbank are affected as part of the required 
reconstruction of these intersections. 

Alternative #2, the LRT Subway/Deep Trench Alignment would have the greatest impact 
on utilities of the alternatives being considered in this EIR. Because the Deep Trench 
alignment would require a cut through all major lines, the profile has been modified since 
the release of the Initial Environmental Study to include full subway segments at the 
Tujunga Wash and along Topham Boulevard between approximately Tampa and White 
Oak. This modification in the project alignment was necessary in order to avoid major 
nonh-south storm drains in this area. For other utility crossings along deep trench 
segments of the line, utilities would generally be reconstructed as a pan of bridge 
structures constructed at all street crossings of the alignment. 

Traffic Impacts: Aerial segments of Alternative #1 and #2 would require the temporary 
closure of up to two traffic lanes along the nonh side of Victory Boulevard from Topanga 
Canyon Boulevard to Winnetka A venue for construction of the aerial guide way. In 
addition, all aerial spans over major north-south streets would have to be construction 
phased and traffic phased, requiring some temporary traffic rerouting during periods when 
guideway beams are placed upon the guideway supports over these intersections. 

The Vineland Extension option in Alternatives #la and #2a would require careful 
construction phasing at the Lankershim/Camarillo long span intersection where construction 
detours and special signaling would need to be instituted. Another area along the Vineland 
alignment would be at the intersection of Vineland Avenue and the Ventura Freeway Off­
Ramp. At this location heavy equipment would need to access the area along the 
Hollywood Freeway between Vineland Avenue and the Universal City subway segment. 
The aerial guideway would be located between the freeway and the flood control 
channel/Weddington Park, and construction would need to access this area from the above 
mentioned area. Special traffic control measures would be required to control surface as 
well as freeway traffic in this area. 

A significant traffic impact would be expected from Alternatives #2 and #3 due to the 
need for heavy truck traffic to and from excavation sites for subway and deep trench 
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alternatives. As described in Section 5.7, Earth & Water Impacts, estimated earth removal 
requirements for each alternative would require heavy truck traffic to and from construction 
staging sites throughout the construction period. Initially, truck traffic would be necessary 
to haul away excavated materials from tunnel and cut-and-cover segments of the route. 
Later, backfill materials would be transported back into the construction sites for use at 
station areas and in deep trench segments. Finally, during construction of station shells, 
tunnel linings and retaining walls for deep trench sections, concrete trucks would be 
necessary to bring in concrete for continuous poured-in-place system components. In 
Section 5.7 it can be seen that Alternative #2 would create the greatest amount of excess 
earth material resulting in the heaviest generation of truck traffic to and from job sites . 
Alternative #3 would gent",rate somewhat less, while Alternative #1 would not generate any 
excess truck traffic as a result of earth removal or other construction practices. 

Light/Glare and NoiseNibration: Visual and noise impacts would be of relatively short 
duration for Alternative #1, due to the at-grade alignment which requires much shorter 
construction times and fewer types of heavy equipment than in other types of construction. 

Alternatives #2 and #3 would have greater impacts due to excavation activities and the 
need for heavier types of construction equipment required. Construction could take place 
during regular working hours and the 100 foot right-of-way would allow most construction 
related activity to be confined within the SP property. Because Alternative #3 would be 
constructed in deep-bore subway, construction acuv1t1es would only be visible at 
construction staging areas located at the planned station areas. Alternative #2, because it 
would be constructed in deep trench configuration, would be visible for the entire length of 
the route during the construction phase. 

Noise and Vibration impacts would be felt from the unusually high noise levels generated 
by heavy construction equipment. Noise sources include bulldozers, pavement busters, 
backhoes, cranes, heavy trucks and rollers. Where noise and vibration impacts are 
particularly sensitive, caissons could be utilized in lieu of pile driving equipment. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts: Noise, vibration, dust and traffic impacts,although 
temporary, would constitute a significant adverse daytime impact throughout the residential 
areas along this route. 

5.5.4 Ventura Freeway Construction Impacts 

Construction of either of the Ventura Freeway Route Alternatives would create construction 
impacts in areas along the freeway due to the high traffic volumes on the freeway itself 
and the tight spacing between the edge of the freeway and adjacent homes and businesses. 
Construction of aerial guideways, stations and subway sections would need to occur without 
removing lanes from the Ventura Freeway during the AM and PM rush hour periods. At 
the same time construction during weekend and evening periods is more difficult, costly, 
and has a greater impact on adjacent land uses along the route. Following are the major 
impacts to be expected from the construction of the Ventura Freeway Route Alternative: 

Traffic Management: In order to move heavy construction equipment along the freeway to 
areas where construction would occur, a traffic management plan would need to be 
developed in coordination with Caltrans. Such a plan was implemented during the recently 
completed Ventura Freeway Widening Project. The plan w')uld consider construction 
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phasing, traffic diversions and motorist information programs that would be necessary for 
the construction of the rail transit system along the freeway right-of-way. 

The placement of columns for the aerial guideway adjacent to the freeway would most 
probably involve the temporary reduction of lane widths from 12 feet to 11 feet, if the 
freeway widening project has been completed to its ultimate width. An interim freeway 
configuration of ten 11-foot lanes, an 8-foot median and slightly modified shoulders would 
provide enough room for construction activities associated with column construction and 
guideway erection. There would be periods outside of rush hour periods when temporary 
lane closures would be necessary. 

Such a traffic management plan would also need to consider freeway ramp relocations that 
would be required for the construction of aerial and subway stations. On/off ramps at 
DeSoto Avenue, Tampa Avenue, and Reseda Boulevard would need to be temporarily 
reconfigured for either Ventura Freeway Route Alternatives #4 or #5. In addition, 
Alternative #4 would require the temporary reconfiguration of ramp(s) at White Oak 
Avenue, Hayvenhurst Avenue, and Woodman Avenue. Alternative #5 would require the 
temporary relocation of ramp(s) at White Oak Avenue, Yan Nuys Boulevard, Woodman 
A venue, Coldwater Canyon A venue and Laurel Canyon Boulevard. The temporary 
reconfiguration and/or relocation of these on and off ramps would affect local traffic on 
surrounding streets including Ventura Boulevard (west of Reseda), Burbank Boulevard and 
Riverside Drive (east of Reseda). Temporary closure of two traffic lanes along Canoga 
Avenue in Warner Center would also be required during construction of aerial guidway 
segments along the median of that street. 

Light/Glare and NoiseNibration: Due to heavy traffic conditions on the Ventura Freeway, 
a substantial amount of construction activity for above-ground segments of the route would 
need to occur during weekend and nighttime hours. Lighting for such construction 
activities would be disruptive for residential areas along these segments of the routes. If 
Alternative #5, the Ventura Freeway Nonhside Subway, were selected, such impacts would 
be reduced in areas of subway construction where they would be confined to construction 
staging areas at future station sites. 

Noise and Vibration impacts would be felt from the unusually high noise_ levels generated 
by heavy construction equipment. Noise sources include bulldozers, pavement busters, 
backhoes, cranes, heavy trucks and rollers. Where noise and vibration impacts are 
particularly sensitive, caissons could be utilized in lieu of pile driving equipment. 

Underground Construction: Generally, deep-bore subway construction techniques would be 
used along Ventura Freeway Alternative #5. This construction technique is less disruptive 
than cut-and-cover construction, and reduces many of the impacts associated with subway 
construction activities. In some instances however, cut-and-cover construction would be 
necessary. Areas where cut-and-cover construction would be employed include station 
shells, pocket tracks, double crossovers, and in shallow tunnel segments. The only 
exception to this would be the double crossovers, located between Kester and Louise, 
where deep-bore techniques would be necessitated due to the location of the tunnels 
directly under the freeway mainline. 
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Utility Impacts: Major utility impacts are held to a mm1mum with either of the Ventura 
Freeway Route Alternatives due to the fact that aerial segments generally pass above 
utilities and deep-bore subway segments pass below them. Numerous minor utilities would 
be affected. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts: Construction along the Ventura Freeway would have similar 
impacts as the SP Burbank Branch route except for the added impact of night construction 
in those areas where freeway ramp and lane closures would be required. Night 
construction would constitute a significant, although temporary, adverse impact of the 
Ventura Freeway Route Alternative. 

5.5.5 Construction Impact Mitigation 

In order to mitigate construction related impacts along the project route the following 
mitigation measures are proposed: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Prior to the start of construction, traffic control plans, including detour plans 
shall be formulated with the City of Los Angeles and the California 
Department of Transportation. Unless unforseen circumstances· dictate, no 
major roadways would be closed to pedestrian or vehicular traffic. In 
addition, sidewalks and delivery routes will stay open and storefronts will be 
kept as visible as possible. 

A public information campaign will be implemented that will provide prior 
notice to affected property owners and the public on specific dates and 
locations where construction would be taking place. Visible road signs will 
be provided for all detours or rerouting of travel patterns. 

Construction activities shall be programmed as expeditiously as possible to 
minimize disruptions to adjacent land uses. 

Noise specifications for subsequent inclusion m the construction documents 
shall be prepared to ensure compliance with local noise ordinances. 
Whenever construction-generated noise exceeds acceptable CNEL standards 
during night or weekend periods, affected residents will be offered free 
alternative lodging accommodations. 

The relocation and in-place support of utilities shall require coordination and 
careful design and construction phasing of the project. Each utility along the 
selected route shall be evaluated in detail to determine the exact mitigation 
measure. A process currently utilized in ongoing rail transit projects by 
LACTC will similarly be applied. This process calls for an identification of 
all potential conflicts with existing utilities and their operators, and an 
evaluation of their impact during the preliminary engineering phase. These 
specific findings become the basis of a cooperative agreement whose goal is 
to identify necessary utility rearrangements and responsible parties, and 
specify a manner resulting in the least interference to all concerned parties. 
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5.6 AIR QUALITY IMPACTS 

The South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) is a 6,600 square mile area bounded by the Pacific 
Ocean to the west and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto mountains to the 
north and east. The South Coast Air Basin, which comprises all of Orange County and the 
non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside and San Bernardino Counties, has the worst 
air quality problem in the nation. Air pollution levels in the SCAB remain high compared 
to standards set forth to protect public health. There are six federally-regulated air 
pollutants. In 1987, four pollutants, carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, ozone and PM 10, 
exceeded the standards. Lead and sulfur dioxide concentrations met the standards. 

5.6.1 Existing Air Quality Conditions in the San Fernando Valley 

The San Fernando Valley is downwind of the daytime onshore flow and, therefore, 
experiences many more violations of clean air standards during the daytime, especially in 
summer. Existing ambient air quality levels and historical air quality trends in the City of 
Los Angeles are recorded and represented by air quality monitoring data compiled by the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) for Source/Receptor Areas No. 
6 and 7, East San Fernando Valley (Burbank) and West San Fernando Valley (Reseda) 
respectively. Monitoring data from Burbank (228 West Palm Avenue) and Reseda 
Monitoring Stations (18330 Gault Street) is most representative of the boundaries of the 
San Fernando Rail Transit Project. 

Ozone: Los Angeles Basin concentrations increase toward the valley which accounts for an 
average of 85 days per year exceedances of the one-hour federal ozone standard of 0.12 
ppm for the Eastern San Fernando Valley station. First stage smog alerts (l hour ozone 
concentrations greater than 0.20 ppm) are also at their maximum number in the eastern San 
Fernando Valley and taper off in the western valley. 

Carbon Monoxide: The state standard of 0.20 ppm for Carbon Monoxide has been violated 
twice (1983 and 1985) for Burbank Monitoring stations while the 8-hour standard of 9 ppm 
was violated up to 23 times (16.6 ppm) for the Burbank monitoring station and up to 15 
times ( 16.0 ppm) for the Reseda monitoring station. 

Nitrogen Oxides: The one-hour state standard of 0.25 ppm has been exceeded an average 
of 1 time per year over the last six years (1983-1989) for the Burbank Monitoring Station. 
No violations were recorded for the Reseda Monitoring Stations. 

Sulfate: In 1984, 14 out of 60 observations of the 24-hour state standard of 25ug/rn3 were 
exceeded with a maximum 24 hour concentration level of 22.9 ug/m3. No standard was 
exceeded before 1984 or in the following years. 
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5.6.2 Air Quality Impacts 

Consistency with the Air Quality Management Plan: The 1989 AQMP was adopted by the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) on March 17, 1989. The 
AQMP has been developed to provide the mechanisms necessary to attain the improved air 
quality conditions as stipulated in the Clear Air Act, as amended. The "attainment 
strategy" contained in the AQMP is divided into three tiers. Tier I includes those control 
measures that can be adopted in the next 5 years using currently available technological 
applications and management practices. Tier II measures include already-demonstrated 
control technologies and "on-the-horizon" technologies that require advancements which can 
reasonably be expected to occur in the near future. Finally, Tier III programs are designed 
to bring about major technological breakthroughs to further reduce emissions of reactive 
organic gases.1 

With respect to the AQMP, transit improvements are contained within Tier I control 
measures. Specifically, a Proposition A funded rail transit system in the San Fernando 
Valley is considered as an element of the AQMP control program adding five light rail 
lines to the region in total.2 The AQMP does not identify a specific alignment for the rail 
transit route. In this context, the Burbank Branch Route Alternatives and the Ventura 
Freeway Route Alternatives would both be considered consistent with the AQMP. 

Effect on Regional Emissions: As part of the patronage forecasting process, the Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG) prepared comparative estimates of vehicle 
miles of travel with and without the development of rail transit in the San Fernando 
Valley. The overall estimate of vehicle miles is shown in Figure 5.6-1. Here, the 
Burbank Branch Route Alternatives and the Ventura Freeway Route Alternatives are com­
pared with the no project alternative. The SP Burbank Alternatives #1 and #2 would result 
in a reduction of 409,000 daily vehicle miles of travel, the SP Burbank Alternative #3 
would result in a reduction of 440,000 daily vehicle miles of travel, while the Ventura 
Freeway Alternatives #4 and #5 would reduce daily travel by 410,000 to 420,000 vehicle 
miles! 

These reductions m vehicle miles travelled would have a corresponding reduction in daily 
pollutant emissions. As shown in Figure 5.6-1, carbon monoxide would be reduced by 
between 3.2 and 3.5 tons/day with the SP Burbank Alternatives and by 3.3 tons/day for the 
Ventura Freeway Alternatives. These reductions appear modest when compared to total 
mobile emissions region-wide (less than two-tenths percent for either option). However, it 
is expected that the percentage of emission reductions in the San Fernando Valley would 
be 2 to 3 times higher if vehicle miles driven in the Valley only were taken into account. 
Within the Valley emission reductions stemming from Burbank Route Alternatives would 

1 
South Coast Air Quality Management District and the Southern California Association of Governments. Air Quality 

Mana~ement Plan. South Coast Air Basin, Final, March 1989. 

2 
Southern California Association of Governments. Air Quality Mana2emenl Plan. Appendix IV-G, March 1989. 

3 
No data is currently available that specifically breaks out vehicle miles of travel reduction in the San Fernando 

Valley. All SCAG projections of vehicle miles arc based on an metropolitan area-wide freeway and street network. 
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range from 0.7 to 0.8 percent, while the Ventura Freeway route would likely achieve 0.7 
percent reduction in emissions.4 

Figure 5.6-1 
Comparison of Regional Emissions Based on Vehicle Miles of Travel 

No Project 
Burbank 
Branch 
Alt #1,#2 

Vehicle Miles Traveled 
(millions) 310.17 

Daily Emissions: (Tons/Day) * 
Total Organic Gases 232.30 

309.76 

Carbon Monoxide 2,445.80 
231.99 
2,442.57 
453.70 Nitrogen Oxides 454.30 

Savings Compared to No Project: 
Total Organic Gases 
Carbon Monoxide 
Nitrogen Oxides 

(Tons/Day) 
0.31 
3.23 
0.60 

Burbank 
Branch 
Alt #3 

309.73 

231.97 
2,442.33 
453.66 

0.33 
3.47 
0.64 

Venture 
Freeway 
Alt #4,#5 

309.75 

231.98 
2,442.49 
453.68 

0.32 
3.31 
0.62 

* Emissions based on EMFAC7PC computer program. Emissions are for 2010 at 30 mph. 

Source: Southern California Association of Governments. 

Figure 5.6-2 
Potential Power Plant Emissions Resulting From Rail Transit Energy Consumption 

Pollutant 

Carbon Monoxide 
Nitrogen Oxides 
Sulfur Oxides 
Particulates 
Reactive Organic Gases 

Factor * 

0.20 
1.15 
0.12 
0.04 
0.01 

Daily Emissions ** 

4.40 
25.30 
2.64 
0.88 
0.22 

* Factors based on pounds per 1000 kwh. Source of factors is the SCAQMD Air 
Quality Handbook, Appendix G., Page G-l. 

** Emissions are estimated in pounds per day. 

4 
These <....inclusions regarding vehic le miles traveled reductions in the San Fernando Valley were based o n preliminary 

SCAG estimates. Patronage Forecasts for the San Fernando Valley Light Rai l Transit Alternatives. March 1988. 
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It should be noted that there would also be incremental regional increases in em1ss1ons. 
These increases would result from power plants supplying electrical energy to rail transit 
facilities. In general, the rail alternatives considered would consume approximately 22,000 
kilowatt hours daily (see Energy Section 5.12 for details). Daily power plant emissions 
would be as shown in Figure 5.6-2. These emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD's 
threshold criteria for a significant impact. 

Potential for Station "Hot Spots": While there is likely to be some regional reduction in 
pollutant emissions due to the implementation of the rail alternatives in the San Fernando 
Valley, it should be recognized that station areas, particularly those with large parking lots 
located adjacent to major intersections, would likely result in an incremental increase in 
localized emissions, particularly added concentrations of carbon monoxide. Added 
emissions would result from increased vehicle queues in parking lots as well as changes in 
intersection operations resulting from added buses, and kiss and ride activity. 

Based on the California Line Dispersion Model (CALINE 4 7/89 Version) developed by 
the California Department of Transportation (CAL TRANS), Figure 5.6-3, Peak Hour Carbon 
Monoxide Concentrations at Selected Intersections, illustrates the magnitude of carbon 
monoxide changes at selected intersections where rail stations with parking would be 
located. Assuming worst case conditions, the model prediction of CO concentrations 
suggests that the changes would typically be less than one part per million when the future 
"with project condition" is compared against future conditions "without the rail project." 
The largest increases (up to 0.8 ppm) are found at the DeSotoNentura and 
Vanowen/Canoga station areas on the Ventura Freeway route. Increases on the Burbank 
Branch route range from 0.1 to 0.4 ppm. 

5.6.3 Mitigation Measures 

As described above, the rail transit project is expected to have a beneficial pos1t1ve impact 
to the South Coast Air Basin. At some of the larger parking lots at station areas, some 
localized air quality impacts would be expected due to the concentration of vehicles during 
the morning and evening rush hours. To reduce the negative impacts at these station areas, 
the following mitigation measures are proposed: 

• Implementation of an effective station bus feeder system with a high level of 
service. 

• Development of transit policies and an aggressive transit marketing program that 
focus on attracting new riders to the rail transit system, but also encourage access to 
transit stations via buses and other high occupancy vehicles. 

For major employment centers directly served by rail transit, coordinate with 
employer associations, merchant associations, to provide incentives for increased 
employee use of rail transit. Specifically, market employer rail transit support as a 
mechanism to comply with the requirements of SCAQMD Rule 15. 

Actively coordinate with the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning to 
tie development approvals, as reflected in specific plans and/or interim control 
ordinances, to developer support for rail transit. 
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• 

Development of station design plans that m1mm1ze impacts to in-street traffic 
operations, such as providing on-site bus transfer points and pull-off areas for kiss­
and-ride. 

Coordinate with the Los Angeles Department of Transportation to m1mm1ze queue 
lengths and reduce vehicle delay time, since idling is related to localized pollution. 

Figure 5.6-3 
Year 2010 Predicted Peak Hour Carbon Monoxide Concentrations 

In Selected Intersections 
(Parts Per Million, ppm) * 

Future Future Change 
Without With In Future 

Intersection Alternative Existing Project Project Conditions 

Lankersh im/Chandler Burbank 17.0 17.8 18.0 0.2 
Sepulveda/Oxnard Burbank 18.3 ** 17.8 18.0 0.2 
White Oak/Oxnard Burbank 17.9 ** 17.1 17.3 0.2 
White Oak/Oxnard Burbank 17.9 ** 17 .1 17.6 0.5 
Winnetka/Victory Burbank 22.7 ** 20.2 20.3 0.1 
DeSoto/Ventura Ventura 20.5 ** 18.8 19.6 0.8 
Hayvenhurst/Burbank Ventura 22.8 ** 21.1 21.5 0.4 
Sepulveda/101 Off-ramp Ventura 17.9 ** 17.0 17.0 0.0 
Vanowen/Canoga Ventura 22.3 ** 20.7 21.5 0 .8 

State Standard = 20 ppm Federal Standard = 35 ppm 

* Peak hour estimates were prepared using the CALINE 4 July 1989 version 
distributed by Caltrans. Runs assumed worst case conditions as follows: 

** 

- Wind Speed == I meter per second 
- Stability Class == F 
- Worst case wind direction determined by model 
- EMFAC7PC emission rates assuming 50 percent cold start an ambient temperature 
of 60 degrees. Mid-block link speeds of 30 mph and intersection approaches and 
queues at 5 mph. 
- Ambient concentration is based on second highest one hour readings at the 
Burbank and Reseda air quality monitoring stations, i.e., 15 ppm. 

In some instances, future emissions are less than existing conditions. While traffic 
volumes increase in the future, this is more than off set by the influence of lower 
emissions factors in the future due to improved vehicle engine design. 

Source: Terry A. Hayes Associates 
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5.7 EARTH AND WATER IMPACTS 

Earth impacts are defined by CEQA to include the exposure of people or property to 
geologic hazards (such as earthquakes, landslides or ground failure), movement or 
disruption of soil and other geological forms, increases in wind or water erosion and 
changes in topography or ground surfaces. Water impacts applicable to the project are 
defined as changes in the course or direction of water movements, exposure of people or 
property to water related hazards such as flooding, and any project discharges into existing 
water supplies or groundwater tables. This section describes the geological and 
hydrological conditions in the San Fernando Valley and examines potential impacts that 
would result from construction of the rail transit project. 

In addition to earth and water impacts, this section considers risk of upset potential. For 
rail transit projects this would include potential impacts to the public from underground 
toxic or gaseous materials. Such impacts could involve explosion, contamination or other 
public health and safety issues. 

5.7.1 Geological Impacts 

Setting: The San Fernando Valley is a part of the physiographic provmce generally 
referred to as the Los Angeles Basin. The Valley is bordered on the south by the Santa 
Monica Mountains, on the west and northwest by the Simi Hills and the Santa Susana 
Mountains and on the east and northeast by the San Gabriel Mountains. 

The project area along the Valley floor was formed from coalescing alluvial fans deposited 
by streams from the hills and mountains surrounding the Valley. The drainage courses 
carried sediments down from the mountains, thereby creating the soft alluvial soils found 
on the Valley floor. General soil types include the Tujunga-Soboba, Hanford, and Yolo 
Associations along these alluvial plains, with a small section of Altamont-Diablo 
Association near Cahuenga Pass in the Universal City area. 1 The various drainages 
coalesce through several tributaries to form the Los Angeles River. The Los Angeles River 
runs in a west to east course through the Valley to Downtown Los Angeles and eventually 
to the ocean at Long Beach Harbor. 

Elevations along the project routes range from a low of 570 feet at the planned Universal 
City Metro Rail Station, to 675 feet at the Sepulveda Dam, and 790 feet .n Canoga Park at 
the site of the planned rail storage and maintenance facility. Mountains surrounding the 
Valley rise to an elevation of 3700 feet at Oat Mountain in the Santa Monica range. 

Seismicity: The project is located in a seismically active region, approximately 40 miles 
west of the San Andreas fault, the principal active north-south earthquake fault in the state. 
In 1971, an earthquake with a magnitude of 6.5 occurred in the northern San Fernando 
Valley near Sylmar. Studies conducted following that earthquake indicate that an 

1 
Soil Survey of Los Angeles County. San Fernando Valley i\Jca, US Department of Agriculture Soi l Conservation 

Service, 1980 
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earthquake of 7.7 magnitude may be expected at the northern edge of the San Fernando 
Valley in the future.2 

Contact with the California Department of Conservation, Department of Mines and 
Geology, determined that the proposed project routes do not cross any identified active or 
potentially active fault rupture zones. 3 Active earthquake faults in the general vicinity of 
the project routes include the Northridge Hills Fault which runs in an east-west orientation 
north of Roscoe Boulevard, and the Verdugo Fault which runs near to Interstate 5, between 
Pacoima and Burbank. The Sepulveda Fault, classified as inactive, is located south of the 
Ventura Freeway in the foothills. This fault runs generally east to west between the San 
Diego Freeway and the Hollywood Freeway. 

While neither the SP Burbank Branch nor the Ventura Freeway Route Alternatives cross 
any known major faults, se ismic activity could affect construction or operation of the rail 
transit line. Numerous faults north and east of the project area may produce significant 
ground shaking. Liquefac tion of soils could also occur in areas where the groundwater 
table is high. 

Recent experience in San Francisco with an earthquake of 7.1 magnitude, provides support 
for the contention that transit systems can be designed to withstand major earthquake 
impacts. The BART System in the Bay Area continued running or a 24-hour basis 
following an earthquake that closed the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge, and Interstate 
freeways in Alameda County. 

Mitigation measures that would reduce the potential for adverse impacts in the event of a 
major earthquake include the following: 

• All structures above and below ground should be constructed in anticipation 
of a major earthquake. Structures should be designed to withstand the 
maximum probable earthquake predicted for the area. 

• All strucrures and facilities must conform to the City of Los Angeles Seismic 
Safety Plan. Emergency evacuation plans must be prepared to outline 
procedures to follow in the event of a major earthquake. 

• Detailed geotechnical studies will be performed as a part of the design of the 
project. Special site-specific engineering studies will be conducted at all 
sites where there is a increased potential for seismic risk and liquefaction. 

Earth Removal: Construction of at-grade segments and shallow trench/berm segments 
should not require significant export of soil from the construction site. Construction of 
subway and deep trench alignments, on the other hand, will require substantial excavation 
at station areas and along line segments. Such construction will require the export of earth 
from the construction area to other areas for disposal. Some of this exported material can 

2 Gcoloi:ic Environment of lhe Van Norman Reservoir Arca, US Department o f the Interior Geological Survey 
Circular 691-A, 1974. 

3 Fault Rupture Hazard Zones in Californ ia, Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones Act of 1972. California Department 
of Conservation Division of Mines and Geology, Revised 1985. 
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be reimported to the site for use as backfill along deep trench segments of the route after 
retaining wall construction has taken place. The majority of the excess earth would need 
to be removed for disposal at other locations. 

Figure 5.7-1 provides estimates of the amount of excess earth that would need to be 
removed for each of the project alternatives. As indicated on the figure, Alternatives #2, 
#3 and #5 would have the greatest impacts in terms of excavation. 

Figure 5.7-1 
Estimated Earth Removal by Alternative4 

(Cubic Yards) 

Alt Deep Trench Subway Stations Total 

la 72,000 24,000 30,000 127,000 
lb 72,000 320,000 30,000 422,000 

2a 1,333,000 341 ,000 210,000 1,884,000 
2b 1,333,000 640,000 210,000 2,183,000 

3a 0 1,493,000 800,000 2,293,000 
3b 61,000 1,445,000 520,000 2,026,000 

4a 0 434,000 200,000 634,000 
4b 0 434,000 130,000 564,000 

Sa 0 1,300,000 800,000 2,100,000 
Sb 0 1,300,000 520,000 1,820,000 

Inert soils that are removed from rail transit construction sites may be used on other 
construction projects in the region or taken to County operated Class 3 landfill sites. Class 
3 landfills handle waste materials that include non-toxic natural alluvial material, asphalt, 
paving fragments and demolition materials including small amounts of wood, metal, glass 
and rubber. Two operating Class 3 landfill sites were identified in the San Fernando 
Valley:5 

• Seldon-Arleta, Intersection of Hollywood Fwy/1-5 
• Hewitt, 7425 Laurel Canyon Boulevard 

In addition, sites exist at Sunshine Canyon in Sylmar and at Lopez and Bradley m the 
north-east Valley. 

4 
Excavation quantities were calculated al a rate of 29,000 cubic yards per LRT deep trench station, 65,000 cubic 

yards per ART subway s tation, 100,000 cubic yards per Metro Rail subway station, 55,000 cubic yards/1000 feet of deep 
trench, and 24,000 cubic yards/1000 feet for deep bore subway. 

Source: County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works. Waste Management Division. 
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Estimated truck trips required to haul away excavated earth are estimated in Figure 5.7-2. 

Unavoidable Significant Adverse Impacts: The large amount of earth that would need to 
be removed to construct Alternative #2, #3 and #5, the SP Burbank and Ventura Freeway 
Subway and Deep Trench Alternatives, would constitute a significant adverse impact on 
County landfill facilities. 

Alternative 

la 
lb 

2a 
2b 

3a 
3b 

4a 
4b 

5a 
Sb 

Figure 5.7-2 
Estimated Truck Trips By Alternative 

Export of Excavated Materials 

Cubic Yards 

126,000 
422,000 

1,884,000 
2,183,000 

2,293,000 
2,026,000 

634,000 
564,000 

2,100,000 
1,820,000 

Truck Trips @25 cu yd/trip 

5,040 
16,880 

75,360 
87,320 

91,720 
81,040 

25,360 
22,560 

84,000 
72,800 

It is possible that some proportion of the earth removed for construction of the project will 
contain hazardous substances. These materials would need to be disposed of in accordance 
with EPA guidelines. As previously stated, inert materials could be taken to other 
construction projects or to County Class 3 Landfill sites. Any incremental decrease in 
landfill capacity is considered an adverse impact due to the fact that existing landfill 
capacities are limited and there is a shortage of suitable new sites. 

5.7.2 Floodplains, Drainage & Hydrology 

Setting: Since the early part of this century a countywide flood control system has served 
the Los Angeles Basin. Centered on the Los Angeles and San Gabriel Rivers, this system 
has operated utilizing upstream dams to capture and hold flood waters for release into these 
rivers that carry flood waters to the ocean. 

In the San Fernando Valley, the Sepulveda Flood Control Dam, Flood Control Basin, the 
Los Angeles River Flood Control Channel, and the Tujunga Wash Flood Control Channel 
are the principal public works in the countywide flood control system serving the Los 
Angeles Basin. Other dams within the county flood control system include Hansen Dam, 
Lopez Dam, Whittier Narrows Dam, Santa Fe Dam and Devil's Gate Dam. 
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Flooding and drainage issues in the San Fernando Valley are under the authority of the Los 
Angeles Department of Public Works and the US Army Corps of Engineers. In addition 
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) maintains mapping of 100 year and 
500 year floodplains through the National Flood Insurance Program. 

Floodplain Impacts (FEMA): Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM Maps) were consulted to 
determine portions of the project that are within 100 year or 500 year floodplains. 
Mapping was generally available along the SP Burbank Branch alignment, but was not 
available along segments of the Ventura Freeway alignment. Updated maps for the San 
Fernando Valley are currently in preparation, but are not expected to be available until 
early 1991. In the absence of complete mapping, the following were the impacts identified 
along the SP Burbank Branch Route Alignment: 

• 100 Year Floodplain: SP Right-of-Way along Topham Street between 
Melvin Avenue and Tampa Avenue. 

• 500 Year Floodplain: SP Right-of-Way at planned Winnetka Avenue Station. 

Floodplain Impacts (LACDA): Los Angeles County is currently preparing a Countywide 
Drainage Area Flood Control Study (LACDA).6 That study is being jointly sponsored by 
the County and the Corps of Engineers to upgrade flood control facilities in the LA Basin. 
That study has determined that flood control improvements will be required to upgrade the 
countywide flood control system. Much of the current system was constructed in the 
1930's and 1940's and development over the past 50 years has steadily increased 
floodwater runoff. New stormdrains serving this new development have discharged 
increased quantities of water into the flood control system and increased peak flows in the 
flood control channels. Also, trapped sediment flowing into the 20 reservoirs in the county 
has decreased their flood control capacity. 

Preliminary results from the LACDA study indicate that drainage deficiencies exist along 
the Tujunga Wash in the project area that would be served by the SP Burbank Branch 
Route Alternatives. 

Floodplain Impacts (Sepulveda Basin): The Sepulveda Dam is a compacted earthfill 
structure consisting of a rolled earth embankment with a concrete spillway outlet structure 
near the center. The dam is 15,444 feet long and the embankment has a maximum height 
of 57 feet, a top width of 30 feet, and a volume of 2,541,000 cubic yards. The reservoir 
has a storage capacity of 17,425 acre feet at the crest of the raised spillway gates, which 
are located at an elevation of 710 feet. 

The history of peak flooding events in the Sepulveda Basin indicates a range from a low 
water-surface elevation of 678 feet in 1960 to a high of 705 feet in 1980. The project has 
never experienced a flood of the reservoir design magnitude. The maximum water-surface 
elevation of the Standard Projec t Flood or reservoir design flood is 713.5 feet. 

6 
Los An2eles County Draina2e Area Study. Los Angeles District. US Army Corps of Engineers and the Los Angeles 

County Department of Public Works, February 1989 Scoping Meeting In formation Package for preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Statement (not yet released). 
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Both the SP Burbank Branch and the Ventura Freeway Route Alternatives pass through the 
Sepulveda Flood Control Basin. Alternatives #2, #3 and #4 are principally elevated on 
aerial structure through the Basin and would not be affected by project flooding. 
Alternatives #1 and #5, and the Alternative #3 Phased Length Option would have at-grade 
sections in the Basin. The following describes potential impacts for these alternatives: 

• Alternative #1 and #3-Phased Length Option: The SP Burbank LRT and 
Metro Rail Phased Length Option alignments run along the northern edge of 
the Basin in an at-grade configuration. (See Figure 4-11) Elevations along 
this trackbed range from 716 to 725 feet. These elevations are above the 
level of the reservoir design flood. 

• Alternative #5: The Ventura Freeway Northside alignment runs through the 
Basin in an at-grade configuration on the earthberm structure of the 
Sepulveda Dam adjacent to the Ventura Freeway (See Figure 4-45). The 
Corps of Engineers has reviewed this alignment and has determined that it 
would pose no threat to the structural integrity of the dam structure. The 
Corps did insist, however, that construction of a retaining wall for the rail 
transit line should be designed to not decrease flood capacity within the 
basin. Preliminary concept drawings have been prepared and approved in 
concept by the Corps of Engineers that show how this design can be 
achieved without the removal of any flood capacity within the Basin. 

Phased Length Railyard Floodplain Impacts: Phased Length Option Railyards for both the 
SP Burbank Branch and Ventura Freeway Route Alternatives would be located within the 
boundaries of the Sepulveda Basin. The SP Burbank Phased Length Yard is located south 
of Victory Boulevard in the impoundment area of the Basin, between the San Diego 
Freeway and the Tillman Water Treatment Plant (See Figure 4-14). The Ventura Freeway 
Phased Length Yard is located in a portion of the spillway area below the Sepulveda Dam, 
in an area bordered by the San Diego Freeway, Sepulveda Boulevard, the Los Angeles 
River Flood Channel and Magnolia Boulevard. The site is currently leased for use by LA 
City Fire Station #88 and the US Anny Reserve Training Facility (See Figure 4-49). 
Potential impacts from the location of these rail storage facilities include the following: 

• SP Burbank Phased Length Railyard-This facility would comprise 
approximately 28 acres and would connect to the mainline track just west of 
the point where the SP right-of-way passes under the San Diego Freeway. 
The Haskell Channel forms a western boundary for the potential railyard and 
the Tillman Water Treatment Plant. Consultation with the Corps of 
Engineers has determined that the southern portion of this site lies within the 
standard project flood impoundment area of the basin. Design of a facility 
in this area would not be allowed to displace the overall reservoir holding 
capacity of the Basin. Therefore, any filling to raise affected portions of the 
railyard above flood levels would need to be balanced with an excavation of 
materials elsewhere in the Basin. 

• Ventura Freeway Phased Length Railyard- This facility would comprise 
approximately 21 acres and would be located outside of the Basin 
impoundment area but partially within the spillway area of the Sepulveda 
Dam. This spillway area is currently vacant and is benned so that in the 
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event of the dam overflowing, waters would be directed into the LA River 
Flood Channel. Consultation with the Corps of Engineers has determined 
that because this area could potentially be flooded, no structures should be 
constructed that would impede the flow of floodwaters. For that reason, the 
area has been designed to accommodate station parking only. No permanent 
structures or buildings would be located within this spillway area. 

Floodplain Mitigations: Upon the selection of an alignment for the San Fernando Valley 
Rail Project, more detailed coordination with the LA County Department of Public Works 
and the Corps of Engineers will be sought to establish flood design parameters for final 
design of the project. 

5.7.3 Risk of Upset 

Risk of upset is defined by CEQA as any risk of explosion or the release of hazardous 
substances in the event of an accident or natural disaster. 

Toxic/Contaminated Soils: Federal, state and local agencies were contacted to obtain data 
relevant to the presence of subsurface contamination along both route alternatives. 7 Based 
solely on the review of these documents, no potentially hazardous waste sites were 
identified along either route alternative. 

The potential exists for encountering contaminated soils in those alternatives which involve 
deep-trench, cut-and-cover, and subway types of construction. Because the SP Burbank 
Branch Alternatives are located along what has been an area of heavy industrial land uses 
for many years, it is quite probable that contaminated soils would be found at one or more 
locations along this alignment. A similar probability exists, but to a somewhat lesser 
degree, that contaminated soils would be found along the Ventura Freeway Route 
Alternative where several gas stations would be taken for construction of subway stations 
and/or station parking lots. Underground gasoline storage tanks are often a source of 
leaking underground soil contamination. 

Underground Hydrocarbons: All of the alternatives would have underground segments 
where the potential for encountering methane gases, asphalt, tar or free oil would be 
possible. Alternatives #2, #3 and #5 would have the greatest proportion of subway or deep 
trench segments and would therefore have a higher potential of encountering such 
underground hydrocarbon accumulations. 

In 1985 a methane gas explosion occurred in the Fairfax neighborhood of Los Angeles 
near Farmer's Market. Gaseous vapors had seeped up to the surface and collected inside 
of a retail store where they built up and were finally ignited. Subway construction in the 
Wilshire District was subsequently restudied and prohibited by Federal legislation adjacent 
to where the explosion occurred. 

7 
National Priorities List Fact Book, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, July, 1987. 

Compensation and Liability Infonnation System List (CERCLIS), U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 1989. 

Hazardou ~ Waste Substance and Sites List, Office of Planning and Research, State of California, 1988. 

Leaking Underground Storage Tank List (LUST), Regional Water Quality Control Board, State of California, 1988. 
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Metro Rail project engineers were contacted with regard to the subway segment of the 
Metro Rail Project between Universal City and North Hollywood. These engineers reported 
that geotechnical investigations for the Metro Rail Project had classified the area along 
Lankershim Boulevard as "potentially gassy." This category is considered less critical than 
the Wilshire District where greater risk of encountering underground hydrocarbons exists, 
and therefore no, significant impact on the design of subway segments along Lankershim 
Boulevard is anticpated. More detailed geotechnical studies would be required along other 
route segments, once an alignmt>nt has been selected. 

Mitigation Measures: Because of the potential for encountering underground hydrocarbons 
during construction and operation of underground rail transit segments, detailed geotechnical 
investigations will be performed as a part of the preliminary engineering phase of the 
project once an alignment has been adopted. These studies will provide more detailed data 
on the potential for upset. Nonetheless, mitigation measures which will be incorporated in 
the design of the project to reduce the potential for upset include: 

• All underground structures be designed with adequate ventilation to allow 
dissipation of underground gas accumulations. Impermeable membranes shall 
be installed surrounding tunnel, deep trench and subterranean station 
structures. 

• Relief wells be employed to remove underground methane gas where 
necessary. 

Gas sensing systems be employed to identify gas infiltration and allow for 
sealing of such infiltration. 
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5.8 BIOLOGICAL AND RECREATIONAL RESOURCES 

The project route alternatives pass through densely urbanized corridors of the San Fernando 
Valley. Major drainage features such as the Los Angeles River and the Tujunga Wash are 
constructed as concreted lined flood control channels. Other drainage, topographic and 
natural open spaces are covered over with urban development. The single exception to this 
general condition is the portion of each route segment which passes through the Sepulveda 
Basin. This flood control dam and recreation area has been maintained and managed by 
the US Army Corps of Engineers in coordination with the City of Los Angeles and 
provides a habitat for many species of plants, animals and biological resources in the midst 
of dense urban development. 

The impact analysis in thi s section focuses on impacts to recreational and biological 
resources within the Sepulveda Basin. The section also considers impacts to other 
recreational resources such as parks and playgrounds in other locations along the project 
alignments. 

5.8.1 Sepulveda Basin Recreation Area 

The Sepulveda Basin Recreation Area is owned by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers who 
constructed the Sepulveda Flood Control Darn and Flood Control Basin in 1941. As set 
forth in the Flood Control Act of 1936, the primary purpose of the Sepulveda Basin is for 
flood control. The Flood Control Act of 1941 incorporated the Sepulveda Flood Control 
Dam into the comprehensive plan for controlling floods in the Los Angeles County 
drainage area. Subsequent acts of Congress (in 1944, 1946, 1954, 1960, 1962 and 1965) 
authorized a secondary project purpose -- development of the Sepulveda Basin for park and 
recreation purposes. 

Recreational Resources: Today, the majority of the 2,150 acres within the basin are leased 
to the City of Los Angeles for use by the Department of Recreation and Parks. The 
master plan for the basin was updated in March of 1981 1; concurrently a final 
environmental impact report/statement was prepared 2

• In 1987, a sub-area Master Plan was 
developed for the Sepulveda Recreation Lake Project 3

• The main recreational uses within 
the Basin that were identified in those reports included the following: 

• Golf Course (3 18-hole courses) 500 Acres 
• Woodley Park 80 Acres 
• Hjelte Park I 25 Acres 
• Balboa Sports Center 80 Acres . Wildlife Management 48 Acres 
• Model Airfield 31 Acres 

Sepulveda Basin Master Plan, US Army Corps of Engineers. Los Angeles District, March 1981 

l 
Final Sepulveda Basin Master Plan Environmental Impact Report/Statemenl US Army Corps of Engineers. 

Los Angeles District, 1983. 

3 Sepulveda Basin Recreation Lake Desii;n Memorandum, US Army Corps of Engineers. Los Angeles District, March 
1987. 
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• 

• 

• 

Little League Fields 
Velodrome 
Franklin Field 
Victory Blvd Field 
Hayvenhurst Field 
Valley Christian League 

Garden Center 
Miniature Golf Concession 
Recreation Parking (Paved) 

NIA 
28 Acres 
9 Acres 

13 Acres 
23 Acres 
16 Acres 
6 Acres 

15 Acres 
874 Acres 

Average annual visitation at the Sepulveda Basin over the period between 1981 and 1986 
was listed at 1,329,600 persons. Such numbers exclude many activities such as bicycling, 
jogging and other activities where counts are not regularly maintained. 

Biological Resources: As a human-controlled ecosystem, the Sepulveda Basin is desc ribed 
in the above-mentioned reports as having biological importance "as a large and relatively 
flat expanse of open space in a densely developed urban context." The open space provides 
habitat for a variety of small mammals, reptiles and birds. Agricultural fields provide 
forage for Canadian geese and raptors, various drainageways provide riparian habitat, and 
seasonal ponding of water attracts migratory waterfowl and shorebirds. Information 
provided by the US Fish and Wildlife Service and the California Department of Fish and 
Game indicates that the Basin supports cottontail rabbit, jackrabbit, raccoon, opossum, 
skunk, lizards, gopher snakes and more than 200 species of birds including waterfowl, 
songbirds and raptors. The earth-bottomed portion of the Los Angeles River that passes 
through the Basin also provides a habitat for fish. 

No federally listed endangered and threatened species were identified within the Sepulveda 
Basin. The Endangered Species Office of the US Fish and Wildlife Service has listed one 
candidate species for the area, the tricolored blackbird (Agelaius phoeniceus). The Master 
Plan Report for the Sepulveda Recreation Lake Project reported that this species was 
observed foraging in the Basin north of the wildlife area in mixed flocks with red-winged 
blackbirds, though it was unlikely that the species breeds on the site due to the lack of 
extensive freshwater habitat. That report also identified the Least Bell's Vireo (Vireo bellii 
pusillus) as an endangered species that had been included on previous listings for the 
Sepulveda Basin, though it had not been recently sighted in the area. 

The Sepulveda Basin Master Plan states that "one avian species, the Blue Grosbeak, is 
considered significant as a resource of concern in that the Los Angeles Audubon Society 
has cited local scarcity and high habitat selectivity of this species. "4 The report also noted 
that existing vegetation in the Basin consists principally of cropland (mainly corn). The 
Master Plan envisions the gradual phasing out of several of the agricultural uses as wildlife 
areas and recreational uses are developed. As evidence of this, a 60 acre extension was 
recently made to the existing wildlife area. Enhancement of this area is planned to include 
native plantings from the wooded wetland, oak woodland, grassland and coastal-sage scrub 
plant communities. 

4 Ibid, page V-9. 
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SP Burbank Alternative Land Taking Impacts: As shown in Figure 4-14, approximately 
2.5 miles of the SP Burbank Branch Route Alternative follows the railroad right-of-way 
along the northern edge of the Sepulveda Basin. Approximately 32 acres of Southern 
Pacific right-of-way and approximately 2.7 acres of vacant land within the Sepulveda Basin 
would be taken for any of the SP Burbank Branch Alternative alignments in this area. 

In the event that the Burbank Branch Phased Length Option were selected, an additional 28 
acres of vacant land would be required south of Victory Boulevard between the San Diego 
Freeway and the Tillman Water Treatment Plant for the construction of a rail storage and 
maintenance yard (see Figure 4-14 ). This land is presently vacant and is designated in the 
Sepulveda Basin Master Plan as a future archery range. 

The Victory Boulevard segment is physically separated from the basin by various 
institutional land uses. These include the City of Los Angeles Valley Region Headquarters, 
the California Air National Guard, Army Reserves, and the Navy-Marine Corps Reserve 
Center. The Burbank LRT alternative assumes an at-grade configuration through this 
portion of the basin, while both Alternatives #2 and #3 would be aerial from Balboa 
Avenue to Woodley A venue and at-grade for the remainder. The Sepulveda Basin Master 
Plan includes the following uses to the south of Victory Boulevard: 

• Arts Park: located at the southeast corner of Balboa Boulevard and the SP 
ROW, this area is proposed to be developed as a low-profile performing arts 
pavilion with 2,500 seats and two outdoor assembly areas for arts activities. 
The Arts Parks is bound on the east by Bull Creek Park and a proposed 
recreation lake. 

• FranklinNalley Christian/Senior Division Baseball Fields: these areas lie 
adjacent to the Burbank Branch ROW west of Balboa Boulevard and are 
presently developed as baseball fields. Construction of the rail transit line 
would not affect the operation of these facilities. 

Ventura Freeway Alternative Land Taking Impacts: As shown in Figures 4-44 and 4-49, 
both Alternatives #4 and #5 would pass through a portion of the Sepulveda Basin along the 
south and north sideslopes of the Ventura Freeway. Following is a description of the 
anticipated land taking impacts: 

• 

• 

Alternative #4 would displace approximately 6.1 acres for the construction of 
a station at Hayvenhurst Avenue. A portion of this land is currently used as 
a Park and Ride Lot for the Ventura Freeway while the remainder is either 
freeway sideslope or within an agricultural area designated in the Sepulveda 
Basin Master Plan as a "garden center" which provides community garden 
plots for vegetable growing. 

Alternative #5 would displace approximately 22.5 acres for construction along 
the edge of the Ventura Freeway and for a station at Hayvenhurst Avenue. 
As shown in Figure 4-43, this site is presently vacant. Station parking has 
been planned to avoid existing drainage washes that traverse the site. On the 
south side of the freeway this drainage has been placed into a concrete 
channel. In station planning for the north side of the freeway, such drainage 
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would be left in a natural state in keeping with policies stated in the 
Sepulveda Basin Master Plan. 

In the event that the Ventura Freeway Phased Length Option were selected, an additional 
21 acres of land would be required for the construction of a rail storage facility in the area 
bordered by the San Diego Freeway, the Ventura Freeway, Sepulveda Boulevard and 
Magnolia Boulevard. This land is located below the Sepulveda Dam Spillway along the 
Los Angeles River (see Figure 4.5-3) and is presently leased to other governmental 
agencies including the City of Los Angeles Fire Station #88 and the US Army for a 
reserve training center. These uses would need to be relocated if the Ventura Freeway 
Phased Length Option were constructed. 

Biological Impacts: Agencies contacted for the impact analysis included the Audubon 
Society, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, the Endangered Species Office of the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and the California 
Department of Game and Fish. Agency contacts were augmented with field surveys. 

Based on available information and the field surveys, it was determined that the operation 
of any of the project alternatives would pose no direct or indirect impacts to biological 
resources in the Sepulveda Basin. Construction impacts associated with the alternatives are 
not significant; Burbank Branch alternatives would be predominantly confined to existing 
SP ROW's, whereas the Ventura Freeway alternative would be on or adjacent to freeway 
side slopes. Parking areas would avoid riparian habitat along washes, drainage flows and 
creek. No specific unique, rare, or endangered species of plants or animals would be 
affected adversely by the project. The minor reductions of potential future parkland on 
either route alternative would not constitute a significant adverse biological effect as these 
areas do not presently serve as a habitat for any sensitive plant or animal species. 

Mitigation Measures: Despite the fact that no adverse biological impacts were identified, 
the sensitive nature of the Sepulveda Basin indicates that attention be given to mitigating 
any potential biological impacts. The following mitigation measure is therefore 
recommended: 

• When existing landscaping or natural ground cover is required to be removed 
in the basin for construction purposes, new landscaping or ground cover shall 
be established following construction. This landscaping or ground cover 
shall conform to the plant types and planting schemes outlined in the 
Sepulveda Basin Master Plan. Such work shall be carefully coordinated with 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts: The taking of parkland in the Sepulveda Basin would be 
considered a significant adverse impact for any of the project alternatives. The Phased 
Length Route Options, because of their need to construct a railyard storage faci lity within 
the Basin, would have the greatest parkland impact. The SP Burbank Phased Length Route 
Option would displace 28 acres. The Ventura Freeway Phased Length Route Option would 
displace 21 acres. 

Of the full length route options, the SP Burbank Branch Alternatives would displace 2.7 
acres, the Ventura Freeway Alternative #4 would displace 6.1 acres and the Ventura 
Freeway Alternative #5 would displace 22.5 acres. 
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5.8.2 Other Recreation Area Impacts 

Portions of alignments outside of the Sepulveda Basin pass through existing park and 
recreation areas. These impacts include: 

• Pierce College Baseball Fields: The SP Burbank Branch Route Alternative 
would displace 3 softball fields for the construction of the Winnetka Station. 
(see Figure 4-5) . 

• South Weddington Park: The Vineland Extension Option of the SP Burbank 
Branch Alternative would displace approximately 1.3 acres of this city park 
along the edge of the Hollywood Freeway. An existing baseball field and an 
existing parking lot would need to be reconfigured. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts: Any taking of parkland and/or recreation facilities is 
considered a significant adverse impact. The above-mentioned takings would be considered 
a significant adverse impact of the SP Burbank Alternatives and the Vineland Exten~ion 
Route Option. 

Similar to parkland impacts in the Sepulveda Basin however, the LACTC would propose 
that new landscaping and groundcover shall be established following construction. This 
landscaping or groundcover shall conform to the plant types and planting schemes 
developed in park plans developed by the Los Angeles Department of Recreation and 
Parks. Such work shall be carefully -coordinated with the Los Angeles Department of 
Recreation and Parks. 
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5.9 PUBLIC SERVICE IMPACTS 

This section evaluates the rail transit project's impact on local public services including 
schools, police and fire service. 

S.9.1 Schools 

The Rail Transit Alternatives under study all lie within Administrative Region ' E' of the 
Los Angeles Unified School District. Public schools located within 1/4 mile of either route 
alignment are listed in Figure 5.9-1, with corresponding grade levels and operating 
enrollments. Figure 5.9-2 maps the locations of these schools. In total, 22 public schools 
were identified within 1/4 mile of the route alternatives including ten elementary schools, 
three junior high schools, three senior high schools and six special alternative schools. 
Enrollment figures provided by the school district dated October 1988 indicate that of the 
22 schools affected, each school is enrolled at 80% or more of its operating capacity. 

In addition to public schools, twelve private schools are located within 1/4 mile of the 
proposed route alternatives. Private schools within the project area provide educational 
services including day care facilities, nursery/pre-school supervision and preparatory training 
and instruction towards higher education. 

School Displacement Impacts: As described in Section 5.1, Land Use Impacts, two schools 
would be directly impacted by the construction of Alternative #4, the Ventura Freeway 
Southside Aerial Alignment. These two schools are: 

• Campbell Hall School, a private elementary to senior high school located on 
Laurel Canyon Boulevard between the Ventura Freeway and the Los Angeles 
River Flood Channel. 

• Hesby Street School, a currently vacant public elementary school located on 
the south side of the Ventura Freeway between Hayvenhurst A venue and the 
San Diego Freeway. This school is presently designated as an 
Administration Educational Support Center and does not have students on the 
site. 

Campbell Hall School would be significantly impacted by the construction of a transit 
station and an aerial guideway on the northern portion of this campus. Although the total 
campus comprises approximately 8 acres, the main academic buildings are located along 
the northern edge of the property immediately adjacent to the eastbound off-ramp of the 
Ventura Freeway. Engineering design requirements involved with the crossing of the LA 
River on a curved segment and the placement of these buildings make it impossible to 
avoid either taking these structure or placing an aerial guideway immediately outside of 
classroom windows. In such a circumstance, the main academic building would need to 
either be taken or moved to a portion of the campus away from the guideway structure. 
Such a severe reconstruction or relocation of this school property would constitute a 
significant adverse impact for Alternative #4, the Ventura Freeway Southside alignment. 
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I 
I Figure 5.9-1 

Schools Within 1/4 Mile of Rail Transit Line 

I Grades Enrollment 

I Public Schools 

1. Serrania A venue Elementary K-5 518 

I 2. Calvert Street Elementary K-5 502 
3. Vanalden A venue Elementary K-5 512 
4. Tarzana Elementary K-5 584 

I 5. Emelita Street Elementary K-5 557 
6. Sylvan Park Elementary K-6 768 
7. Riverside Drive Elementary K-6 642 

I 8. Colfax A venue Elementary K-6 611 
9. Burbank Boulevard Elementary K-6 367 
10. Rio Vista Elementary K-6 550 

I 11. Parkman Jr. High 6-8 1443 
12. Mulholland Jr. High 6-8 1555 
13. Reed Jr. High 7-9 1911 

I 14. Taft Sr. High 9-12 3477 
15. Birmingham Sr. High 9- 12 3390 
16. N. Hollywood Sr. High 10-12 2574 

I 
17. W . Valley Spec. Ed. Center AGES 3-13 NIA 
18. Lull Spec. Ed. Center AGES 3-1 3 NIA 
19. Carlson Hospital School K-1 2 NIA 

I 
20. Wes~ Valley Occup. Center ADULT ED. NIA 
21. Sherman Oaks C.E.S 4-12 1553 
22. Valley Alternative K- 12 501 

I 
23. Hesby Street Elementary Ed.Support Ctr. 0 

Private Schools 

I 1. New School West 
The Help Group 

I 
Los Angeles Center for Therapy and Education 

2. Campbell Hall School 
3. Woodcrest Prep. School 
4. Child's World Pre School 

I 5. Dixieland Day Care/Pre School 
6. Emek Hebrew School 
7. Bernice Carlson School 

I 8. Pinecrest Kindergarden School 
9. Bethel Nursery School 
10. Bethel Lutheran School 

I 11. Egremont School 
12. Armenian Evangelical School 

I 
I 
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Hesby Street School is likewise located in close prox1m1ty to the Ventura Freeway. The 
rail transit alignment for Alternative #4 would pass through the northern portion of this 
school site requiring approximately 0.3 acres of the school playground for construction of a 
cut-and-cover tunnel needed to pass under the San Diego Freeway which is located to the 
east of the school. Upon completion of the construction phase of the project, this 
playground could be restored to its present use. 

Safety and Security: The safety of students and faculty are of prime concern in identifying 
the impacts of the Rail Transit Project on school campus boundaries. As most of the 
alternatives are grade-separated above or below street level, walking patterns to and from 
schools would not generally be affected. However, Alternative #1, the SP Burbank 
At-Grade LRT, would be predominantly at-grade. At several locations where school 
children walk across the existing railroad rights-of-way, students would be re-routed to 
designated crossing areas at major streets. Schools located along the railroad right-of-way 
that would have student walking patterns affected by this alternative would include Calvert 
Street School, Vanalden Avenue School, Sylvan Park School, Burbank Blvd School, 
Birmingham High School, North Hollywood High School, Woodcrest Prep School, and 
Emek Hebrew Academy. 

All of the planned rail transit alignments will affect circulation patterns for school children 
walking or being driven to schools located near to planned station areas. Station area 
traffic will be more pronounced in mornings when school and commuter circulation 
coincide. Early afternoon, when school lets out, traffic impacts are lower since commuter 
traffic will not begin for several hours. 

Noise Impacts: Schools which are directly adjacent to the rail line may experience by-pass 
noise from the operation of the rail system. In addition, short term ambient noise can be 
anticipated during the construction of the rail system which will temporarily impact 
adjacent school sites. Potential noise and vibration impacts along with recommended 
mitigation measures are discussed in Section 5.3 of this EIR. 

School Impact Mitigation Measures: LACTC has developed safety criteria designed to 
protect srudents in rail transit project areas from rail lines, substations and construction 
act1vtt1es. These criteria should be made available to schools adjacent to the rail project 
for distribution to students and teachers. In addition, several other safety measures can be 
taken to protect students during the construction and operation of the rail system: 

• Construction sequencing should be coordinated with local community officials 
in order to minimize conflicts with school children walk routes, school buses 
and carpools. 

Pedestrian rights-of-way . near the rail transit line should be clearly 
demarcated by the use of landscaping, fences, walks and curbing to help 
define clear circulation routes and minimize trespass and shortcut attractions. 
In the event that an at-grade alternative is selected (SP Burbank Alternative 
#1) a pedestrian overcrossing shall be constructed on Chandler Boulevard at 
locations where existing streets are to be closed (Bellaire and Corteen). 

Barriers and security guards should secure storage and maintenance areas 
d:.uing construction to prevent accidents from trespassing and vandalism. 
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• Conspicuously posted warning signs and barriers should be erected near 
overhead power sources, power substations, crossing areas and construction 
sites to deter unauthorized access. 

5.9.2 Police and Law Enforcement 

The rail transit operation will maintain a separate transit police network. However, since 
the rail operation is located within the incorporated boundaries of the City of Los Angeles, 
the Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) will be called upon, as required, to respond to 
emergencies and to perform related police activities. 

Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD): LAPD provides police services for the project 
area which is under the jurisdiction of the Police Department's Valley Bureau. Both 
proposed route alignments traverse three reporting districts within the Valley Bureau: 
North Hollywood Area, West Valley Area and Van Nuys Area. A total of 1,296 officers 
were assigned to the Valley Bureau in September 1989. The stations within the three 
reporting districts are responsible for crime prevention, investigation and law enforcement. 
The three police station serving the Valley Bureau are: 

• Van Nuys Station, 6240 Sylmar Avenue 
• West Valley Area, 19020 Van Owen Street 
• North Hollywood Station, 11480 Tiama Street 

The City of Los Angeles is divided into eighteen areas, each with it own police division. 
Based on a citywide deployment formula, officers are transferred between divisions, 
commensurate with the changing needs of each area, on monthly intervals. In view of 
current funding and deployment formula and in cooperation with the rail transit police, the 
LAPD will be able to maintain a level of service in the three areas affected by the 
proposed alignments, comparable to other portions of the city. 

A review of past annual crime statistics for these areas indicate the area has a crime rate 
below the citywide average. Crimes most frequently reported within the project area 
involve burglary, robbery, burglary from vehicles and auto theft. Average response time 
for priority one calls, defined as life-threatening incidents or serious crimes in progress, is 
7 minutes 46 seconds in the Valley Bureau. This is comparable to the citywide response 
time average of 7 minutes 30 seconds. 

Police and Security Impacts: Since crime-related problems may arise in associatton with 
the rail transit facilities, transit police will be responsible for overall security along the rail 
project. Specific security responsibilities will involve insuring the safety of riders, 
attendants, fare patrons and unattended vehicles in station parking lots, as well as 
responding to emergencies which involve vehicles and pedestrians. 

During off peak travel hours and evenings, trains will consist of single car configurations 
with an operator at the front. Passenger assistance telephones located in each rail car will 
allow direct communication between passengers and the train operator. The operator will 
be in radio contact with the central control facility at all times and will have access to a 
silent alarm which sets off flashing lights on top of the rail car roof. These lights will be 
readily visible to police on the ground and in helicopters above. 
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Fare inspectors riding the lines and monitoring station platforms will have walkie-talkies at 
all times and will be able to report problems to central control from any location along the 
system. Closed circuit cameras will monitor train platform access at station locations and 
relay images back to central control. Local police departments would be called upon only 
when back-up support is required. 

Police and Security Mitigation Measures: The prov1s10n of a separate rail transit police 
force and the implementation of general safety and security measures for the rail system, 
should keep external law enforcement services and intervention to a minimum. Mitigation 
measures can be incorporated into the physical design of the rail system. Simple, highly 
visible signage and signals, well lit defined areas which avoid dark spaces and blind spots, 
as well as security telephones and pull box alarms will create and emphasize defensible 
spaces. In turn, transit riders and motorists will be able to assimilate to the rail system 
patterns and conventions in a familiar manner which will help insure safety. 

Riders should also be protected from the train and the guideways by security fencing to 
help prevent unnecessary injuries as well as control pedestrian and vehicular access points 
along the rail system. In addition to the above, the following mitigations recommended by 
the Los Angeles Police Department will be implemented: 

Two-way voice and digital communications capability for Los Angeles Police 
Department personnel within the underground portion of the system should 
be provided. 

Parking areas should have limited access and be well illuminated and 
designed with minimum dead space to eliminate areas of concealment. 

Transit District Police should consider a substation along the rail line for 
faster response to emergencies along the line. 

Security guards should be used to monitor and patrol the parking areas. 

• Upon completion of the project, concerned area commanding officers shall be 
provided with a diagram that includes access routes and any information that 
might facilitate police response. 

5.9.3 Fire Protection 

The rail transit operation lies within a developed urban setting and will traverse six City of 
Los Angeles Community Plan areas. Fire protection services also involve fire suppression, 
paramedic aid and fire prevention planning. Station design consultation, building review 
and inspection as it relates to fire safety is also considered the responsibility of the Los 
Angeles Fire Department. 

Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD): LAFD provides fire protection services for the 
project area which is under the jurisdiction of the LAFD's Division Three. Within 
Division Three, the proposed route alternatives travel through three reporting battalions. 
Battalions 10, 19 and 17 have ten existing fire stations located in close proximity of the 
rail system to provide initial response (Figure 5.9-3). 
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Response times for a given incident will vary along the route. All fire stations have a one 
minute or less response between the time an emergency call is received and when fire 
teams leave the station. Currently, that response time by the LAFD is usually 4 to 5 
minutes throughout the city. 

Fire Service Impacts: The Los Angeles Fire Department continually evaluates fire station 
placement and overall department services for the entire city. According to the LAFD, the 
implementation of the proposed transit system will have an adverse impact on fire flow, 
fire protection, emergency medical services, accessibility to the system, inspection loads 
and increased incidents of false alarms. 

Increased concentrations of pedestrian and vehicular traffic within the proximity of the 
transit stations during commuter rush hours may lengthen response times by interfering 
with the movement of emergency fire vehicles. This impact would be heightened at 
locations where the street/track intersections are at grade. Of primary concern will be 
riders exiting the trains and stations as well as emergency access to all areas of the rail 
system. 

The adequacy of fire protection for the rail system is based on required fire-flow response, 
distance from existing fire stations and the LAFD's judgement regarding the needs in the 
area. Fire-flow, or the quantity of water necessary for fire protection, will vary with the 
type of land use adjacencies, life hazard potential, occupancy and the degree of fire hazard. 
High voltage apparatus including catenary guideways, power substations and flammable 
material at storage and maintenance yards along the rail system, will require a minimum of 
one engine and one rescue unit at each fire station. Equipment and personnel needs would 
be determined by the LAFD upon the selection of a route and operations plan for the 
project. 
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Station Number 

Station No. 86 
4305 Vineland Avenue 

Station No. 60 
Batt.#14 Headquarters 
5320 Tujunga A venue 

Station No. 102 
13200 Burbank Blvd. 

Station No. 39 
14415 Sylvan St. 

Station No. 88 
Div. III Headquarters 
5101 N. Sepulveda Bl. 

Station No. 100 
Div. III Headquarters 
6751 Louise Ave. 

Station No. 83 
5001 Balboa Blvd. 

Station No. 93 
19059 Ventura Blvd. 

Station No. 72 
Batt.#17 Headquarters 
6811 De Soto Ave. 

Station No. 105 
6345 Fall brook Ave. 

Figure 5.9-3 
Fire Stations Serving The Project Area 

Operation/Equipment 

Single Engine Company 

Task Force Station 
Truck and Engine Co. 
Paramedic Ambulance 

Task Force Station 
Truck and Engine Co. 

Task Force Station 
Paramedic Ambulance 
Hazardous Materials Squad 

Task Force Station 
Truck and Engine Co. 

Paramedic Engine Co. 

Single Engine Co. 

Task Force Station 
Truck and Engine Co. 
Paramedic Ambulance 

Single Engine Co. 

Task Force Station 
Truck and Engine Co. 
Paramedic Ambulance 

Personnel 

Staff 4 

Staff 14 

Staff 10 

Staff 18 

Staff 12 

Staff 8 

Staff 4 

Staff 4 

Staff 6 

Staff 12 

Fire Service Impact Mitigation Measures: A primary goal underlying all mitigation 
measures is the ability of the LAFD to provide emergency services within an acceptable 
response time based on community needs. 
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From the outset fire/life/safety criteria shall be established and used during preliminary 
engineering, final design, construction and operation of the rail transit system. Transit 
stations, power substations, storage and maintenance yards shall be designed and 
constructed in accordance with all applicable fire codes. Final plans will be reviewed by 
the fire department and inspections will be scheduled during construction and operation. 

The following mitigation measures shall be implemented into the final design of the rail 
transit system: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Fire lanes serving the rail stations should be a minimum of 28 feet clear to 
the sky or to the satisfaction of the LAFD. Access for fire equipment must 
be maintained at all times during construction and operation of the rail 
system. 

Adequate public and private fire hydrants shall be required and improvements 
made to provide the required fire-flow along the route. 

Smoke detectors, fire alarms and fire retardant materials shall be used m 
stations, on trains, and at power substations and storage areas. 

Installation of automatic sprinkler systems and the availability of hand held 
fire extinguishers will be at all stations and on all trains along the route. 

Clear access to telephones in stations and parking areas to report emergencies 
to the Fire Department. 

5 - 167 



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

5.10 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

5.10.1 Archaeology 

Cultural resources, for the purposes of this report, can be described as recorded 
archaeological and historic sites which will be affected by the construction and operation of 
the rail transit project. 

An archival records search for cultural resources within a one mile radius of the two major 
route alignments was conducted in August 1989 by the Archaeological Information Center 
at the University of California at Los Angeles (UCLA). In addition, archaeological surveys 
conducted for the United States Army Corps of Engineers (Cottrell, et. al. 1985:87) were 
consulted. 

The transit project area bisects three USGS 7.5' series quadrangle maps including Canoga 
Park quad, Van Nuys quad and Burbank quad. Within these boundaries, eight prehistoric 
sites, one historic site and ten surveys and/or excavations are within the one mile radius of 
the project area (Figure 5.10-1). 

Prehistoric Resources: Archaeological records state that by 500 BC, Gabrielino tribes 
established early territorial settlements, called rancherias, throughout the Los Angeles 
County Basin area. The Gabrielino tribes were primarily hunters and gatherers, who used 
sharpened sticks and stones to acquire food. Two prehistoric sites, LAN-111 and LAN-345 
area located within the study area in the Sepulveda Basin, just northwest of the Ventura 
Freeway alternative and adjacent to the Balboa Municipal Golf Course (Van Nuys 
quadrangle). UCLA archival documents indicate that these sites are probably no longer in 
existence. This statement is supported by archaeological records explaining that the 
significance and artifacts from the site have been destroyed by construction activities over 
time. (Cottrell, et. al. 1985:87). The latest field surveys for LAN-111 were performed 
in 1968 and for LAN-345 in 1977. 

Historic Resources: Only one historic site, LAN-1418H, bounded between the Hollywood 
Freeway and the central branch of the Tujunga wash, is located in close proximity to the 
Ventura Freeway alignment. UCLA Archives historic 15' series maps -- Calabasas (1903), 
and Santa Monica (1896 and 1921) indicate that the project area has undergone extensive 
development during the last century. Yet, there are many structures noted on the 15 ' 
series maps associated with the Southern Pacific right-of-way which may have some 
historic significance to the region. 

Previous Archaeological Investigations: Between 1976 and 1989, ten field investigations, 
including surveys and/or excavations, have been conducted within a one mile radius of the 
two major route alternatives. 

Surveys L-384, L-657 and L-1037 border portions of one or both of the proposed routes. 
L-384 (Sepulveda Basin) includes parcels LAN-111 and LAN-345, which have been 
previously described. L-657 is within the Canoga Park quad located near the northeast 
comer of the Ventura Freeway at the Canoga Boulevard interchange. This 11.86-acre site 
was surveyed and is currently occupied by a large, modem apartment complex 
(Drews: 1980). L-1037, located in the northeast comer of the Sepulveda Basin near the 
U.S. military reservation, bisects the Burbank Branch Route dternative. This site was 
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I 
surveyed for the construction of the east valley interceptor sewer unit #1 which is now m I 
place (McIntyre: 197 6). 

Environmental Impacts: Since many of the sites within the project area are extant above I 
ground, the greatest potential for disruption of archaeological discoveries is in locations 
where excavation activities will occur. Extensive earth movement for foundation walls and 
footings for each rail profile will create an impact of potential discoveries. The most I 
sensitive location of this work will occur within the Sepulveda Basin environs and along 
the Southern Pacific right-of-way. 

Overall, the potential archaeological impacts are anticipated to be minimal since modern 
development in the project area has either destroyed or excavated many of the most 
significant cultural resources. 

Mitigation Measures: Due to the existence of several known archaeologically sens1t1ve 

I 
I 

sites within the Sepulveda Basin, it is recommended that the selected route alignment I 
through the Sepulveda Basin be monitored by a qualified archeaological consultant during 
construction. 

Furthermore, if the Burbank Branch Alternative should be selected as the final route, it is I 
recommended that the Southern Pacific right-of-way be surveyed to identify historic cultural 
resources prior to the start of demolition or construction of the rail system. Few examples 
of early American structures remain in this area and any resources that may be discovered I 
will provide important cultural and historic information worthy of preliminary consideration. 

Last, construction documents and contract provisions for general contractors assigned to I 
constructing the rail system route should be made aware of CEQA law and guidelines 
regarding unpredicted archaeological discoveries in order to minimize damage to potential 
cultural resources. I 
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Figure 5.10-1 
Archaeological Surveys in Project Area 

L-377 1978 Ultrasystems project: Archaeological survey. Acres: 33 

L-384 1977 Description and evaluation of the cultural resources within Haines Debris 
Basin, Hansen Dam, Lopez Dam, and Sepulveda Dam, Los Angeles County, 
California Particulars: Partial survey 
Acres: 3663 Sites: CA-LAN-300, LAN-111, LAN-345, LAN-167 

L-657 1980 An archaeological resource assessment for a 11.86 acre parcel of land m 
Woodland Hills, Los Angeles County, California 
Particulars: Survey Acres: 12 

L-664 1979 Historical report on the Encino Roadhouse-Privy 
Particulars: Test evacuation Sites: CA-LAN-43 

L-887 1980 Preliminary cultural resource reconnaissance, proposed distributing station 136 
and alternatives. Particulars: Partial survey; Acres: 7 

L-10371976 Assessment of the archaeological impact by the proposed development of the 
East Valley Interceptor Sewer-Unit 1 Particulars: Survey 

L-10471977 Assessment of the archaeological impact of the proposed development of Lot 
7, Block 9 of Tract 2955. Sites: CA-LAN-43 

L-10581978 Archaeological-historical resources on the first financial group property 
located in the Encino Area of the City of Los Angeles 
Particulars: Survey Acres: 9 Sites: CA-LAN 43 

L-12581982 Cultural resource survey and impact assessment for a portion of the former 
Warner Ranch in Woodland Hills. Particulars: Survey 

L-1 8171989 An archaeological and paleontological records search for the intersection of 
Topanga Canyon Road and Ventura Boulevard, Woodland Hills, Los Angeles 
County, California. Particulars: Record search 

5.10.2 Historic Resources 

Historic resources and monuments within a one mile radius of either of the two maJor 
transit route alternatives were identified to determine the potential impacts the rail system 
may have on the cultural resources of the area. 

Environmental Setting: The Department of Planning, Engineering and Cultural Affairs of 
the City of Los Angeles and the City of Los Angeles Cultural Heritage Commission 
provided information and listings of hi storic resources within the project area. Currently, 
of the six historic resourc~s identified to be within close proximity to the rail transit 
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project, none are listed on the National Register of Historic Places or are potential 
candidates for the National Register. 

Figure 5.10-2, lists the historic resources and their locations in the project area. Also, each 
reference is identified with the route alternative closest to the historic site. 

Monument/Description 

Figure 5.10-2 
Inventory of Historic Resources 

Address Route Adjacency 

A. Tower of Wooden Pallets 15357 Magnolia Blvd., Van Nuys Ventura Alignment 
(2000 brewery pallets stacked 22 feet high, in a 22-foot diameter circle.) 

B. Van Nuys Women's Club 14836 Sylvan Street, Van Nuys Burbank Alignment 

C. Valley Municipal Building 14410 Sylvan Street, Van Nuys Burbank Alignment 
(Van Nuys City Hall) 

D. Campo de Cahuenga 3919 Lankershim, Universal City Ventura and Burbank 

E. Dept. Water & Power Bldg. 5108 Lankershim Blvd., N.H. Burbank 

F. Amelia Earhart/N. Hollywood521 l Tujunga Ave., N.Hollywood Burbank 

G. David Familian Chapel 
of Temple Adat Ariel 

5540 Laurel Canyon Boulevard Burbank 
North Hollywood 

Environmental Impacts: No environmental impacts caused by the construction and 
operation of the rail transit system are anticipated to affect any of the four historic 
resources within the project area, since the monuments already exist within a developed 
urban context. In addition, existing landscape and surrounding structures will further buffer 
the historic resources from train profiles. 

Mitigation Measures: No mitigation measures are required. 
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5.10.3 Religions Institutions and Hospitals 

Numerous churches, synagogues, hospitals and other public institutional uses are found 
along each of the project alignments. Figure 5.10-3 lists these uses while Figure 5.10-4 
illustrates their locations in relation to the project alternatives. 

Figure 5.10-3 
List of Project Area Religions Institutions And Hospitals 

1. St. John's Lutheran Church 
2. Tarzana Treatment Center & Erikson 

Center for Adolescent Advancement 
3. Salvation Anny Adult Rehabilitation Center 
4. Shaarey Zedek Talmud Torah 
5. Sephardic Congregation 
6. Chandler Convalescent Hospital 
7. Bethel Lutheran Church 
8. Riverside Convalescent Hospital 
9. Temple Beth Hillel 
10. Saint Anne's Catholic Church 
11. Shir Chadash New Reform Congregation (planned) 
12. Chabad of North Hollywood 
13. Valley Cities Jewish Community Center 

Environmental Impacts: Impacts upon the operations and observances of the above­
mentioned religious institutions and hospitals would be similar to the impacts discussed in 
Section 5.9, under school impacts. Noise impacts, traffic congestion and pedestrian 
walking patterns are prime concerns for the continued successful operation of these 
facilities. 

No religious structures or hospitals would be displaced for the construction of the rail 
transit project. 
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As discussed in the noise impact section, no noise impacts were identified after proposed 
mitigations have been implemented. Vibration impacts to religious institutions and 
hospitals were identified at one location along the SP Burbank Branch Route (Alternatives 
#1,#2 and #3), and at location along the Ventura Freeway Route Alternative #5. These 
impacts include: 

• The Chabad of North Hollywood building at Ethel A venue and Chandler 
Boulevard is located within 50 feet of the Burbank Branch alignment and is 
within the impact zone for either the deep trench or subway configuration 
proposed for that area. 

• On the Ventura Freeway alignment, the Riverside Convalescent Hospital 
located on Riverside Drive east of Coldwater Canyon Avenue would be 
located above the proposed subway alignment for that area. In both of these 
areas, further testing would be required and, as summarized in the Noise and 
Vibration Impacts Section of this EIR, vibration impacts would be eliminated 
through proper vibration control measures incorporated into design of tunnels 
and trackbeds. 

Walking patterns would be disrupted along the SP Burbank Branch Alternative #1 in those 
areas where pedestrians cross the Southern Pacific right-of-way. Such walking patterns 
would need to cross the at-grade rail line at street crossings or at pedestrian overpass(es) 
that would be constructed as a mitigation measure for previously identified school and 
traffic impacts. 

Station area impacts such as traffic congestion, spillover parking, light & glare, and other 
impacts identified in previous sections would impact religious buildings located adjacent to 
the route. These impacts, although significant to those affected, should not be as noticible 
as for other uses due to the fact that peak use periods do not coincide for both uses at the 
same times. Religious institutions are generally used most heavily on weekends and 
holidays. Station areas generally experience peak demand during weekday morning and 
evening rush hours. Impacts to convalescent hospitals would be similar to residential 
impacts identified in previous sections. 

Mitigation Measures: As described in other sections for traffic circulation and school 
impacts, LACTC has developed safety criteria to protect pedestrians in rail transit project 
areas from rail lines, substations, and construction activities. These criteria should be made 
available to religious institutions and hospitals for di stribution. In addition, several other 
safety measures can be taken to protect the public during the construction and operation of 
the rail system. 

• Construction sequencing should be coordinated with local community officials 
in order to minimize conflicts with walk routes, and automobile access 
routes. 

Pedestrian rights-of-way near the rail transit line should be clearly 
demarcated by the use of landscaping, fences, walks and curbing to help 
define clear circulation routes and minimize trespass and shortcut attractions. 
In the event that an at-grade alternative is selected (SP Burbank Alternative 
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I 
#1) a pedestrian overcrossing shall be constructed on Chandler Boulevard at I 
locations where existing streets are to be closed (Bellaire and Corteen). 

Barriers and security guards should secure storage and maintenance areas 
during construction to prevent accidents from trespassing and vandalism. 

Conspicuously posted warning signs and barriers should be erected near 
overhead power sources, power substations, crossing areas and construction 
sites to deter unauthorized access. 
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5.11 POPULATION AND HOUSING 

CEQA defines population impacts to include changes to the location, distribution, density 
or growth rate of the human population. Housing impacts are defined as changes to 
existing housing or the creation of a demand for additional housing. This section considers 
impacts in these areas that could be expected as a result of the construction of the rail 
transit project. 

5.11.1 Demographic Setting 

According to recent estimates prepared by the City of Los Angeles, Department of City 
Planning, there were 3.2 million people in the city occupying 1.3 million housing units (2.5 
persons per dwelling units) as of October 1988.1 Thirty-four percent of the population 
resides in the San Fernando Valley (1. 1 million persons). The Planning Department 
estimates that the Valley's housing stock is approximately 454,000 units. The persons per 
housing unit ratio for the Valley is quite similar to the overall city average, i.e. 2.49 
persons per unit. 

Within the San Fernando Valley, between 1980 and 1988 there has been an increase of 
55,485 housing units (approximately 6,900 units have been produced annually). The rate 
of housing growth in the Valley (1980-1988) was 13. 9 percent, compared with the citywide 
average of 9.6 percent. According to Planning Department statistics, the community areas 
that have experienced above average growth rates (greater than 1.55 percent annually) in 
housing stock have been North Hollywood, Arleta-Pacoima, Van Nuys, Mission Hills, 
Sylmar, Chatsworth and Sunland-Tujunga. 

Of the 55,485 housing units produced in the valley over the 1980-88 period, approximately 
53 percent have been constructed in communities such as Sherman Oaks, North Hollywood, 
Van Nuys, Canoga Park, Reseda and Encino-Tarzana where rail alternatives are being 
considered. Moreover, these communities account for a 267,175 of the 453,759 units 
currently estimated in the valley (approximately 59 percent). As shown in Figure 5 .11-1, 
1988 Housing Distribution in Communities Affected by the Rail Transit Project, 
approximately 54 percent of the units in these communities are multi-family. It should be 
noted however, that geographically the proportion of multi-family units decreases fairly 
dramatically as one moves from the southeast San Fernando Valley to the southwest San 
Fernando Valley. The clear majority of housing units in Canoga Park, Reseda, and 
Encino-Tarzana are single family. 

While it may appear that the stock of housing is substantial, it should also be recognized 
that there is also a great demand for housing. The San Fernando Valley shares directly in 
the current "housing crisis" (particularly the lack of supply of affordable housing units) 
faced by the City of Los Angeles and surrounding areas. The relationship between supply 
of housing and demand is borne out by surveys conducted by the Federal Home Loan 
Bank. These zip code-based surveys indicate that vacancy rates for single family detached 
units range from 1. 1 percent to 2.3 percent in the southeast and southwest valley. For 
attached single family homes, such as townhouses, the vacancy improves and ranges up to 

1 
Source: City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning. 1988 Population Estimate and Housin~ Inventory, 

August I 8, 1989. 
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13 percent in the Woodland Hills area. For multi-family units m the same areas the 
vacancy rates ranges from 2.3 percent in Tarzana to 5.4 percent in Van Nuys. These 
vacancy percentages are typically indicative of tight market conditions (Figure 5.11-2). 

5.11.2 Population and Housing Impacts 

Burbank Branch Route Alternatives: As discussed in previous sections of this report, rail 
alternatives considered for the Burbank Branch Route would not result in the displacement 
of housing units. Thus, there would be no loss of housing stock. 

Ventura Freeway Route Alternatives: In direct contrast to the Burbank Branch Route, rail 
options being considered for the Ventura Freeway route (with the exception of the segment 
from Canoga Boulevard to Tampa) would have significant affects on housing. In 
particular, Alternative #4, the South Side Aerial alignment option would displace 69 single 
family homes and 429 multi-family units in the segment between Tampa Street and 
Universal City. The bulk of the single family displacements would take place between 
Havenhurst and Van Nuys Boulevard, while multi-family displacements would be 
concentrated in the White Oak to Havenhurst segment. 

Alternative #5, the North Side Subway, would have significantly less single family 
displacement than Alternative #4, however, loss of multi-family units (212) would still 
remain relatively high. In the case of either alignment, the loss of 212-429 units in the 
context of a tight housing market with a recognized lack for affordable housing must be 
considered a significant impact. 

5.11.3 Mitigation Measures 

All homeowners and tenants displaced would be eligible for relocation/payment benefits 
under the procedures adopted by the Los Angeles County Transportation Commission. 

The loss of community housing stock is not directly mitigated by payments for real 
property or relocation benefits to homeowners and tenants. Should the Ventura Freeway 
Route Alternatives be adopted, then the LACTC should coordinate with the City of Los 
Angeles Community Development Department to design and implement a replacement 
housing program, focused on the replenishment of affordable units that would be displaced 
the alignment. The replacement program should consider elements such as the 
development of a replacement housing fund, the ratio of replacement-to-loss housing to be 
achieved, tenant eligibility and affordability criteria, and joint development opportunities in 
station areas or where there may be excess right-of-way. These program costs are separate 
from rail transit project funds which are limited to relocation payment benefits. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts: Both of the Ventura Freeway Alternatives would displace 
housing stock in areas where shortages of housing exist. As such, both of these 
alternatives would have unavoidable adverse impacts on residents affected and on the 
neighborhoods in which the housing units are displaced. 
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Figure 5.11-1 
1988 Housing Distribution In 

Communities Affected By Rail Alternatives 
(Number of Units) 

Single Multi- Percent 
Community Total Family Family Single 

Sherman Oaks 38,572 15,559 23,012 40.3% 
North Hollywood 50,816 16,165 34,655 31.8% 
Van Nuys 57,433 18,874 38,561 32.9% 
Canoga Park 57,035 35,967 21,070 63.1% 
Reseda 33,846 20,499 13,35 t 60.6% 
Encino-Tarzana 29,473 15,398 14,075 52.2% 

Total 267,175 122,462 144,724 45.8% 

Source: C ity o f Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, 1988 Population Estimate and Ilousin~ Inventory, 
August 18, 1989. 

Community 

Canoga Park 
Reseda 
Tarzana 
Woodland Hills 
Yan Nuys 
North Hollywood 

LA County 

Figure 5.11-2 
Vacancy Rates For Communities 

Where Rail Alternatives Are Being Considered 
(Percent Vacant) 

Single Multi-
Total Family Family 

2.8 1.4 1.3 
3.4 2.3 2.7 
2.2 2.2 0.0 
2.5 1.4 12.8 
3.9 1.8 3.2 
2.1 1.1 2.3 

2.0 1.5 2.7 

Legend: SFlJ = single family unit; MFlJ = multi-family unit 

Percent 
Single 

2.7 
5.2 
2.3 
4.3 
5.4 
2.9 

2.8 

Source: Federal llomc Loan Bank Board. Los Angeles-Long Beach, CA PMSJ\ Ilousing Vacancy Survey, Survey Date 
3/08/89 through 6/02/89. 

5 - 179 



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

5.12 ENERGY 

CEQA defines energy impacts as project characteristics that result in substantial additional 
use of existing sources of energy. 

Transportation is a major consumer of energy in the Los Angeles region. Vehicle trips 
within the region are estimated to involve over 234 million miles of travel per day.2 Fuel 
consumption from vehicle trips with origins or destinations in the region amounts to about 
4.9 billion gallons of fuel per year.3 About 89 percent of the fuel is gasoline and 11 
percent is diesel.4 Transportation energy consumption is equivalent to about 739 trillion 
Btu per year, or about 126 million barrels of oil. 

This section describes the estimated energy consumption of the rail transit project within 
the context of energy conservation and CEQA guidelines. 

5.12.1 Energy Impacts 

Based on projections by the Southern California Association of Governments there would 
be 310.2 million miles of daily vehicle travel by the year 2010 in the Los Angeles region. 
This would result in the consumption of approximately 14.2 million gallons of fuel, 
equivalent to 2,030 billion Btu ' s. As noted previously in this report, implementation of rail 
transit in the San Fernando Valley would reduce vehicle miles of travel and would result 
in energy savings. For the Burbank Branch Route, approximately 410,000 vehicle miles 
would be saved by Alternatives #1 and #2, while approximately 440,000 vehicle miles 
would be saved by Alternative #3. As shown in Figure 5.12-1, Vehicle Miles Travelled 
and Energy Savings,. this would result in a reduction of between 18,000 and 20,000 gallons 
of fuel (2.7 to 2.9 billion Btu 's). SCAG predicts that the reduction which would result 
from the Ventura Freeway alignment alternatives (between 417,000 and 423,000 fewer 
vehicle miles traveled). In this case, approximately 19,000 gallons of fuel would be saved 
per day (2.7 to 2.8 billion Btu's). 

Energy savings would be minimally offset by energy requirements for the rail transit 
system and associated stations. Figure 5.12-2, Energy Consumption for Stations and 
Traction Power, illustrates that the overall increase in consumption would _be approximately 
0.02 billion Btu 's regardless of the alternative considered. The rail transit-related energy 
increases would reduce the potential energy savings in vehicle miles by about 1 percent. It 
should be recognized that there would also be additional energy consumption at power 
plants in the region that would be supplying the needed electrical energy. It is anticipated 
that these type of increases would be negligible. 

2 
South Coast Air Quality Management District, Air Quality Management Plan 1988 Revision, Draft Appendix IJI-A, 

1985 Emissions Inventory South Coast Air Basin, March 1988. Table IV-32. 

3 
A fuel consumption rate of 17 miles per gallon is assumed. 

4 
South Coast Air Qua lity Management District, AQMP. Appendix III-A, Table IV-32. 
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Figure 5.12-1 
Vehicle Miles Traveled And Energy Savings 

San Fernando Valley Rail Transit Alternatives 

Reduced 
Daily Daily 
Vehicle Gallons 

Alternative Miles of Fuel 
Routes Traveled Savings 

Burbank Branch Alt #1,#2 410,000 18,761 
Burbank Branch Alt #3 440,000 20,108 
Ventura Freeway Alt #4 423,000 19,377 
Ventura Freeway Alt #5 417,000 19,098 

Billion 
Btu 
Equivalent 

2.7 
2.9 
2.8 
2.7 

Note: Fuel savings is based on a factor of 0.0457 gallons per vehicle mile (approximately 
22 miles per gallon). 

Figure 5.12-2 
Energy Consumption Related To Stations And Traction Power 

Alternative 
Route 

Burbank Branch 
la ** 
2a ** 
3a ** 

Ventura Freeway 
4a ** 
5a ** 

Kilowatt Hours/Day 

Station 
Usage * 

965 
1524 
1608 

1257 
1764 

Traction 
Usage ** 

20,625 
20,625 
20,625 

20,625 
20,625 

Total 
Usage 

21,590 
22,149 . 
22,233 

21,882 
22,389 

Billion 
Btu Equivalent 

0.0216 
0.0221 
0.0222 

0.0219 
0.0239 

* Consumption assumes 19.7 kwh/sf/year for at-grade stations. Energy consumption 
would be 120 percent greater for aerial stations and 150 percent greater for subway 
stations. Increases in energy requirements are directly related to the need for elevators, and 
heating, ventilating and air conditioning equipment at stations. 

** Consumption rate is assumed to be 1,250 kilowatt hours per mile of track based on 
factors presented in the Pasadena Light Rail Alternatives EIR prepared by LACTC (Figure 
4-39). 
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5.12.2 Mitigation Measures 

Although the assessment indicates that rail transit would result in a net benefit in energy 
conservation for the region, the following measures should be employed to further limit the 
energy demands of the rail transit system: 

• Regenerative transit vehicle braking improvements 
• Signal and other systems improvements 
• Implement station design features that would exceed the requirements of 

Title 24. 
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5.13 OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS/FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

5.13.1 Growth Inducement 

At the regional scale, there is no evidence that institution of a rail transit system will foster 
a net increase in population growth or economic activity over the long term. However, the 
potential exists for the redistribution of growth and development within the region in 
response to the increased accessibility offered by a rail transit system. 

In the case of the subject San Fernando East/West Rail Transit Project, all of the 
alternatives can be viewed as relatively high capacity feeder systems to the Metro Rail 
Project, ranging from light rail transit on the SP Burbank Branch to a Metro Rail extension 
or ART on either the Burbank Branch or the Ventura Freeway alignments. 

The extent to which the potential for localized redistribution of growth and development 
will be realized is dependent upon the following factors: 

• 
Supportive land use regulations 
Magnitude of public transit investment (e.g., light rail or Metro Rail) 
Transportation capacity of the transit system 

With regard to the SP Burbank Branch corridor, Alternative #3 (Metro Rail/ART) would 
have a greater potential for redistribution of growth and development than the light rail 
option (Alternatives #1 and #2) by virtue of its greater estimated patronage and potential 
for future growth in patronage if development is redistributed. 

The Ventura Freeway Metro Rail/ART options (Alternatives #4 and #5) would have 
somewhat less potential for redistribution of growth and development due to their lower 
estimated patronage. However, the magnitude of required right-of-way acquisition for 
Alternatives 4 and 5 would create an opportunity for significant redevelopment at selected 
station locations. 

Under all of the alternatives, additional growth potential would be created at Universal City 
and Warner Center, while Alternatives #1,#2 and #3 would create growth potential within 
North Hollywood and Van Nuys; and Alternatives #4 and #5 would create growth potential 
in Sherman Oaks as well as along the Ventura Boulevard Corridor. 

All of the preceding discussion addresses the potential for redistribution of future growth 
and development along the alternative corridors. However, it must be emphasized that the 
City of Los Angeles has sole responsibility for regulating land use in all affected areas 
except Universal City and the Sepulveda Basin. Current or proposed plans affecting these 
areas were previously discussed in Section 5.1.2. 

In summary, substantial potential for redistribution of growth and development could be 
created by all of the alternatives under consideration. The degree to which such potential 
would be realized is dependent upon a complex interplay of actual pressure for 
development, existing/emerging growth controls, and local attitudes toward such growth. 
All of this discussion should be viewed against a general backdrop of more restrictive 
growth within the City of Los Angeles. 
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5.13.2 Cumulative Impacts 

The long-term implications of the project in terms of transit patronage, traffic, air quality 
and energy use are based on the SCAG 2010 projections of population, housing and 
employment. As such, these projections represent the best current information for the 
expected cumulative growth over the next 21 years. Thus, to the best of our ability as a 
region to predict future growth, the information contained in this EIR covers all anticipated 
cumulative impacts. 

In a more speculative vein, there are certain proposed transportation projects that could 
change the anticipated cumulative impacts of the project. These include: 

• a possible Chatsworth rail transit extension from Canoga Park to the Simi 
Valley 

• a possible HOV/Bus guideway along the northern edge of the Ventura 
Freeway 

• a rail transit line linking Sylmar either with the Los Angeles International 
Airport (LAX) or the Los Angeles Central Business District. 

• a San Fernando Road commuter rail line from Sylmar to Downtown Los 
Angeles. 

With regard to a possible Chatsworth Extension, it is anticipated that implementation of 
such a system would increase patronage on the East/West Rail line and would therefore 
increase potential air quality and energy use savings compared to the project alone. 
Alternatively, institution of an HOV/Bus guideway along the north side of the Ventura 
Freeway might decrease patronage on the East/West Rail line (especially Alternatives #4 
and #5). Long-term cumulative effects of such an HOV/bus facility in combination with 
the East/West Rail Project have not been modeled. 

The proposed Sylmar to LAX rail line is part of the Los Angeles County Rail Transit Plan 
(see Figure 2-1) which would tie into the North Coast Line in the vicinity of Marina del 
Rey. The northern extension to Sylmar, which would generally parallel the 1-405 Freeway, 
has recently been approved for route refinement study by LACTC in connection with the 
competition between Los Angeles and Orange counties to secure the southern terminus of 
the proposed high-speed rail line to Las Vegas. Implementation of the rail transit 
extension to Sylmar could substantially increase patronage on the east-west Rail Transit 
Project, especially on the link to the Metro Rail System (east of the 1-405 Freeway at the 
proposed Sepulveda Station). If the Sylmar to LAX line were connected to the proposed 
Las Vegas high-speed rail line, patronage would expand even further, along with attendant 
energy/air quality benefits, as well as unknown economic development potentials at key 
intersections of the proposed rail systems. 

The Sylmar to Downtown Los Angeles commuter rail line is also included in the Los 
Angeles County Rail Transit Plan as a potential future project. This project will be studied 
in the near future under a joint funding agreement between the City and County of Los 
Angeles. Transit patronage modelling must be performed to test how this line would affect 
ridership on the East-West Rail Transit Project. 
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5.13.3 Long Term Implications of the Proposed Project 

Relationship Between Local Short-Term Uses and Long-Term Productivity 

Construction of the San Fernando Valley East-West Rail Transit Project will entail short­
term impacts which must be weighed against achievement of long-term objectives. The 
short-term impacts consist primarily of required property acquisition and displacement of 
current uses, construction-related impacts, and the possibility of creating pressure for land 
use changes in the vicinity of the project. 

In the longer term, implementation of the project will further achievement of the Los 
Angeles Centers Concept, thereby focusing growth within designated centers and reducing 
pressure for intensification of low-density neighborhoods. Also, the project would be 
instrumental in furthering achievement of the regional air quality plan, lead to energy 
savings, and offer additional modes of transportation for the region's residents. 

The project should be constructed now, rather than deferred, in recognition of the region's 
pressing transportation congestion problems, and as a valuable tool toward achieving air 
quality, energy and managed growth objectives. 

Significant Irreversible Changes 

The implementation of the San Fernando Valley East-West Rail Transit Project will require 
the long-term commitment of non-renewable resources to the construction and operation of 
the project, including land, manpower, energy, and construction materials. Most significant 
is the long-term commitment of right-of-way to transportation use. 

5.13.4 Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

Section 15382 of the CEQA Guidelines defines Significant Effects on the Environment to 
include "a substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area 
affected by the project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and 
objects of historic or aesthetic significance". In those impact categories where significant 
impacts are identified, the government agency approving the project must make findings as 
to whether the significant effects have been reduced through mitigation to levels that are 
less than significant. Where particular impacts are found to be unavoidable, specific 
reasons why mitigation is not successful or feasible must be identified. 

This EIR identifies a number of environmental impacts expected to result from the 
implementation of the San Fernando Valley Rail Transit Project. In cases where these 
impacts are negative, mitigation measures are identified that will be effective in reducing 
the degree of overall impact, although certain environmental impacts are still anticipated to 

exceed levels considered to be significant. Findings with regard to each significant effect 
and a statement of overriding considerations must be prepared by LACTC, the lead agency, 
prior to project approval. The unavoidable adverse impacts of the project are described in 
Section 5.0 of the EIR and are summarized in Figure 1-5, Summary of Environmental 
Impacts. The following impacts were found to be unmitigatible to levels that are less than 
significant: 
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Compatibility with Local Area Plans: The Ventura Freeway Route Alternatives would not 
be compatible with the adopted North Hollywood Redevelopment Area Plan and the 
adopted Metro Rail North Hollywood Station Area Master Plan, to the extent that service 
would not be provided to the designated station at Chandler Boulevard/Lankershim 
Boulevard. Redevelopment planning for this area has been predicated upon a Metro Rail 
Station located at the center of a high-density urban center to support densities called for 
in these plans. The removal of a station at this location in favor of other locations along 
the Ventura Freeway corridor would constitute a significant adverse impact on adopted 
redevelopment plans for North Hollywood. 

Residential Displacement: The Ventura Freeway Route Alternative #4 would require the 
displacement of 499 housing units, requiring the relocation of approximately 1,078 
residents. 
The Ventura Freeway Alternative #5 would require the displacement of 212 housing units, 
requiring the relocation of approximately 430 residents. Although homeowners would 
receive fair-market compensation plus relocation assistance for their properties and renters 
would receive relocation assistance, the substantial number of properties displaced would 
constitute a significant adverse impact on these residents and the neighborhoods in which 
this displacement occurs, as well as a significant reduction in housing stock for the San 
Fernando Valley. 

Business and Parking Displacement: Both the SP Burbank Branch and the Ventura 
Freeway Route Alternatives would displace existing businesses. Along the SP Burbank 
Branch Route, these businesses are principally located in Southern Pacific leaseholds. 
Many of these businesses would be allowed to remain until the expiration of their 
leaseholds. Others would receive compensation for damages resulting from early 
termination of their leasehold agreements. Along the Ventura Freeway Route, most of 
these businesses are in private ownership. Although fair-market compensation and business 
relocation benefits would be paid, the relocation and re-establishment of these businesses 
would constitute a significant adverse impact for many of these property owners. Loss of 
employee parking spaces would also constitute an adverse impact that would occur with 
Alternatives #1, #2, #4 and #5. 

In all cases, LACTC has endeavored to locate rail transit alignments to avoid or minimize 
property displacements. Initial route studies located transit in the SP Burbank and Ventura 
Freeway corridors precisely because rights-of-way existed in which displacements could be 
minimized. In the Ventura Freeway corridor, heavy use of the freeway and safety require­
ments affecting the placement of rail transit along the edge of the freeway mandated that 
the rail transit line be located outside of the freeway right-of-way at station areas and at 
some sections of the line between stations. In cases where displacement was substantial, 
LACTC design speeds were lowered to allow tighter turning radii, which in turn avoided a 
significant amount of further displacement. Any further reduction in property displacements 
would require design changes that would affect the functional requirements of the rail 
system. 

Visual/Aesthetics: The SP Burbank Branch Alternative #1 would locate aerial flyover 
structures adjacent to residential land uses at DeSoto, Winnetka, and Victory Boulevard 
crossings. Such structures would be screened and aesthetically designed, however some 
loss of privacy and blockage of view corridors for the rear and side yards of 25 to 30 
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homes would result. Such flyover structures are necessary to avoid at-grade crossings of 
major arterial streets. 

The Ventura Freeway Alternative #4 would place an aerial guideway along the south side 
of the Ventura Freeway that would similarly pass adjacent to residential land uses. 
Approximately 4.5 miles of this route would be located next to homes and apartments. 
The guideway would be adjacent and visible to several hundred homes and apartments in 
these areas. 

Construction: Because of the need to construct the Ventura Freeway Alternative along the 
edge of a highly used transportation facility, some construction activities would need to 
occur during nights and weekends to avoid impacting weekday rush hour traffic. Noise, air 
quality, traffic and visual impacts would therefore impact adjacent neighborhoods in time 
periods outside of normal working hours. These impacts, although temporary, would be a 
significant impact to the residents affected. 

Earth & Water, Risk of Upset: All of the alternatives would require excavation and 
hauling of earth from construction sites to appropriate landfill facilities. The subway and 
deep-trench Alternatives #2,#3 and #5 would generate significant amounts of earth. 
Furthermore, the potential exists for encountering contaminated soils in those routes that 
involve deep-trench, cut-and-cover and subway types of construction. Because of the 
shortage of County Class I and Class III landfill sites, any substantial additional demand 
generated for these facilities is considered a significant adverse impact. 

Recreation & Parks: All of the alternatives would displace planned, future park land in the 
Sepulveda Basin Recreation Area. The SP Burbank Branch Alternatives would displace 2.7 
acres, the Ventura Freeway Alternative #4 would displace 6.1 acres, and the Ventura 
Freeway Alternative #5 would displace 22.5 acres. The SP Burbank Branch Phased Length 
Route Option would further displace 28 acres for a Rail Storage & Maintenance Yard 
while the Ventura Freeway Phased Length Route Option would displace 21 acres. 

The SP Burbank Branch Route Alternatives would displace three ball fields for the 
Winnetka Station. The Vineland Extension Option of the SP Burbank Branch Alternative 
(Alternatives #IB and #2B) would displace approximately 1.3 acres of South Weddington 
Park. 

Because of the scarcity of park and playground facilities in the Los Angeles Basin, any 
loss of existing or planned future park land is considered a significant adverse impact. 
Alternatives to the displacement of park land in the Sepulveda Basin would involve the 
displacement of existing homes and businesses in the surrounding neighborhoods. Although 
the loss of park land is significant, the park land displaced is adjacent to freeways and 
along railroad right-of-way at the edge of the Sepulveda Basin. The displacement of 
established homes and businesses was considered to be a more severe impact at these 
locations. 

Schools: The Ventura Freeway Alternative #4 would displace the Campbell Hall School, a 
(a private, elementary to high school located on Laurel Canyon Boulevard at the Ventura 
Freeway). The siting of the main academic buildings of this campus immediately adjacent 
to the Ventura Freeway eastbound off-ramp make it impossible to locate the aerial 
guideway in such a way that would not either displace or very severely impact i:hese 
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5.14 MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM 

The introduction of fixed rail transit into existing urban settings is commonly met with 
opposition from local neighborhood groups. Citizens cite loss of privacy, depreciation of 
property values, creation of undesirable or different visual character, increased noise and 
vibration, increased levels of crime and traffic, and lack of adequate parking as concerns in 
neighborhoods where transit facilities are to be located. 

These concerns have been expressed in public meetings on the proposed project, and in the 
report prepared by the San Fernando Valley Citizens Advisory Panel on Transportation 
Solutions. In response to these concerns the citizens panel report put forth the following 
recommendation: "That upon selection of a specific route for construction, the Los 
Angeles City Council appoint a citizen's oversight committee, independently funded 
ombudsman, and a specific budget, separate from design and construction funds , be 
designated for use by the citizen's oversight committee to implement community 
improvements or project enhancements. "5 

Recently passed state legislation, State Assembly Bill 3180 (Public Resources Code, Section 
21081), which requires that agencies making findings in Environmental Impact Reports with 
respect to significant environmental effects and related mitigation measures adopt a 
reporting and monitoring program to ensure that mitigations incorporated into the project 
for the purpose of eliminating or substantially lessening significant impacts are carried out. 
The LACTC will establish such a program tailored to the selected alternative when 
adopted. 

5 
San f-ernando Valley Citizen's Advisory Panel. Transportation Solutions. Page 4, August I, 1988. 
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CHAPTER 6.0 
ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT 

CEQA requires that reasonable alternatives to the project be considered. Such alternatives 
should be able to "feasibly attain the basic objectives of the project." In addition to build 
alternatives, such as those studied in this document, a No Build Alternative should be 
considered as a base against which to measure the environmental impacts. This chapter 
presents a discussion of identified alternatives to the San Fernando Valley East-West Rail 
Transit Project as defined in Chapters 1.0 through 4.0 of this report. 

6.1 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

The No Project Alternative would mean that no San Fernando Valley rail transit 
improvement would be constructed and that Metro Rail would terminate at the North 
Hollywood station. In the absence of a rail transit improvement, the east-west bus routes 
in the base network, operating on Ventura Boulevard, Victory Boulevard, Sherman Way, 
Roscoe Boulevard, and Nordhoff Street, would provide local service similar to that of the 
east-west rail line. Since the rail transit line would have also served as a feeder to the 
Metro Rail line, then the express bus lines that connect various parts of the Valley to 
downtown Los Angeles would constitute a duplication of service. In the absence of rail 
transit in the San Fernando Valley, express buses would be retained in the No Project 
alternative. 

Land Use Impacts: Compared to the rail transit alternatives under consideration, no 
displacements of residences and/or businesses would directly result from this option. 
Compared to the some particularly tight sections of both the Burbank Branch alignment 
and the Ventura Freeway alignment, this alternative would not result in adverse proximity 
impacts of transit vehicles and operations being directly adjacent to either single family 
homes and/or apartments. 

It should be recognized, however, that continued surface street congestion would increase 
the likelihood that arterials would be widened to their ultimate functional classification 
right-of-way. These widenings may result in land takings. Similarly, continued traffic 
congestion, without the potential for a transit solution, would further increase the public's 
concern about growth and could result in mandated reductions to land use development 
potentials through specific plans with down zoning provisions and/or through the continued 
adoption of Interim Control Ordinances and moratoria by the City of Los Angeles for 
communities in the southeastern and southwestern portions of the San Fernando Valley. 

Transportation Effects: The primary effect of this option would be that the potential 
savings of 215,000 to 440,000 vehicle miles of travel achieved by the rail transit 
alternatives would be lost. Transportation mobility and access problems projected and 
documented by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) t would not be 
reduced or alleviated, including: 

1 Southern California Association of Gov: rnmcnts, San Fernando Valley Arca Study. Phase II - Lone Ranee Mobility 
Plan, April 1988. 
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• Heavy travel growth and severe congestion in the Ventura Boulevard/Freeway 
Corridor. 

Continued congestion and circulation and access problems in work centers in 
the communities of Van Nuys, Burbank, Encino, Sherman Oaks, Woodland 
Hills and Universal City. 

Capacity problems on Interstates 5 and 405 (Golden State and San Diego 
Freeways) 

Air Quality Effects: Failure to implement rail transit m the San Fernando Valley would 
mean that a key element in the Tier I Control Strategy of the Air Quality Management 
Plan would not be achieved. The no project alternative would not provide for the reduc­
tion of 0.2-0.3 tons/day in total organic gases. It would not provide for a 1.6-3.4 tons/day 
reduction in carbon monoxide, nor in a 0.3-0.6 tons/day reduction in nitrogen oxides that 
would result from rail transit-related savings to vehicle miles of travel in the region. 

This alternative would also result in marginal improvements in carbon monoxide 
concentrations at those potential "hot spot" locations where transit stations and large 
parking facilities would have been located. 

Noise Impacts: As noted above, the bus fleet would be used to provide the feeder service 
the North Hollywood Metro Rail Station and in some cases express bus service to the Los 
Angeles Central Business District would be continued. In general it is not anticipated that 
there would be an increase in the bus fleet, thus there is unlikely to be a discernible 
increase in bus-related noise, either on surface arterial streets or on freeways. Also it is 
likely that high vehicular traffic volumes in the valley will result in slower speeds. These 
reduced speeds may slightly lower street-traffic related noise levels in the area. 

6.2 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

Among the alternatives under consideration, the Alternative #3a SP Burbank Branch Metro 
Rail Extension is the "environmentallly superior alternative". · This determination is based 
on the following factors: 

• Alternative #3a is in subway through residential areas, thus effectively 
eliminating potential noise and visual impacts. 

As with all options along the Burbank Branch, no residential displacement is 
required for this alternative. 

The higher patronage potential of this alternative would lead to greater air 
quality and energy use benefits. 

Alternative #3a is, however, among the most costly of all the alternatives. 
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6.3 PREVIOUSLY STUDIED ALTERNATIVES 

As described in Section 2.0 of this EIR, a total of six other east-west alignments have been 
reviewed since 1983 for this project. These alignments were located along the following 
corridors: 

• Ventura Boulevard 
• Sherman Way 
• San Fernando Road 
• SP Coast Mainline 
• Victory Boulevard 
• Los Angeles River 

The San Fernando Road alignment was recommended for study in 1988 by the Citizens 
Panel of Transportation Solutions, appointed by the Los Angeles City Council. LACTC 
has agreed to study this corridor as a commuter rail line that would operate in addition to 
the east-west rail transit project if funding for this study is provided by Los Angeles City 
and Los Angeles County. Each of the other alignments, for different reasons, have been 
eliminated from further consideration as the route for the San Fernando Valley East-West 
Rail Transit Project. The history of these decisions is described in Section 2.0. 

6.4 TECHNOLOGY ALTERNATIVES 

As discussed in Section 4.6, Mag-Lev and Monorail systems are being evaluated in 
addition to LRT, Metro Rail and ART. The purpose of this section is to contrast the 
significant impacts of these technology alternatives to the impacts of LRT, Metro Rail and 
ART, as presented in Chapter 5. The potentially significant impact categories are: (1 ) 
right-of-way acquisition; (2) noise/vibration; and (3) visual quality. 

Right-of-Way Acquisition: Regardless of technology, a transit line introduced within the 
SP Burbank Branch is assumed to require acquisition of the entire SP right-of-way. While 
the right-of-way width required for Mag-Lev and Monorail is somewhat less than LRT and 
Metro Rail, it is concluded that displacement impacts along the Ventura Freeway would be 
essentially the same regardless of technology selected, given the required station/parking 
areas as well as the great number of "partial take" situations. 

Noise levels of different technologies on aerial structure : Monorail trains tend to be 
quieter than steel-wheel trains because the shrouds on monorail systems shield the noise 
from the wheels and under car auxiliary equipment. With sound barriers, steel-wheel trains 
have similar noise levels to monorail. 

Noise levels from Mag-Lev systems tend to be much lower than steel-wheel/steel-rail or 
rubber tire technologies. The primary exception is at switches where the guide wheels will 
contact the guideway. Data received from Magnetic Transit of America indicate that at 
switches, Mag-Lev and steel wheel/steel rail systems could have comparable noise levels. 
Magnetic Transit has stated that design improvements will reduce the noise at switches. 
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Ground-borne vibration: Rubber tire systems, such as bottom-supported monorail, have 
relatively low levels of ground-borne vibration because of the vibration isolation 
characteristics of rubber tires. Mag-Lev systems will not create significant levels of 
ground-borne vibration except at areas such as switches where the vehicle guide wheels 
contact the guideway. At locations where the guide wheels contact the guideway, the 
levels of ground-borne vibration for Mag-Lev systems could have magnitudes similar to 
steel-wheel/steel-rail systems. 

Visual Quality: By virtue of their lesser weight, the Mag-Lev and medium capacity 
Monorail alternatives require a somewhat lighter and less bulky structure for an aerial 
guideway configuration. Thus, while the height of such aerial structures would be 
essentially the same as LRT or Metro Rail, the reduced bulk of the structure would 
somewhat reduce the impact of these systems on visual quality. 

The above considerations, coupled with reduced noise/vibration potential, also present an 
opportunity for integrating such systems within buildings. 
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CHAPTER 7.0 
LIST OF PREPARERS, PERSONS CONTACTED AND REFERENCES 

7.1 PREPARERS OF THE EIR 

The following organizations and individuals participated in the preparation of this EIR: 

Los Angeles County Transportation Commission 
•Neil Peterson, Executive Director 
•Richard Stanger, Director of Rail Development 
•Susan I. Rosales, Manager of Rail Planning 
•Stephen H. Lantz, Community Relations Manager 

Gruen Associates 
•Ki Suh Park, AICP, Principal-in-Charge 
•John M. Stutsman, AICP, Project Manager 
•David L. Mieger, AICP, Assistant Project Manager 

•Research and Analysis: 
Charles Campbell 
Robert Shum 
Elizabeth Atwell 

•EIR Production: 

Frederick S. Abelson 
Maria Quandt 
Guy Cass 

Barbara Riechers, Graphic Designer 
Michael DeChellis, Renderings 
Amirah Jordan ElNomrosy, Technical Editor 

Gannett Fleming Transportation Engineers 
•Walter Marriott III, P.E., Principal 
•Don L. Steeley, P.E., Senior Project Engineer 

Benito A. Sinclair & Associates 
•Peter P. Zimmerman, P.E., Senior Project Engineer 

DKS Associates, Inc. 
•Joel Falter, Senior Transportation Engineer 
•Ian J. Pari, Transportation Engineer 

Harris Miller Miller & Hanson, Inc. 
•Hugh Saurenman, Acoustical Engineer 

Terry A. Hayes Associates 
•Terry A. Hayes, AICP, Principal 
•Soo Y . Oh, Planner 

Anil Verma Associates 
•Anil Verma, Principal 
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7.2 PERSONS AND AGENCIES CONTACTED 

The following agencies and individuals were contacted during the course of the preparation 
of this Environmental Impact Report: 

Calgary Transit Authority, Calgary, Alberta, Canada 
•John Chadut, Transportation Planner 

California Department of Fish and Game 
•Fred Worthley 

California Department of Conservation 
•Herman Olilang, Division of Oil and Gas 
•Shavonda Rhobes, Office of Mines and Geology 

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
•Wallace Rothbart, Transportation Planning Branch 
•Al Anatanaitis 
•Dick Sommerhauser 
•Ken Nelson 

California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
•Dan Lehman 
•Rcxi Nelson 

California Office of Planning and Research 
•Robert Martinez 

Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
•Deuk Perrin, City Planner 
•Dick Platkin 
•Frank Parrello, Community Planner 
•John Bowman, Community Planner 

Los Angeles Community Redevelopment Agency 
•Jerry Belcher, North Hollywocxi Redevelopment Area 

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, Waste Management Division 
•Ken Swanson 

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning 
•George Malone, Population Research 

Los Angeles Department of Sanitation 
•David Nakagaki 

Los Angeles Fire Department 
•Robert Aaron, Bureau of Fire Prevention 
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Los Angeles Police Department 
•John Herkowitz, Planning & Research Division 

Los Angeles Unified School District 
•Robert Niccum 
•Elizabeth Harris 

Southern California Association of Governments 
•Murray Goldman, Patronage forecasting 
•Michael Schwarzman, Patronage & Socio-economic forecasting 
• Viggen Davidian, Transportation planning 

US Army Corps of Engineers 
•Lowell Flannery, Operations Branch 
•Carl En son, Construction-Operations Di vision 
•Dave Weaver 
•Terry Witherspoon 
• Wanda Kiebala 
• Boniface Bigornia 
• Rick Glover 
•Sheila Murphy 
•Robert Stuart, Reservoir Regulation Section 

US Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service 
•Brooks Harper 
•Nancy Kaufman 

US Environmental Protection Agency 
•Lynn Trujillo 
•Ida Tolliver 

University of California at Los Angeles, Institute for Archaeology 
•Brian Glenn 
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7.3 REFERENCES 

The following reports, documents and other resources were utilized in the preparation of this 
EIR: 

Additional Evidence About the Impacts of Vancouver's Light Rail Transit 
System on Housing and Land Prices, paper by Michael A. Goldberg, University 
of British Columbia, Vancouver, British Columbia, December, 1988. 

Analysis of Nonresidential Construction Activity in the Washington 
Region Before and After Metrorail, Metropolitan Washington Council of 
Governments, December, 1983. 

Assessment of Changes in Property Values in Transit Areas, Rough Draft 
Report, Prepared for UMTA by the Joint Center for Urban Mobility Research, 
Rice Center, Houston, Texas, July, 1987. 

Centers Definition Report, Los Angeles City Planning Department, 1983. 

Centmy-El Segundo Extension Rail Transit Project, Final Environmental 
Impact Report, LACTC, November, 1986. 

Century/El Segundo Technology Evaluation for Los Angeles County 
Transportation Commission, Booz-Allen and Hamilton, Inc., March, 1988. 

CERCLIS, U.S. EPA Superfund Program, January, 1989. 

Coastal Conidor Rail Transit Project. Northern Segment. Draft 
Environmental Impact Report, LA CTC, January, 1989. 

Commercial Construction Started in Metropolitan Washington, 1980-
1986, Department of Metropolitan Development and Information Resources, 
Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments, October, 1987. 

Concept Los Angeles, The Concept of the Los Angeles General Plan, 
City of Los Angeles Planning Department, April, 197 4. 

Cultural Resources Overview and Survey for the Los Angeles County 
Drainage Review Study. Archaeological Resource Management Corporation for 
the US Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District, 1985. 

Design and Performance Criteria, The Long Beach-Los Angeles Rail 
Transit Project, LACTC, 1985. 

Double Decking the Ventura (Route 101) Freeway. A Feasibility Study. 
Caltrans, July 1988. 

Encino-Ventura Specific Plan, Los Angeles City Planning Department, 
1983. 
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Expenditure Plan for the Hazardous Substance Cleanup Bond Act of 
1984, California Department of Health Services, January 1989. 

Exploring the Land Use Potential of Light Rail Transit, Research Paper, 
Robert Cervero, Institute of Urban and Regional Planning, University of 
California-Berkeley, June, 1986. 

Evaluation of Economic and Development Impacts of Major Transit 
Investments, Douglass B. Lee, paper, Transportation Research Record #820 

Fault-Rupture Hazard 2'.cmes in California, Special Publication 42, 
Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, Revised 1985. 

Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites List, Office of Permit Assistance, 
State of California, January, 1988. 

Houston System Connector. Technology Assessment, Final Report, 
Houston Metropolitan Transit Authority, November, 1988. 

Land Use Impacts of Rapid Transit, Final Report, U.S.Department of 
Transportation, August, 1977. 

Long Beach-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project, Final Environmental 
Impact Report, LACTC, March 1985. 

Los Angeles Rail Rapid Transit Project. Metro Rail, Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement, USDOT, UMTA, SCRTD, December, 1983. 

Los Angeles Rail Rapid Transit Project, Metro Rail. Draft-Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report, SCRTD, February, 1987. 
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Governments, August, 1983. 
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Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles, undated. 

National Priorities List Fact Book, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 
June, 1986. 
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Pasadena-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project, Draft Environmental Impact 
Report, LACTC, December, 1988. 
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January, 1980. 
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Toronto, Vladimir Bajic, paper, Urban Studies magazine #20, page 147, 1983. 
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Urban Design Advocacy in NW LRT Implementation-City of Calgary, 
TownFrarne Urban Design Ltd., paper, March, 1988. 

Ventura/Cahuenga Boulevard Corridor Specific Plan, Revised Preliminary 
Draft-Version 1, Los Angeles Department of City Planning, September 7, 1989. 

LIST OF ACRONYMS 

ADT 

APTA 

ART 

ATSAC 

CBD 

CEQA 

CNEL 

CPUC 

dB 

DEIR 

EB 

EIR 

LACTC 

LOS 

LRT 

NOP 

ROW 

SCAG 

SCRTD 

SP 

SR 

UMTA 

VMT 

Average Daily Traffic 

American Public Transit Association 

Automated Rail Transit 

Automated Traffic Surveillance and Control 

Central Business District 

California Environmental Quality Act 

Community Noise Equivelant Level 

California Public Utilities Commission 

Decibel (also shown as "dBA") 

Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Eastbound (there is also WB, SB and NB) 

Environmental Impact Report 

Los Angeles County Transportation Commission 

Level of Service 

Light Rail Transit 

Notice of Preparation 

Right-of-way 

Southern California Associates of Governments 

Southern California Rapid Transit District 

Southern Pacific 

State Route 

Urban Mass Transportation Administration 

Vehicle Miles Travelled 
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION 

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT FOR THE SAN FERNANDO VALLEY RAIL 
TRANSIT PROJECT 

The Los Angeles County Transportation Commission (LACTC) 
will be the Lead Agency and will prepare an environmental 
impact report for the project identified below. We need t o 
know your views as to the scope and content of the 
environmental information which is germane to your agency's 
statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed 
project. I f your agency has an action related to the 
project, it will need to use the EIR prepared by our agency 
when · considering your permit or other approval for the 
project. 

The project description, location, and the probable 
environmental effects are contained in the attached Initial 
Study. 

Please send your response to Steve Lantz, Community 
Relations Manager, at the address above. We need the name 
for a contact person in your agency. 

Project Title: San Fernando Valley Rail Transit Project 

-7/ .-11 I 
. //£<./ / ,If_ 

7 /~il Peterson 
Executive Director 

Date:_'-/_-2_/_- ~£~9 __ _ 

Reference : California Administrative Code, Title 14, 
Sec tions 10582 (1), 

15103, 15375 
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SAN FERNANDO V ALI.EY RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT 
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

INITIAL STUDY 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
403 WEST EIGHTH STREET, SUITE 500 

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90014 
CONTACT: MR. STEVE LANTZ 

(213) 236-9567 

APRIL 1989 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

BACKGROUND AND IDENTIFICATION OF ALTERNATIVES 

In February of 1987, LACTC authorized the preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for a rail transit project 
connecting the West San Fernando Valley to the Metro Rail subway 
in either North Hollywood or Universal City. The Commission 
selected five (5) alternative routes to be studied in the EIR in 
addition to the "no project" alternative. These alternatives 
were studied in a report entitled Initial Alternatives 
Evaluation Report (Gruen Associates, September, 1987) relative 
to key engineering and environmental issues. 

On November 18, 1987, the Commission voted to defer further 
environmental study of the project and requested assistance from 
elected local officials to decide whether to continue with a 
rail transit project in the East/West San Fernando Valley 
corridor and, if so, where the project should be located. The 
Los Angeles City Council formed the San Fernando Valley Citizens 
Advisory Panel, which prepared a report entitled Transportation 
Solutions (August 1, 1988). That report recommended that the 
Commission proceed with an EIR for two alternative routes. In 
response to the citizens report and Los Angeles City Council 
action on September 28, 1988, the Commission authorized the 
resumption of the EIR process. 

In January of 1989 the LACTC Transit Committee recommended to 
the Commission that the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the EIR 
be released. At the January 25th LACTC meeting the Commission 
voted to defer issuance of the NOP pending staff review of 
additional comments received from the City of Los Angeles Chief 
Legislative Analyst, elected officials and members of the 
public. LACTC staff proceeded to review proposed project 
alternatives with these bodies as well as the LACTC Transit 
Committee and the · Commission. On March 8, 1989, the LACTC 
approved issuance of the NOP for project alternatives along two 
basic routes, described below: 

A. Southern Pacific (SP) Burbank Branch Route : This route 
alternative begins at Topanga Canyon Boulevard/ Victory 
Boulevard and proceeds along the north side of Victory 
Boulevard in an easterly direction to Variel Avenue. 
The route continues eastward within SP rights-of-way 
(ROW) to North Hollywood. Depending on the alternative 
selected, the route then either links with the Metro Rail 
North Hollywood Station at Chandler and Lankershim, or 
proceeds from Chandler Boulevard to Vineland Avenue, the n 
along the eastern edge of the Hollywood Freeway to 
connect with the Metro Rail Universal City Station. 

1 



B. Ventura Freeway Route: This route alternative begins at 
the intersection of Vanowen Street and Canoga Avenue. 
From that point it proceeds down Canoga Avenue to the 
Ventura Freeway, after which it proceeds east along or 
under the freeway to the Universal City station of Metro 
Rail . 

A number of alternate profiles and technologies are to be 
studied for each of these two basic alignments. 

A. On the SP Burbank Branch Route: 

B. 

0 

0 

An aerial/subway alternative which is in full subway 
within residential areas only and which includes a 
Metro Rail extension option and an automated rail 
transit option ("Burbank Metro/ART"). 

A mitigated light rail alternative with shallow 
trenches/berms ( "LRT") , deep trench ( "LRT Trench") , 
and deep bore ("LRT Subway") options through 
residential areas, and having at least a deep trench 
along the "diagonal" segment. 

On the Ventura Freeway Route: 

o A mitigated aerial rail guideway alternative along 
the Ventura Freeway; a Metro Rail extension option 
and an automated rail transit option will be studie d 
("Ventura Aerial Metro/ART"). 

o An alternative which is in full subway within 
residential areas only and aerial elsewhere; a Metro 
Rail extension option and an automated rail transit 
option will be studied ( "Ventura Subway Metro/ART") . 

Phasing alternatives are to be addressed for each alternativ e 
as Minimum · Operable Segments (MOS's). MOS's are the minimum 
segments which can be built as practical and meaningful transit 
operations . MOS' s will include study of interim terminal 
stations located near the 405 Freeway which will include 
parking, bus drop-offs and related facilities similar to those 
employed at the El Monte Busway Station. 

All alternatives will include a rail yard. The purpose of the 
yard is to provide for maintenance and/ or storage of tra ns it 
cars . For full line alternatives the yard will be locate d at 
the northeast corner of Canoga Ave nue and Vanowen Street. For 
MOS's, the y a rd will be located in the vicinity of Sepulv eda 
Boulevard and eithe r the Ventura Freewa y or the Southern Pacific 
Burba nk Branc h ROW. 
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Technologies under study are defined as follows: 

Light Rail Transit (LRT): is the same system that LACTC is 
developing for the Los Angeles/Long Beach 1 ine. Power is 
supplied via an overhead catenary system. The system is 
manually operated on non-exclusive rights-of-way (ROW). 

Automated Rail Transit (ART): will be similar to the system 
which LACTC is developing for the Century/El Segundo l i ne. 
Power is supplied via a "third rail" rather than an overhead 
catenary system . The system is automated, meaning there are 
no drivers, and the system will operate on exlusive ROW's. 
Trains will be controlled at a central facility by a computer. 

Metro Rail (Metro): a segment of this system is currently 
being built by SCRTD in downtown Los Angeles. The system is 
referred to generically as a heavy rail system. Power is 
supplied via a "third rail". This system will be operated 
both manually and by computer. The system operates on 
exclusive ROW's. 

The EIR will also evaluate other technology options including 
monorail and magnetic levitation where appropriate on both route 
alternatives. Finally, the EIR will include a "No Project" 
Alternative for comparative purposes. 

Figures 1 through 5 present the different approximate profile 
alternativ es to be studied. The figures indicate the profiles 
proposed for each track segment by alternative and the station 
configuration. Table 1 provides a summary of the characte r­
istics of each alternative profile to be studied. Table 2 
provides a summary of the station characteristics of each 
alternative . 

For the Ventura Freeway alternatives, the route varies along the 
freeway corridor according to the profile. The Ventura Aerial 
Metro/ ART alternative remains along the south side of the 
free way , whereas the Ventura Subway Metro/ ART alternative is 
able to vary between the north and south side to optimize 
parking and access opportunities at stations along the route. 
The se variations in locations are noted in Table 2. 

3 
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TABLE 1 
SAN FERNANDO VALLEY RAIL TRANSIT 

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 
BURBANK AND VENTURA FREEWAY ROUTE ALTERNATIVES (1) 

ALTERNATIVE 

BURBANK 

METRO/ART 
LRT 
LRT-SUBWAY (3) 

VENTURA 

SUBWAY­
METRO/ART 
AERIAL­
METRO/ART 

PROFILE CHARACTERISTICS 
(IN MILES) 

SUBWAY AERIAL AT-GRADE 

11.02 
1. 69 
9.22 

% 
(68) 
(10) 
(56) 

% 
3.32 (21) 1.76 
4.51 (27)10.28 
2.84 (17) 4.42 

11.30 (69) 5.00 (31) 

2.54 (16)13.76 (84) 

% 
( 11} 
(63) 
(27) 

(1) Preliminary, subject to study. 

LAYOVER MAINTENANCE 
YARD YARD 

YES 
YES 
YES 

YES 

YES 

NO/ YES (2) 
YES 

YES 

NO/YES (2) 

NO/YES ( 2) 

(2) Metro does not require a maintenance yard, ART requires a 
maintenance yard. 

(3) The LRT Trench alternative has the same profile as the LRT 
Subway alternative except deep trench is generally substituted 
for subway. 

Source: LACTC/ Gruen Associates. 
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TABLE 2 
SAN FERNANDO VALLEY RAIL TRANSIT 

SUMMARY OF STATION CHARACTERISTICS 
BURBANK AND VENTURA FREEWAY ROUTE ALTERNATIVES (1) 

--------------------------------------------------------------
STATI ON 

PROPOSED 
PARKING 

STATION 
CONFIGURATION 

---------------------------------------------------------------
BURBANK BRANCH 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5 . 
6 . 
7 • 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 

Topanga 
Winnetka 
Tampa 
Reseda 
White Oak 
Balboa 
Woodley 
Sepulveda 
Van Nuys 
Fulton/Burbank 
Laurel Cyn 
N. Hollywood 

NO 
YES 
NO 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 

NO 
NO 

YES 

LRT 
LRT 

SUBWAY 
LRT 

TRENCH 
METRO/ 

ART 
-----------------------------------

AERIAL 
AERIAL 

AT-GRADE 
AERIAL 
AT-GRADE 
AERIAL 
AT-GRADE 
AERIAL 
AERIAL 
SUBWAY 
AT-GRADE 

( 2) 

AERIAL 
SUBWAY 

AERIAL 
DEEP T 

AERIAL 
SUBWAY 

SUBWAY 
SUBWAY 
AERIAL 
AT-GRADE 
AERIAL 
AERIAL 
SUBWAY 
SUBWAY 

( 2) 

C & C 
C & C 
AERIAL 
AT-GRADE 
AERIAL 
AERIAL 
DEEP T 
DEEP T 

( 2 ) 

SUBWAY 
SUBWAY 
AERIAL 
AERIAL 
AERIAL 
AERIAL 
SUBWAY 
SUBWAY 
SUBWAY 

--------------------------------------------------------------
VENTURA FREEWAY 

1. 
2 . 
3. 
4 . 
5 . 
6 . 
7 . 
8 . 
9. 
10. 
11. 
1 2. 
13. 
1 4. 
15. 

Vanowen 
Victory 
Oxnard 
DeSoto 
Winnetka 
Tampa 
Reseda 
White Oak 
Hayvenhurst 
Sepulveda 
Van Nuys 
Woodman 
Coldwater Cyn 
Laurel Canyon 
Universal City 

PARKING METRO/ART METRO/ART 
AERIAL SUBWAY SUBWAY (3) AERIAL 
---------------- ------------------------

YES 
NO 
NO 

YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 

YES 
NO 
NO 

YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 

NO 
YES 
YES 
YES 
YES 

NO 
NO 

YES 

AERIAL 
AERIAL 
AERIAL 
AERIAL 
AERIAL 
AERIAL 
SUBWAY 
SUBWAY 
AERIAL/N 
SUBWAY/ N 
SUBWAY 
SUBWAY/N 
SUBWAY/N 
SUBWAY/N 
SUBWAY 

AERIAL 
AERIAL 
AERIAL 
AERIAL 
AERIAL 
AERIAL 
AERIAL 
AERIAL 
AERIAL 
SUBWAY 
AERIAL 
AERIAL 
AERIAL 
AERIAL 
SUBWAY 

--------------------------------------------------------------
(1 ) Preliminary, subject to revision pending continuing 

studies. 
( 2) Station may be a e rial or at-grade depending on final 

route s e lection. 
(3) Stations are located on the south side of the Ventura 

Freeway unless noted by 'N' in which case the station 
is on the north side. 

Source: LACTC/Gruen Associates. 
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SETTING AND SCOPE OF THE EIR 

The proposed project is located in the City of Los Angeles and 
forms a part of a larger regional transit system. This segment 
of the system would serve the San Fernando Valley, linking it 
with Metro Rail service to downtown Los Angeles and beyond. 

The proposed project will traverse six City of Los Angeles 
community plan areas, including the communities of Canoga 
Park/Winnetka/ Woodland Hills; Encino/Tarzana; Van Nuys/North 
Sherman Oaks; Reseda/West Van Nuys; North Hollywood; and Sherman 
Oaks/Studio City/Toluca Lake. 

The entire project lies within a developed urban setting. As 
such it has the potential to create varying degrees of adverse 
environmental impacts. The following key impacts, as well a s 
others which may be identified during the formal environmental 
process, will be assessed in the EIR for this project: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

N~ise/vibration effects associated with rail transit 
operations. 

Circulation and parking effects, including cross­
street traffic conflicts, loss of existing street 
capacity, station access and possible spillover of 
station-area parking demand into nearby areas. 

Visual effects related to vehicles, an overhead 
catenary system (Burbank Branch LRT only), aerial 
(elevated) guideway structures and stations, and 
potential privacy effects. 

Land use effects including community and business 
disruption, property acquisition, and potential 
pressure for land use changes and economic impacts. 

Safety and security effects including pedestrian and 
vehicular accident potential, on-board security, and 
station-area security. 

o Recreation and parkland impacts, including potential 
partial acquisition or effects on adjac ent recreati on 
areas . 

o Construction impacts, including the t emporary closure 
of traffic l a nes , utility relocations, and noise a nd 
dust associated with heavy construction. 

Some of the probable impacts of these issue s can be mitigate d 
via the incorporation of specific d e sign and/ or operationa l 
f eatures. The EIR will discuss such mitiga tion measures and 
the ir effective ness in r educ ing the impacts. 
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EIR SCHEDULE 

The anticipated environmental review schedule is as follows: 

Issuance of Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR): 
October 2, 1989 

Public Review Period: October to Mid-November, 1989 (45 days) 

Public Hearing: Mid-November, 1989 

Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR): February, 1990 

2 . 0 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 

The following checklist of environmental issues complies with 
Section 15063 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
guidelines. 

12 
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2. 
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III. 

I 1. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 

Background 

Name of Proponent Los Angeles County Transportation Commission 

Address and Phone Number of Proponent 
Suite 500, Los Angeles, CA 90014 

403 West Eighth Street, 

(213) 626-0370 

Date of Checklist Submitted April 25. 1989 

Name of Proposal San Fernando Valley Rail Transit Project 

Environmental Impacts 
(Explanations of all answers are provided in Attachment A sheets.) 

Yes Maybe 

Earth. Will the proposal result in: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

Unstable earth conditions or in changes 
in geologic substructures? 

Disruptions, displacements, compaction 
or overcovering of the soil? 

Change in topography or ground surface 
relief features? 

The destruction, covering or modification 
of any unique geologic or physical 
features? 

Any increase in wind or water erosion of 
soils, either on or off the site? 

Changes in deposition or erosion of beach 
sands, or changes in siltation, deposition 
or erosion which may modify the channel of 
a river or stream or the bed of the ocean 
or any bay, inlet or lake? 

Exposure of people or property to geologic 
hazards such as earthquakes, landslides, 
mudslides , ground failure, or similar 
hazards? 

13 
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3 • 

Air. Will the proposal result in: 

a. Substantial air emissions or 
deterioration of ambient air 
quality? 

b. The creation of objectionable 
odors? 

c. Alteration of air movement, moisture, 
or temperature, or any change in 
climate, either locally or 
regionally? 

Water. Will the proposal result in: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

i. 

Changes in currents, or the course 
of direction of water movements, 
in either marine or fresh waters? 

Changes in absorption rates, drainage 
patterns, or the rate and amount of 
surface runoff? 

Alterations to the course or flow of 
flood waters? 

Change in the amount of surface water 
in any water body? 

Discharge into surface waters, or in 
any alteration of surface water 
quality, including but not limited 
to temperature, dissolved oxygen or 
turbidity? 

Alteration of the direction or rate of 
flow of ground waters? 

Change in the quantity of ground 
waters, either through direct 
additions or withdrawals, or through 
interception of an aquifer by cuts or 
excavations? 

Substantial reduction in the amount of 
water otherwise available for public 
water supplies? 

Exposure of people or property to water 
r e l ated hazards such as f looding or tidal 
waves? 

14 
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1· Yes Maybe No 
;, 

I 
4. Plant Life. Will the proposal result in: 

a. Change in the diversity of species, 
or number of any species of plants 

I (including trees, shrubs, grass, 
crops, and aquatic plants)? X 

I b. Reduction of the numbers of any 
unique, rare or endangered species 
of plants? X 

I c. Introduction of new species of plants 
into an area, or in a barrier to the 
normal replenishment of existing 

I species? x_ 

d. Reduction in acreage of any agricultural 

I 
crop? x_ 

5. Animal Life. Will the proposal result in: 

I a. Change in the diversity of species, 
or numbers of any species of animals 
(birds, land animals including reptiles, 

I fish and shellfish, benthic organisms 
or insects)? X 

I 
b. Reduction of the numbers of any unique, 

rare or endangered species of 
animals? x_ 

I c. Introduction of new species of animals 
into an area, or result in a barrier 
to the migration or movement of 

I 
animals? x_ 

d. Deterioration to existing fish or 

I 
wildlife habitat? X 

6 . Noise. Will the proposal result in: 

I a. Inc reases in existing noise 
lev els? _x_ 

I 
b. Exposure o f p e ople to s e vere noise 

leve ls? X 

I I 
I 
I 
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7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

Light and Glare. Will the proposal produce 
new light or glare? 

Land Use. Will the proposal result in a 
substantial alteration of the present 
or planned land use of an area? 

Natural Resources. Will the proposal result in: 

a. Increase in the rate of use of 
any natural resources? 

Risk of Upset. Will the proposal involve: 

a. A risk of an explosion or the release 
of hazardous substances (including, 
but not l i mited to, oil, pesticides, 
chemicals or radiation) in the event 
of an a ccident or upset 

b. 

conditions? 

Possible interference with an emergency 
response plan or an emergency evacuation 
plan? 

11. Population . Will the proposal alter 
the location, distribution, density, 
o r growth rate of the human population 
o f an area? 

12. Housing . Will the proposal affect 
e x isting housing, or create a demand 
for additi onal housing? 

13 . Trans portation/ Circulation. Will the 
proposal result in: 

a. 

b. 

c . 

d. 

Generation of substantial additional 
vehicula r movement? 

Effects on existing parking facilities, 
or d emand f or new parking? 

Substantial impact upon existing 
transportation systems? 

Alterations to present patterns of 
c irculation or movement of people 
and/ or goods ? 
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14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

Yes Maybe No 

e. 

f. 

Alterations to waterborne, rail 
or air traffic? 

Increase in traffic hazards to 
motor vehicles, bicyclists or 
pedestrians? 

Public Services. Will the proposal have 
an effect upon, or result in a need for new 
or altered governmental services in any 
of the following areas: 

a . 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

Fire protection? 

Police protection? 

Schools? 

Parks or other recreational 
facilities? 

Maintenance of public facilities, 
including roads? 

Other governmental services? 

Energy. Will the proposal result in: 

a. Use of substantial amounts of fuel 
or energy? 

b. Substantial increase in demand upon 
existing sources or energy, or require 
the development of new sources of 
energy? 

Utilities. Will the proposal result in a need for 
new systems, or substantial alterations to 
utilities: (See response) 

Human Health. Will the proposal result in: 

a. Creation of any health hazard or 
potential health hazard (excluding 
mental health)? 

b. Exposure of people to potential 
health hazards? 

17 
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18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

Aesthetics. Will the proposal result in the 
obstruction of any scenic vista or view open 
to the public, or will the proposal result in 
the creation of an aesthetically offensive site 
open to public view? 

Recreation. Will the proposal result in an 
impact upon the quality or quantity of 
existing recreational opportunities? 

Cultural Resources. 

a. Will the proposal result in the 
alteration of or the destruction of 
a prehistoric or historic 
archaeological site? 

b. Will the proposal result in adverse 
physical or aesthetic effects to 
a prehistoric or historic building, 
structure, or object? 

c . Does the proposal have the potential to 
cause a physical change which would 
affect unique ethnic cultural 
values? 

d. Will the proposal restrict e xisting 
religious or sacred uses within the 
potential impact area? 

Mandatory Findings of Significance . 

a . Does the project have the potential 
to degrade the qua lity of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish 
or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self 
susta i ning levels, threaten to eliminate 
a plant or animal community, reduce 
the numbe r or r e strict the range of a 
rare or endangered plant or animal 
or eliminate important examples of the 
major periods of California history 
or prehistory? 
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b. 

c. 

d. 

Yes Maybe 

Does the project have the potential to 
achieve short-term, to the disadvantage of 
long-term, environmental goals? (A short-
term impact on the environment is one 
which occurs in a relatively brief, definitive 
period of time while long-term impacts will 
endure well into the future). 

Does the project have impacts which are 
individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? (A project may impact on two 
or more separate resources where the impact 
on each resource is relatively small, but 
where the effect of the total of those 
impacts on the environment is significant). 

Does the project have environmental effects 
which will cause substantial adverse effects 
on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? X 

I III. Discussion of Environmental Evaluation 
(Narrative description of environmental impacts). 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

IV. 

See Attachment A 

Determination 
(To be completed by the Lead Agency). 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant 
effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be 
prepared. 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant 
effect on the environment, there will not be a significant effect in 
this case because the mitigation measures described on an attached 
sheet have been added to the project. A NEGATIVE DECLARATION WILL 
BE PREPARED. 

I find the proposed 
environmenti a~an 

/Jl1/ t----
L/- J.l-f7 

Date 

project MAY have a significant effect on the 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

Neil Peterson 
Executive Director 
Los Angeles County 
Transportation Commission 

19 
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Attachment A 
SAN FERNANDO VALLEY RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT 

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 

Responses to "Yes", "Maybe", and "No" Answers: 

1. Earth 

a. Maybe. Portions of all alternatives would be built under 
properties and streets using both tunnel and cut-and-cover 
methods of construction. Rock and alluvium are expected to 
be encountered and removed during excavation. Tunnels and 
subsurface stations would change the geologic substructure. 
The EIR will examine the geotechnical impacts of the exca­
vations, including substructure changes, slope stability, 
soil and rock removal and the potential for subsidence of 
surface soils over tunneling activity. 

b. Yes: Alternatives that would be situated on an embankment 
or below existing grade would require earthwork and would 
constitute a disruption or displacement of the soil. Paving 
of undeveloped areas for parking lots would also represent 
a disruption . 

c. No: Topographic or ground surface relief feature changes 
would be minor in sloped portions of the corridors, the 
insignificant changes need not be analyzed further in the 
EIR. 

d. No: Construction of any of the rail transit alternatives 
would not involve destruction, covering, or modification of 
any unique geologic or physical features. 

e. Maybe: Earthwork required for the construction of any 
alternative may create the potential for soil erosion during 
the construction period. The EIR will examine the erosion 
potential and recommend erosion control measures. 

f. No: None of the rail transit alternatives would alter the 
deposition or erosion of beach sands, or change siltation, 
deposition or erosion which would modify a river or stream 
or bed of the ocean or bay, inlet or lake. 

g. Maybe: There may be the potential for damage resulting from 
possible surface soil subsidence over those alternatives 
which involve tunneling. The EIR will examine the issue and 
recommend mitigation, if needed. 
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Attachment A (cont'd.) 
SAN FERNANDO VALLEY RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT 

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 
Responses to "Yes", "Maybe", and "No" Answers: 

2. Air 

a. Maybe: The rail transit project would potentially create a 
beneficial impact to regional air quality by diverting 
vehicular trips to transit. However, any of the rail 
transit alternatives could potentially create localized "hot 
spots" around stations where slight increases in air 
emissions would occur. In addition, a temporary, construc­
tion-related increase in air emissions may occur from use of 
heavy construction equipment. Potential increases in dust 
emissions during construction activities are expected to be 
controlled by watering the soil. 

b. No: None of the rail transit alternatives would create 
significant objectionable odors. 

c. No: None of the rail transit alternatives would alter air 
movement, moisture, or temperature, or change climate, 
either locally or regionally. 

3. Water 

a. No: It is not anticipated that any of the rail transit 
alternatives would affect the direction of water movements . 

b . No: The paving of undeveloped areas to create surface 
parking lots for any of the rail transit alternatives would 
insignificantly increase the impervious surface area. 

c. No: Both of the route alternatives traverse portions of 
floodplains but none of the rail transit alternatives would 
alter the course or flow of floodwaters. 

d. No: None of the rail transit alternatives would increase 
or decrease the amount of surface water in any water body. 

e. No: The project does not include any element(s) that would 
be discharged into surface waters or that would alter 
surface water quality. 

f. Maybe: The direction or rate of ground water flow could be 
altered by any alternative that would require significant 
cuts below grade in specific areas with a high water table . 
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Attachment A (cont'd.) 
SAN FERNANDO VALLEY RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT 

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 
Responses to "Yes", "Maybe", and "No" Answers: 

3. Water (cont'd) 

g. Maybe: Subway alternatives could alter the quantity of 
ground waters through interception of an aquifer by cuts or 
excavations. 

h. No: The project would not include any element(s) that would 
reduce the amount of water available for public water 
supplies. 

i. 

4 • 

No: Because the rail transit alternatives would not contain 
water and would not affect the flow of floodwaters, the 
project is not expected to expose people or property to 
water related hazards. 

Plant Life 

a. Maybe: Although all alternatives would be developed in an 
urban area, there may be some plant species along each route 
that would be disrupted or removed during construction. 
This is particulary applicable to the biological resources 
in Bull Creek east of Balboa Boulevard with the Burbank 
Branch alternatives. 

b . Maybe: See response to 4a. 

c. No: The project would introduce landscaping along portions 
of some of the routes but it is not anticipated that this 
vegetation would introduce new species of plants into an 
area. 

d. No: None of the project alternatives would result in a 
reduction of acreage of any agricultural crop. 

5 . Animal Life 

a. Maybe: See response to 4a. 

b. No: There are no state or federally designated rare , 
threatened, or endangered animal species located along the 
route alternative corridors. 
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Attachment A (cont'd.} 
SAN FERNANDO VALLEY RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT 

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 
Responses to "Yes", "Maybe", and "No" Answers: 

5. Animal Life (cont'd) 

c. No: The project would not include any element(s) that would 
introduce new species of animals into an area. 

d. Maybe: See response to 4a. 

6. Noise 

a. Yes: Each of the rail transit alternatives would result in 
increases in existing noise levels at station locations, at 
at-grade crossings ( Burbank LRT Alternative-depending on 
crossing controls) , and along the entire route in areas 
particularly sensitive to noise such as residential 
neighborhoods. 

b. Maybe: The use of certain types of construction equipment 
could potentially expose people adjacent to the construction 
site to substantial increases in noise levels during some 
construction periods. Such construction will adhere to City 
of Los Angeles ordinances affecting construction equipment 
noise and hours of operation. It is not anticipated that 
operation of the project, after incorporation of mitigation 
measures, would expose people to adverse noise levels. 

7. Light and Glare 

Yes: New sources of light and glare would be created by any 
of the rail transit alternatives for parking and operation of 
stations and by aerial sections and stations in residential 
areas . 

8. Land Use 

Yes: Rail transit alternatives would require the acquisition 
of property which would alter the present land use of the 
area. The potential also exists for rail transit to create 
potential land use changes; however, actual zoning changes 
can only be approved by the City of Los Angeles . 

9. Natural Resources 

a. No: The rate of use of any natural resource would not b e 
increase d significantly as a result of this project. 
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Attachment A (cont'd.) 
SAN FERNANDO VALLEY RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT 

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 
Responses to "Yes'', "Maybe", and "No" Answers: 

10. Risk of Upset 

a . Maybe: Safety measures would be implemented to reduce the 
likelihood of conflicts, but it is possible that conflicts 
could occur between rail transit and automobiles or other 
vehicles (as is currently the case at existing rail 
crossings) which could constitute a risk of upset. 

b. No: No impacts to local emergency response or evacuation 
plans are anticipated . 

11. Population 

Maybe: E<"".:h of the rail transit alternatives could alter 
the location, distribution, density, or growth rate of the 
human population due to greater transportation access to the 
areas served by the selected route. The rail transit system, 
particularly in station areas, may encourage more intensive 
commercial and/or residential development. Many of these 
factors, however, are dependent on growth and land use 
planning policies of the City of Los Angeles. 

·12 . Housing 

Maybe: Some residential displacement may occur with 
construction of any of the rail transit alternatives. 

13. Transportation 

a . 

b. 

c. 

d. 

Yes: Each of the rail transit alternatives would generate 
additional vehicular movement in highly localized areas to 
and from station locations. 

Yes: Each of the rail transit alternatives would create a 
demand for new parking facilities at rail transit stations. 

Yes : Some increase in vehicular traffic can be expecte d 
around stations during peak periods and during cons truc tio n 
of the rail transit system. 

Yes: The proposed rail transit alternatives would alter 
the present pattern of circulation as a result of traffic 
traveling to and from station locations. 

24 

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 
I 
I 
1 · 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Attachment A (cont'd.} 
SAN FERNANDO VALLEY RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT 

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 
Responses to "Yes", "Maybe", and "No" Answers: 

13. Transportation (cont'd) 

e. No: It is assumed that the Burbank Branch line will be 
abandoned by Southern Pacific in the future . 

f. Maybe: Safety criteria of agencies that have control over 
safety would be implemented at at-grade crossings associated 
with the Burbank Branch LRT Alternative (such as speed 
reductions, crossing gates, bells, and traffic signal 
lights). Despite these measures, it is possible for 
conflicts to occur between rail transit vehicles and 
pedestrians or motorists. 

14. Public Services 

a. Maybe : See l0a. 

b. Maybe : Although transit 
available, existing police 
enhanced. 

security personnel would 
protection may have to 

be 
be 

c. Maybe: The walking patterns of school childre n ma y be 
altered by the Burbank Branch LRT alternative. Such 
pedestrian routes would only be allowe d at protected 
crossings of the rail line. 

d. Yes: Parkland would be used in the following locations for 
rail transit right-of-way: Burbank Branch Alternatives would 
affect the little league fields north of Pierce College and 
portions of the Sepulveda Basin recreation area; Ventura 
Freeway Alternatives would affect portions of the Sepulved a 
Basin recre ation area around Hayvenhurst Avenue. 

e. No: None of the alternatives would affect maintenance of 
public facilities including roads . 

f. No: None of the rail transit alternatives would affect a ny 
other governmental services. 
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Attachment A (cont'd.) 
SAN FERNANDO VALLEY RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT 

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 
Responses to "Yes", "Maybe", and "No" Answers: 

15. Energy 

a. Yes: The project will result in the increased use of 
electrical energy. Gasoline consumption is expected to 
decrease from reduced automobile usage, which has the 
potential to offset the increased use of electricity needed 
to operate the transit system. 

b. No: Operation of any of the rail transit alternatives may 
result in an increase in electrical use but the demand is 
not expected to be substantial nor is the demand expected 
to require the development of new sources of energy . 

16. Utilities 

Yes: Construction of any of the rail transit alternatives 
may require the relocation of utilities. Electrical utility 
substations will also be required to provide electric powe r 
to the transit system. 

17 . Human Health 

a. No: The project would not include any element(s) that would 
create a health hazard or a potential health hazard. 

b . No: The project would not include any element(s) that would 
expose people to potential health hazards. 

18. Ae sthetics 

Yes: The introduction of the overhead catenary system with 
the Burbank Branch LRT Alternatives will cre ate a new visual 
element for that route. Elevated guideways and stations of 
all alternatives will affect vistas, potentially create 
s ha dow effects on adjacent properties, and affect privacy of 
adjac ent properties. 

1 9 . Recre ation 

Yes: See 14d. 
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Attachment A (cont'd.) 
SAN FERNANDO VALLEY RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT 

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 
Responses to "Yes", "Maybe", and "No" Answers: 

20 . Cultural Resources 

a. No: Based on a review of existing data, it is not expected 
that construction of any of the rail transit alternatives 
would affect undiscovered prehistoric or historic 
archaeological sites which may be present in the Sepulveda 
Basin. Coordination with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
regarding this issue will be maintained throughout the 
environmental process. 

b. No: It is not expected that any of the rail trans it 
alternatives would affect the physical or aesthetic 
environment of a prehistoric or historic resource. 

c. Maybe: Measures to facilitate pedestrian crossings of the 
Burbank Branch LRT Alternative transit tracks would be 
implemented at at-grade crossing locations. It is possible 
that implementation of the transit system, with the 
introduction of fenced right-of-way in some locations and 
the freque ncy with which the vehicles would pass, could 
still affect walking patterns of individuals during 
religious periods. 

d . Maybe: The Burbank Branch Alternatives pass by religious 
institutions which may be affected by noise and/ or vibration 
generated from the rail transit vehicles, as well a s 
potential inconvenience in walking to religious service s. 

21. Mandatory Findings of Significance 

a. No: None of the rail transit alternatives would reduce the 
number of rare or endangered plants or animals. It is also 
not anticipated that the projec t would substantially reduce 
the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildl i fe populati on to drop below self sustaining levels, 
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal comrnuni ty, or 
elimina te important examples of the major periods o f 
California history or prehistory . 

b. No: While short-te rm impac ts during construc tion may be 
significant, the project will assist in the long-term goal 
of crea ting a balanced transportation s y s t e m, with attendant 
contributions to air quality, transportation cho ice, and 
possible energy savings. 

c . No: The effec ts d e t e rmine d to be insignific ant would not 
hav e the potential to cumulatively affec t the environment 
in a s ignifica nt manne r . 
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Attachment A (cont'd.) 
SAN FERNANDO VALLEY RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT 

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 
Responses to "Yes", "Maybe", and "No" Answers: 

21. Mandatory Findings of Significance {cont'd) 

I 
I 
I 
I 

d . Maybe: Each of the rail transit alternatives may produce 
environmental effects which could cause substantial adverse I 
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. 
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IT• TI OF CALIFORNIA-OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH 

GEORGE 0EUl(MEJl.t.N. c;o..,mo, 

1
1.00 TENTH STREET 
$.t.CP•MENTO, CA 9581' 
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DATE: 

TO: 

RE: 

!\lay 1, 1989 

Re~iewing Agencies 

The County of Los Angeles' NOP for 
San Fernando Valley Trai l Transit Project 
SCH# 89050304 

Attached for your comment is the County of Los Angeles' Notice of Preparation of a draft 
En\·iron ne:1:al I1:1pact Report (EIR) for the San Fernando Valley Trail Transit project. 

Responsible agencies must transmit their concerns and ccmnents on the scope 
and conte~t o: the EIR, focusing on specific info:rmation rela-:ed to t.hei~ 
own S""..arutory responsibility, within 30 days of receipt of this notice. We 
encourage co~~enting agencies to respond to this notice and e.~press their 
concer~s e.s.:~y in tbe environme.~t.11 review process. 

Steve Lantz 
Los Angeles County 
Trirn5i t Com r.1 issi on 
..\ 0 3 \\ . 8th Street, Suite 500 
Los Angeles, CA 90014 

with a copy to t:ie Office of Planning and Research. Please re::e!" to the SC'.-: 
number no-ced a::ove in all correspondence concerning this project. 

If you bave any ~ues-ci'cr:s about t::ie review process, call 
at 916/ 445-0613. 

Garrett Ashle y 

I Sincerely, 

1<J2~✓--- ~ 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Iavid C. Nunen..~~P 
Chief 
Office of Pe:-mit Assistance 

At-ca.chments 

C
,.,. -· Steve Lan tz 
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L ~ 0 1· C . ,-..,. '--'• . 
May 2 , 1939 

Rr,rr,:,, _ ; - ...... ~ •. e ~; 

~{CHAY -3 !!: JI: 44 
.-.' ROFJLMED 

17835 VENTURA BLVD SUITE 104 

ENCINO . CALIFORNIA 91316 
1816) 3.!5-830Q • 1213) 873-6656 

-'10y IN RMC 
Mr. Steve Lan t z, Community Rel at i ons Ma nager 
Los Angeles County Transportation Conmiission 
403 West Ei ghth Street #500 

Certified Ma il-Retur n Recei pt 
Requested 

L~ s Angeles, Ch 90014 

~~i<::~ : \ 1cto ry Associates & Warner Square 

[)ear t1r. Lantz : 

·~ ~==-~ s~: ~e:t proper ties are a1onq t he li ne of t he Southern 
Pacific Burbank Branch Route. We are-in receipt of your Notice 
Af Dre □arati on where it expresses the (SP ) route will be an aeri a7 

mute betv;eer, Desot o and Canoga on the :io r tn side of Victory 1·,here 
tne prooe rties are situate~. I a~ ~riting to yoJ for two reasons: 

l. ~e would like t o be infor~ed of any transit upda t es 
in tne San Fernando Va l ley ra il transit project. 
:-•_ ;:-. .:0n,.z:.tic:0 yoJ r.ave c,· t:·,:-: r,ro ~0s €':~ 2.e1·i2. l 2sy::~: , 
so 1••P ma v kno1·: ho1-: it might affect our properties, suer, 
G ~ r r ' '. i r ,- i t \-. i ll b'? . 

Sincerely , 

f I 

Jj__.J 

. I ; f·' , - --::-J.) _) '. 

, f l f J I : • . 1--

1 
.. · ' _.../ 

OEV::L OP:::::> • C OMME=lC A _ • IN::JUST RIAL 

/ 

-1 · I 
~- I 

.' ,' '~, J : 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA-TH£ RESOURCES AGENCY GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN, Gowrnor 

I 
@I 

I 

")EPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 
. 0. BOX 942B96 

SACRAMENTO 94296-0001 

(916 ) 445-8006 

:, 4 198S 

Mr. Steve Lantz 
Community Relations Manager 
Los Angeles County Transportation Commissi on 
403 W. Ei ghth Street , Su i t e 500 
Los Angeles, CA 90014 

Dear Mr. Lantz: 

NOI for D:IR on Sa n Fernando 
Va l ley Rail Transit Proj ect 

L.t., C. Tr~ r, . - . 
n ecoive d 

JS83 HAY - 8 M' l!J: I ,., G 

MICROFILMED 
COPY IN RMC 

Thank you for t he opportun i ty to comment on the referen ced document . 

Item 20.a , page 27 of the Environmenta l Checklist Fo nn , i ndicates t hat 
"Coordinat i on l': i t L, ti1e U.S. Army Corps of Engineers regarding t his iss u!:: (o f 
prehistoric or '1istoric archeolog ical sites) will be maintained throug ho ut the 
environmental process ." 

\·.' e \•JJui J i i.,~ ~ J knJ\'/ what the current or future i nvo1 vement of t he CO~ i n 
t his undertaking consists of. If the COE is or may be involved as a permit­
granting agency , t he appli cability of Section 106 of t he National Histor ic 
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, to this undertaki ng should be 
investigated as soon as possi ble. 

If you have any questi ons concer ni ng our request, please co nt act Hans 
Kreutzberg of t1is off ice at your convenience. 

Sincerely, 

Kathr yn Gualtieri 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
Office of Historic Preservation 

D-6339H 

cc: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Los Angel es 
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STATE OF CAUFORN:A- HEALTH AND WELFARE AGENO 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES 
()XIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL DIVISION (REGION 3) 
)5 N, SAN FERNANDO BOULEVARD, SUITE 300 

dUABANK, CA 91504 

Mr. steve Lantz 

MtCROFf! r,4 :-r-: - . . ·-. 

I ,. C -· ,, -.,· ;.:,, : : . :_,. _ 
r ... r r, . . . - . ' 

\ - ..., CI \ ' :.: G 

GEORGE DEUl(ME.JIAN, Go...,mor 

Los An;Jeles camty Transportation Ccmnis.sion 
403 West 8th street, Suite 500 
Los An;Jeles, CA 90014 

Dear Mr. Lantz : 

SAN FERNANIXl VAf.lEi RAIL TRANSIT moJECT, ~ OiECKLIST, A..r:filL 
1989 

'Ihe Risk of Upset section of the subject Ernrironrrental Cllecklist has 
identifie:i the possibility of an explosion or the release of hazardous 
substances. As such, I sugJest the Los Angeles County Transp:lrtation 
COmmission perform, if not already done so, a historical records search to 
identify any hazardous waste facilities whim may exist or nay have existed 
on properties alo03 the p:ropose::1 construction ro.rtes. 

By law, hazardous waste facilities are defined as those entities that 
treat, transfer, store, dispose or recycle hazardous waste. 

All files in our office are arran:Je::l by facility name arrl are available for 
review. Active hazardous waste facilities can be looked. up in the RCRA 
Generator List. '!his list is also available in our office for review. 
Abardoned hazardous waste facilities can be looked up in the Expen:l.iture 
Plan for the Hazardous SUbstances Cleanup Borrl Act of 1989, or the Cortese 
List . Both of these lists are availabl e for p.rrchase (forms enclose:J.) . I r. 
the absence of a facility name, a facility address may be looked up in our 
Abardoned Site Program Information System (ASPIS) carp.1ter print.rut. ASPIS 
is a list of p:,tential hazardous waste sites, arrl is also available in our 
office for review. 

County health departroents arrl the Regional water Q.lality Control Board nay 
also have files on hazardous waste facilities or sites that eYist alo~ the 
p:ropose::1 construction ro.rtes. 

If ya.i have any questions please call me at (818) 567-3073. 

MB:rnb 

Enclosure 

/-Y!iz~P-
~lissa BcxRs, Proj~ 
Site Assessment Unit 
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I 

ORDER FORM FOR JANUARY 198~ EXPENDITURE PLAN I 
The "Expenditure Plan for the Hazardous Substance Cleanup 
Bond Act of 1984, Revised January 198ij (originally published ~ 
January 1985), Revision No. 3 11 is now available. .I 
The cost for the two volume report is $45.00 which includes 
handling and postage. I 
Please complete the fonl1 below e1111l i.i,ail ·,.i t~1 your ch~ck o.:-
rnoney order to the address indicated below. Checks should I 
be t:.a ::ie payable to: State of Ca lifornia 

Y.ail to: Departnent of General Services 
Documents and Publications 
4675 Watt Avenue 
North Highlands, CA 9566 0 
(916) 973-3700 

------------------------------------------------------------
Please send 

Ordere:i by: 

____ copy(s ) of the January 198~ Expenditure 
Plan. Stock Item No. 7540-958-1019-1 

Nar.,e 

Address 

City ________ ____ state ______ _ 

Zip Code 

Amount Enclosed: Check $ --------Money Order $ _______ _ 

Made Payable to : State of California 

Cost per copy: $45.00 
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. vtOIIG£ C)EUl(ME.J!,A. N, Go,..rt>O ' 
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:TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL DIVISION (REGION 3) ~ 
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.JRBANK, CA 91504 

To vboe it aay eoneern : 

tb• •J<uard.ous Vute and Substances Sites List. Pursuant to Al> 3570• h 
available fr011 : 

Covernor's Office of Planning and ~~s~er=h 
AIT : Lynn Valters 
1400 10th Street 
looi: 150 
Sacr&Aento, CA 95814 

The 11': vu cocr,,iled (July , 1987) vith infonution froit tile State Water 
Resource, ac>ard , tile California Vas t e K.anage~ent !oard a.nd tile State 
~part.=e n: of Hea l t h Services . The cost per copy h $60. 00. To obta in a 
copy provide the folloving : 

foia.i:e : -------------------------------
Street Address : --------------------------
C 1 ty , State, Zip Code : ----------------------
N 1..t11 o er of Copies : ___ x $60 .00 - _____ (total ) 

and a check or aoney order for the tot&l . 

If you have further questions regarding th~ list co" t act Christi~• ~line at 
(9H , 313 - 7-.80 . 



I 
STA TE OF CA LIFORN:t- .. . ,. _,... GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN. Governor 

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
ECS hi.'f l 8 · .. :o 2 ~ 

t✓,l CROFiLf.'1tD 

~ I (;:~:; 
S05 VAN NESS AVEN :.JE 

'I FRANCISC O. CA 9-4102-3298 

COPY IN Rf..~C \$WI 
May 15, 1989 

Steve Lantz 
Los Angeles County Transit Commission 
403 w. 8th Street, Suite 500 
Los Angeles, CA 90014 

Subject: California Public Utilities Commission Response to 
NOP for San Fernando Valley Rail Transit Project 
(SCH #89050304) 

Dear Mr. Lantz, 

The California Public Utilities Commission's (CPUC) staff has 
reviewed the above-mentioned NOP. The CPUC has jurisdiction over 
aspects of project options including: side and overhead structure 
clearances (Genera l Order 26-C); interlocking plants (Genera l 
Order 33-B); construction and maintenance of at-grade crossings 
of railroads with public streets (General Order 72-B); protection 
of crossings at grade with roads (General Order 75 - C); 
construction and maintenance of walkways adjacent to trackage 
(Genera l Order 118); and the design, construction and operation 
of light rail transit systems including streetcar operations 
(General Ordedr 143). 

\\ e appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed project . 
If you have any questions regarding this comment, please call Roy 
Lathrop at (415) 557-1429. 

Sincerely, l 
111

1/""' .~0~ Lcf1/~ ~ ' \ V 
Geotge Hef~n 
Env1ronment~l Program Manager 
Environmen~l Section 
Commission Advisory and Compliance Division 

cc: State Clearinghouse 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD~ c· -;· ~-
, OS ANGELES REGION 'r· ,:~·-:>.: . -_"~. 

SOUTH BROADWAY, SU ITE 4027 
-JS ANGELES, CALIFORN IA 90012-4 596 
(2131 620-4460 

MICROFILMED 

GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN , Governor 

May 12, 1989 COPY IN RMC File : 700. 300 

Steve Lantz , Community Relations Manager 
Los Angeles County 
Transportati o ~ Commision 
4 03 W. 8th St., Suite 500 
Los Angeles , CA 900 1 4 

NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) 
FOR THE SAN FERNANDO VALLEY RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT; SCH# 89050304: 
SAN FERNANDO VALLEY 

We have r eviewed the subject document regarding the proposed 
pro jec t, and have the following comments: 

Based on the informati on provided, we recommend the following: 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

We have n o further comments at this time. 

The proposed project should address the attached 
comments . 

Negative Declaration. See attached comments. 

Mitigated Negative Declaration. See attached comments. 

EIR. See attached information on scope and content. 

Thank you for this opportunity to review your document . If you h ave 
any questions , please contact Rafael Rubalcava at (213) 620-3188. 

AN~FELL 
Environmental Specialist IV 

cc: David Nunenkamp, State Clearinghouse 

Att~chment( s) : EIR 



LANTZ/89050304 
Page 1 

1. The Draft EIR must include the following: 

~c. 

~d. 

Draft EIR 
(09/09/88) 

Description of the proposed project . 

Description of the present environmental setting 
of the project site. 

An estimate of the quantities of wastewaters to be 
contributed to the sanitary sewer system and the 
treatment plant that will serve the proposed 
development. The DEIR must demonstrate that t he 
sanitary sewer system will have adequate capacity 
t o collect, transport, treat and dispose of the 
additional flow in a satisfactory manner. 

An analysis of the cumulative flows generated by 
all proposed, pending and approved projects withi n 
the service area of the designated treatment plant. 
If expansion of the treatment plant facilities will 
be required to meet projected wastewater demand, th e 
DEIR must demonstrate that additional capacity will 
be available prior to new connections for proposed 
development. 

Description of the quantity, quality, and location 
of discharges other than to the sanitary sewer 
system. The impacts of these discharges on 
groundwater and receiving water quality must be 
discussed. 
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MWO 
METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT Of SOUTHERN CALlfORNIA 

Mr. St eve Lantz 
Community Relations Manager 
Lo s Ange l es C~unty 

Transpo r tation Commission 
4 03 West Eigh th Street, Suite 500 
Los Angeles, Cal ifornia 90014 

Dear Mr. Lantz: 

LJ, .-~'., --: · (~ 
r.. . . 

I : ~= r: :. · 

1959 /·j;\ Y 2 3 /" iQ· I <:: I , • ,. . C' 

MAY 2 2 1989 

Sa n Fernando Valley Rail Transit Project (Burbank Branch 
~lt e rna tive & Ventura Freewav Alternative) 

We have reviewed your Notice of Preparation for the 
proj ect identified above. The comments herein represent our 
response t o your proposed action a s a Responsible Agency under 
the Cal i f o rnia Environmenta l Qual ity Act. 

Our review indicates that Metropolitan's Sepulveda 
Feede r is w~ t hiD the proposed proj e c t area . 

In order to avoid possible conflicts , we r equest that 
prints of plans for any construction or oth er activity in the 
a r ea of Metropolitan' s facilities and rights-of-way be submitted 
f o r our review and written approv al. You may obtain prints of 
detailed drawings of Me tropol i t an 's facilities and rights-o f-way 
by contacting Mr. James E. Hale , Senior Engineering Technician , 
a t ( 213) 250 - 6564. 

TJR/ ms 

Very truly yours, 

~~q-;-' .'~::::::---
Roberta . Seltz, 
Enviro nme ntal Branch Head 



MV'r:1t'"!' r/r-n 
Los Angeles Unified School District~ 

LEO\'ARD \1 BRITTO' 
Su,'l~nntt'mlt-n: of Sd .. -... . • 

New Facilities Division 

Environmental Review File 

_J ·'"" · · ~ 

( ' .;/ : · ! 

...., I , ( • c~ 
BO\'\' IE R J.\\l l5 
Dnwon .'\dm ir'lls :,~r1•1 

ROBERT J \' ICCn1 
D1rtt"tor uf Rr ;,/ Eit:;itf" 

San Fernando Valley Rail Transit 
1359 NA r 2 2 

,:::; I! : ~ r 
'- ,..; 

May 17, 1989 

Steve Lantz 
Community Relations Manager 
Los A'lssles Count:: TranspcrtatioT'. Commission 
403 ~est Eighth Street, Suite 500 
Los Angeles, CA 90014 

Dea r Mr. Lan:z: 
Re: San Fernando Valley Rail East -West 

Transit Project. 

Tha:.}: yo·..: f or p r oviding us the opportunity to comment on the scope and cor.tent 
of the environmental impact report for the above-referenced project. 

The Initial Study, in its environmental checklist form (at 14 c), ind icates 
tha t schools ~ be impacted , commenting that the walking patterns of 
schoolchildren may be altered by t he Burbank Branch LRT alternat ive . Our 
revie~ of the routes and alternatives indicates t hat both of the routes, as 
we ll a s several of the proposed stations , are close to several of our schools . 
As ide f~o~ ~alk ing patterns (which fal l s under our category of -major concer r. , 
safety) , schoolchildren and staff will be impacted by proj ect noise , 
construction , traff i c and parking. Please change the checklist and subsequent 
cor.,r:1e:: ~~ t o ref l ect this definite ir.ipact . 

Of al l the potential adverse impact of the San Fernando Valley Rail East-West 
Transit Project, those relating to the safety of students are of prime concern 
to us. Attached as Appendix I t o this letter is a l i st prepared by Schoo l 
Traff ic and Safety Education Section entitled "SAFETY CONSIDERATI ONS FOR THE 
LIGHT RAIL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STUDY." Though it was prepared in response to 
the El R for the Long Beach Corridor of the Light Rail , it is equally 
applicable f or this project. We hope t he EIR will address these items. 

Another potential impact which concerns us greatly is noise. We want to 
ensure that project noise not unduly interfere with the teaching/ learning 
environment of our schools. We therefore request that the environmental 
impact report provide measurements of ambient no i se at schools which are 
located close t o proposed r outes o r stations. These measurements should be 
taken during the planning process so as to precise l y anticipate and mitigate 
future noise levels at these sensitive receptors. 

Measurements should be taken both in a classroom, and outside the school, i n 
areas which are located closest to the project noise . Measurements should be 
taken again at the same locations upon completion of the project t o ensure 
adequate mitigation. Please coordinate the measuring of ambient noise with 
the Chief Safety Officer of the School District, Susie Wong, at (213) 742 -
7371. 
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It would be helpful 
each route, you could 
mile of the project. 

for our comments 
list the schools 

and planning if, for each station and 
which are located within one-quarter 

If we can provide you with information to facilitate your preparation of the 
draft EIR, please contact Elizabeth Harris of this office at (213) 742-7581. 

711 /Jl.___ours , ___ 

} Rob!:frt J . 1'.iccw:-, 
DirJ.ctor of Rea l Estate 

c : Don Rector 
Sus i e Wong 

Attachment 
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COPY IN RMC 

Los Angeles County Transportation Commission 
403 West Eight h Str eet, Suite 500 
Los Angel e ~, Ca lifornia 90014 

Attn: Mr. Steve Lan tz 

Dear Mr. Lantz, 

I have reviewed your two (2) 
Va l ley Rail Transi t Pro ject. 
facilities on a ny route. 

If you h ave an y quest i ons or 
col 1 rnE a t ( 714 ) 874-8860. 

Yours Trul y 
_; _,., 

~ 'w-----.... ~ 1.-V\., \..L., --c-r 
Lyn~ Durrett · 
US Sp~1nt □s= En ~1nee~ 

proposed routes for the San Fernando 
I find no conflict from a ny US Sprint 

future plans , please do not hesita te to 
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SAN FERNANDO VALLEY RAIL TRANSl'l' PROJECT 

Statement on the Notice of Preparation 

Sena.tor Alan Robbins 
Councilman Marvin Braude 

Revised May 26, 1989 

L ,_,o I (C:::>::>4 

The decision of the Los Angeles County Transportation Commission to post­

pone, until March 1990, any action on the next rail project to be funded is 

appreciated. It gives time for the San Fernando Valley Rail Project Environ· 

mental Impact Report to be completed and restores the cha.nee that the Valley , 

with its 1. 3 million population, will obtain the rail transit line it needs and 

deserves and that the residential community of the Valley will be protectec.. 

In s 1...:mmary i the I.,ACTC n:t:s t commence the foUO\-.ir.g actions immediately to 

provide an adequate EIR and to preserve our future ability to make the best 

possible decision for the Valley: 

1. Assure that fully effective mitigation, consistent with reasonable 

ecor.orr.y, is included tc assu~e the b es~ p ossibiE: al'l:erna:ives v.ithi :-i 

likely funding. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Pursue discussions with the Army Corps of Engineers and all other 

responsible agencies to make possible the use of the Sepulveda. 

Basin for a transfer center. 

Assess coordination with all other transit modes serving each alter­

native. 

So long as there is full community mitigation, assess the redesign of 

the North Hollywood Metro Rail Station to provide compatibility with 

the through-running Metro Rail service o-ption. 

Assure that the only manner in which the Burbank Branch route 

£\lignment can be used is if there is a true subway confi~ration on 

st least the 3 .6 mile segment between the Hollywood Freeway and 
Hazeltine Avenue, -...itr e sho.ft in the centr-sl portion it t l~ast 25 

feet below ground going under the T ujun~ ,,·ss h e.nd ~ ! ~.\.:!·( · :s 

ful l mitigation on any s egment of the proposed 7 .6 nnle extens1or. 
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frcrn the North Hollywood Metro Rail station to Balboa Bouleva.:rd 

that is adjacent to a residential neighborhood. 

Presuming that full mitigation is assured, pursue discussions with 

Southern Pacific Transportation Company for acquisition or option­

ing of the Burbank Branch to assure that this alternative is not 

precluded. Planning and construction of the proposed exten:siun 

should only procE>ed west to Balboa Boulevard. if trJs plan is 

adopted, as there is no community consen6us in place or obtai...~e.ble 

with.in the current decision timetable for a route with a.dequ2.te 

mitigation for any segment west of the Sepulveda Basin . Once e 

llr.e to Balboa Boulevard is built, then service to Warner Ce:-: trr 

could be provided by express bus between Balboa Boulevard and 

\•iarr,er Center (alon€; Victory Boulevard). The combined ex;::::--2ss 

bus-Metro Rail service across the Valley could provide a sr.or: er 

cress -Valley t ravet time, due to the faster Metro Rail trair., th.a::1 

c~ssir.g fror:r. \'l'arne!' Center to North Hollywood v ia a light :-2....'...:. 

trolley, No train route should be planned or constructed west of 

t!-~e Sepulveda Be.sin so long as th1::r1:: is subs to.r,titil cc::nrr.'J.r.i::,; 

opposition to the r oute under consideration. 

The EIR Notice of Preparation reflects the many years of study and public 

input on rail transit in the Valley. It narrows the choice to two routes , 

along the Ventura Freeway or along the Southern Pacific Burbank Branc:i. It 

r etains wide technology options, including light rail, heavy r ail , ad\·a:--:.ced 

light rail , monorail, and magnetic levitation. 

While we firmly believe that some options are better for the Valley, it is 

inappropriate for LAC TC to make a final decision until the EIR is completed . 

However, certain actions are necessary ~ to ensure that the EIR fu lly 

explores and compares the most appropriate options . 
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Valley residents have clearly indicated that any roil line must be full,~ miti­

gated 
I 

and further, t hat in r esidential areas th1s mitigation must involve 

undergrou nd sections . B ccause local fundin g l s limited, every p ossible a:1c. 

acceptable economy "'1.Ust b e made t c cons~r 'Jd the most miles c: :--2-:~! !ir.e :;1 
t~.•~ \·a:l •:> y . These econ or.jt>s s hould exam.inc possi'u lt- r educt ion ; r, the m.::::-.': c r I 
and cost of stations, t he . cos t s of und~rg-round c c,r.~t!:'1...c t1c ;--, b eycnd : :-.£: 

I 
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rnir.imal subway portion acceptable, and the cost of each acceptable and feasi­

ble mitigation measures. 

It is clear that transfer centers with adequate pal'king and bus transfer 

accomodations must be considered as links between the rail transit service and 

other modes of travel. The north edge of the Sepulveda. Basin is an ideal 

location for such major transfer centers. Discussions should be initiated 

itn.tnediately with the Army Corps of Engineers to ensure possible, pr-a.ct ical 

a nd environmentally sensitive designs in the Hasin. 

Coordination of service to the Valley should extend to other existing and 

p~anned transportation modes. The different options must be e\·aluated with 

respect to the ease of access by automobile from freeways a.nd arterial roads, 

t...\2 Q'...:.a2..it.y of local and express buses serving each rail station , ar.ci the 

impac~ of each rail option on congestion, air quality, transfer convenience and 

tr.e relative cost of the supporting bus network. 

One of the more attractive options in the EIR is continuing service into the 

Ve.::~/ usi::6 1:e~ro Rail vehicles. This a · .... ·oids the ir,convenience of a trans:er 

ft'Dm one type of car to another for tens of thousands of Valley rail passen­

g-~-:-s e2.~:~ day. It wculd result in inc1'ea.sed ridersr.J.p e..nd easier use b y 

seniors and the disabled. Effective c ontinuing service will require s ome 

design modifications to the North Hollywood Metro Rail station. which can be 

worked out once there is full community mitigation. The cost and benefit of 

this should be assessed in the EIR. 

It has been said that we cannot afford to extend Metro Rail in the Valley, the 

cos t is too high and the Federal processes too lengthy. Let's not u n necessari-

1 y complicate this issue. 

First, the Federal Government does n,Q.!_ have t o be involved. This can be a 

locally funded Metro Rail extension. Second , we can extend Metro Rail ser­

vice for less money per mile and with less disruption than the first sec tions , 

which hact the difficult task of penetrating downtown. 

:..and ir, the Valley ; s exper.si •; e ana i : is irr.por tar.~ tL.at as few h omes a. nci 

b•Js i".'.cs ses as poss i':Jle a r e d.: ~p'.::iced t u '::i •...:: '. d tr.e :-::i:. .: , .~ . ! :1 r, c1~ t: :::c '. :, :· ·.,·. 

c1t:-: :1ot a nc. r.·:c:s t not los e a s i gnificr.nt amou nt of etf ordabl.: housir:r:;. These 
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considerations make the empty Burbank Branch right-of'-way a possible align­

ment opportunity that should be considered if I and only if, there is appro­

priate mitigation as set forth in item 5 above. 

The right-of •way is being offered for sale by the railroad . If it is not 

bought as an entity it may be sold in pieces and then developed piecemeal, 

with potentially negative community impacts. While not prejudging the deci­

sion between the two routes under study, the LACTC should initiate discus­

sions to purchase or option this r ight -of-way, so that this opportunity is no: 

lost during the review and decision making period. Under no circumstances, 

however, should this right of way be :purchased until e.fter the necessary 

mitigation commitments are made as per item 5, above. 

Balance~, fully integrated a -:1d cost ef:ecfrre auto, bus and reil t:-ansport.s.::c:-. 

is vital t o carry the San Fernando Valley into the next century. Our mes • 

sage is simple: the EIR must study transportation integration, must preserve 

possible rights-of-way anci must ensure that the most suitable , most affcrd ­

able fully mitigated rail line will be built in our Valley . 
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EASTERN SECTOR TRANSIT COALITION 
POST OFFICE BOX 4224 1 l 0 .,. c-
NORTH HOLLYWOOD, CA. 91607 LR,~-~~/ ~~-: 

19:3 !'.' '-' "=' n ,. .. '): ,-~ 
.. I ,I"\ i V Iv ' I V .... .. l... 

08103~8 
May 22, 1989 

~~::. S:.eve Lantz 
Community Relations Manager 
Los Angeles Coun ty Transportation Commission 
403 West Eighth Street 
Los Angeles California 90014 

Re: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental 
Impact Report f or the San Fernando Valley Rail 
Transit Project 

Dear Mr. Lantz : 

On behalf of the Eastern Sector Transit Coalition (ESTC ) 
we are submitting the following response concerning t he abov e 
captioned Notice of Preparation: 

In addition to the two enumerated r o utes, the Southern 
Pac i fi c (SP) Burbank Branch Route and t he Ventura Freeway Route, 
we are requesting that other feasible San Fernando Valley routes 
be included in the San Fernando Valley Rail Transit Project, 
Cal i fornia Environmental Quality Act Initial Study. 

These other routes are to include at least the following: 

o The Southern Pacific (SP ) Coast Main Line. 

o Sherman Way Boulevard. 

o Victory Boulevard. 

o Ventura Boulevard. 

o A full deep-bore subway, extending either fully or part 
way to the west Valley, along an alignment other than 
the two above enumerated routes. 

o A no-project alternative, weighing the environmental 
burden imposed versus the proposed project benefit, in 
the light of information provided by a current 
origin/destination (OD ) ridership study. 
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Page Two 
LACTC: Notice of Preparation 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide timely public input 
as to t he scope and content of this Draft Environmental Impact 
Report, which is germane to your agency's statutory 
r e5~o~si~ ~l ~t~ i n conn ection with t he proposed project. 

cc: d is trioution 

Yours truly, 

..-.--I rr;n 
Tom Herman 
Chairman 
Eastern Sector Transit Coalition 
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ST t-T, 0 ' CA l ' ' CP•-' :t -6:J~°'ESS AND TRANSPORTATION AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
015T~1CT 7. 12C SO. SPRING ST . 

')5 ANGELES CA \100 !: 

) 1213) 620-3550 

l213) 620-2376 

May 17, 1989 

Mr. Steve Lanz 
Los Angeles County Transportation 
403 West Eighth Street, Suite 500 
Los Angeles, CA 90014 

Dear Mr. Lanz: 

Mf CROFrLMED 

IS~9 1-;1; y 3 c: ! ' ' If= c-

IGR/CEQA 
The Los Angeles County 
Transportation Commission's NOP 
for the San Fernando Valley 
Ra i l Transit Pro ject 
SCH N/ A 

Commission 

Caltrans has reviewed the above referenced document and has the 
c o mments. 

We are primarily concerned with the effects that this pro j ect may 
ha ve on our facilities. Caltrans suggests that any impacts t o 
S t a :e routes be i ncluded in the draft e nvi ronmen t al documen t . 

We a l so suggest that a traffic study include a discussi on of: 

1. Existing and 20-year future average daily traffic (ADT) 
volumes . 

2 . Tr a ffic generation (i ncluding peak hou r) . 
3. Traffic distribution and assignment. 
4. Current and projected capacities of affected highway and 

freewa y routes. 
5. Cumulative traffic impacts. 

The DEIR shou ld also include traffic mitigation measures wherever 
necessary. 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. We look forward to 
reviewi ng the draft environmental documen t. If you have any 
questi o ns, please call Gary Mcsweeney at (213) 620-2376. 

Sincerely, 

/ -- £___ 
·=3 . .. r -y:J• . -_)~ 

GARY M<;SWEENEY 
Senior.Transportation Planner 
I GR/ CEQA Coordinator 
Transpor t ation Planning and 
Ana lys is Branch 

CJ:· 
~ 
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C1TY OF Los ANGELES 
CALIFORNIA 

TOM BRADLEY 
MA YOR 

DEPARTMENT Of 
TRANSPORTATION 
ROOM 1 200 CITY HA !..L 

LOS ANGE-ES C A 9 0:. 2 

t 2 1.:, , 4e ~ 2 2c5 
FAX (2 ' 3 ) 237·096 C 

May 31, 1989 

Mr. Ne il Peterson, Executive Director 
~c:o P.r,; c 1": :~;.. :· : _:, Tran sportat i cr Comr:: iss i on 
403 West Eighth Street, Suite 500 
Los Angeles , CA 90014-3096 

Attention: Mr. Steve Lantz 
Community Relations Manager 

NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DEIR) FOR THE 
SAN FERNANDO VALLEY RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT 

We ha ve reviewed the initial study for the San Fernando Valley Ra il Transi t 
Project. We concur with the assessment of the initial study tha t the traff i c 
1ron, triE: p,·oject may result in a significant impact on the park i ng and 
ci rcu l at icr sys t er . In order for us to thoroughly analyze such impacts, we 
1·ec.ues t. th e t LAC7 C. aaequate l y add ress and respond to the fo 11 owing concerns 
1n th e upcoming Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR): 

0 

Cu ,·~•:civi t y ,,:ith the Met re, Rec Li ne. 

The impact on Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) shou l d be discussed for 
each a lternative/option. 

o Impacts to on-street parking should be identified and evaluated. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Patronage figures and cost estimates should be provided to ass is t 
in alternatives analysis. 

Ai r qual i ty impacts of each alternative/option should be evaluated. 

The DEIR should discuss impacts of each alternative/option on 
existing bus service and future feeder bus service the project may 
have . 

The interim phas i ng impacts of each alternative/option near the San 
Diego Freeway (1-405) should be fully analyzed. This analysis is 
critical since funding limitat ions could delay a future westerly 
extension of the line for years. 

Provision for off- street parking at the Topanga Canyon stat i on of 
the Burbank Branch route shou ld be anal yzed. Such a facility can 
contribute to reduced park i ng demand and traff ic congestion at t he 
Winnetka Stat io~ . 

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY - AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 



Mr. Nr:i l Peterson 
Page 2 
May 31, 1989 

0 

0 

(J 

0 

0 

0 

The traffic analysis section of the DEIR should address any 
requirements and restrictions which the proposed Ventura Boulevard 
Corridor Specif i c Plan, which is expected to be adopted by 1990, 
may impose on alternatives/options under study. 

FL: ~;. ·· c ye•- t raffi c vo l umes taken frorr, the reg i onal forecas tini;; 
model should be validated aga i nst current traffic growth trends of 
approximately 4 to 5 percent per year, as indicated by a recent 
screenl ine count of the San Fernando Valley . Traff i c from known 
and approved major development projects, generating in excess of 
150 peak period trips along the corridor served by alternat ives 
under study, should be added to the traffic growth projections upon 
recommendatio n of this department and the City Planning Department. 
Traffic forec asts should also cons ider traff ic attracted t o 
stations accord i ng to mode of access. 

A,1 ana lysis of queue length storage at or wi t hi n 500 fe et of 
signalized intersections and intersection capacity ( based on the 
Highway Capacity Manual or Critical Movement Analysis method with 
associ ated Leve l of Serv 1 ce ) should be conducted, based on the 
fol101·1i ng cri ter ia : 

All proposed at-grade crossings at signal i zed i ntersec t ions, 
- All i ntersections with freeway on and off ramps wh ich ma y 

~E ~~pacted by the various a1ternatives/op~ions, an ~ 
- All s i gnali zed intersect i ons projected to experience a peak 

hour volume increase of 25 or more vehicles per approach 
lane, due to possible project related impacts. 

Other intersections should be studi ed if initial investigation 
indicates possible project related impacts. 

A passenger car equi va 1 ent of two cars for each bus or truck 
should be used. 

The capac i ty analysis should be formatted to delineate: a) 
"ex i sting" conditions , b) "without project" conditions (design 
year ), and c) 11 with project" conditions (desi gn year). The "with 
project" conditions should be a worst case scenario at full 
build-out. Both AM and PM peak hours should be analyzed. 

Mi tigat i on measures, implementable by the Commission should be 
included if necessary. If mitigation can be shown to decrease 
intersection CMA values, a separate column should included in the 
study and titled "with mitigation" to present the improved Level of 
Serv i ce values . Specifi c construct i on mit igati on measures, 
including such items as night work, approved Worksite Traffic 
Co,:rol Pians and staffing for t raffic control and monitoring 
shou ld also be included . 
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Mi . Nei l Peterson 
Page 3 
May 31. 1989 

o Trip generation rates should be taken from 11Trip Generation, 4th 
Edit ion", release December, 1987, by the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers. 

In ana lyzing the var i ous alternate profiles and technologies the additional 
phase c co,·,::e pt of ext ending Metro Rail init i ally only to Burbank Boulevard 
with a connecting express bus system westerly should be fully evaluated . 
This alternative is described in more detail in the attached Statement on the 
Notice of Preparation from Senator Alan Robbins and Councilman Marvin Braude. 

Duri ng t he environmental analysis and design phases of this and other rail 
transit projects i n the City, the various City departments should be actively 
consulted by LACTC so as to result in alignments, design, and mit igation 
measure s th at have the early concurrence by al l affected agenc i es , 
particularly where City transportation facilities would be affected. 

Pl ease contact 
comments. 

/ ' 

S. E. Rowe 
Gener ci l Manace r 

Jl'.O: l i 
a:ar19adl 

t\ t tachmen t 

James Okazaki 

cc : Council man Nate Holden 
Councilman Marv i n Braude 
Bill Bicker , Mayor's Office 
Keith Comr i e, CAO 
Wi ll i am McCarley, CLA 
Ken Topping, City Planning 
John Fi she r 

at 485-3039 i f you des i re to discuss our 
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J1mtsM Wood 
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Los Angeles County Transportation Commission 
403 West Eighth Street, Suite 500 
Los Angeles, CA 90014-3096 

Re: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the San 
Fernando Valley Rail Transit Project 

Dear Mr. Peterson: 

File Code 

We have reviewed the project description and initial study for the San Fernando 
Valley Rail Transit Project with respect to our redevelopment/revitalization efforts in 
North Hollywood. Two basic route alternatives have been developed, the Southern 
Pacific Burbank Branch Route and the Ventura Freeway Route, each having various 
configurations. 

The Burbank Branch Route Alternative would have the most direct impact on the 
North Hollywood Redevelopment Project. The maps included in the Notice of 
Preparation indicate that the Burbank Branch includes several configurations which 
would directly serve the North Hollywood Project Area. Each of these configurations 
of the Burbank Branch locates a station in the North Hollywood commercial core at 
approximately the intersection of Lankershim and Chandler Boulevards. The 
environmental analysis should evaluate the adequacy of station parking, bus/rail 
interface and related traffic impacts at the proposed North Hollywood Light Rail 
Station, and identify appropriate mitigation measures. 

In 1984 the Agency, in cooperation with the Southern California Rapid Transit 
District, prepared a Draft Station Area Master Plan for the North Hollywood Metro 
Rail Station (attached). Metro Rail / Light Rail interface was discussed in context with 
future land use development. The Light Rail Station was sited on Chandler Boulevard 
(North) one block west of the Metro Rail Station. This master plan document should 
be used as a point of reference in analyzing the environmental impacts on the North 
Hollywood community. 

The environmental analysis for the San Fernando Valley Rail Project should also 
closely evaluate the impacts from at-grade and/or aerial alignments of the proposed 
Light Rail connection to Universal City using Vineland Avenue (Figures 1 and 2, 
NOP). Analysis of this Light Rail spur connection should include an examination of 
traffic conflicts, noise-vibration impacts, and visual inputs of an aerial guideway. 

Our review of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) indicates no direct impact on the 
North Hollywood Project Area from the Ventura Freeway Alternative. However, it 
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Mr. Neil Peterson 
Los Angeles County Transportation Commission 
Page 2 

should be noted that the maps provided in the NOP do not illustrate the adopted 
Metro Rail alignment from the Universal City Station to the North Hollywood Station 
at Lankershim and Chandler Boulevards. Perhaps this was just an oversight in 
preparation of the maps, but any environmental analysis of the Ventura Freeway 
Alternat ive should consider the Metro Rail alignment in the San Fernando Valley as 
adopted. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Notice of Preparation. If you or your 
staff have any further questions regarding the North Hollywood Redevelopment 
Project, please contact Mr. Jerry Belcher, Project Manager, at 977-1695. 

Attachment 

IT:PR:sk 5/ 26/89 

c:npdcir.;f.doc 
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Xr . Mail Ptteraon 
Executive Director 
Loe ~ngeles County Transportation Commi11ion 
40~ West !iJht Street, Suite 500 
Loe Ang•l ••• C.A 90014w3096 

Atteotion Steve Lantz, Community Rtlationa Man.g•r 

~••r Mr, Petereon: 

NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DR.J.rT !WIRONMZNTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR 
THE 11SA..'l PED.UrnO VALLXY UIL TRANSIT P!lOJ!CT", 

Thank you for the opportunity to reviev and cc,maent on the Wotice of 
Pnparation (NOP) of a I>nf t !nviromaental Illpact leport (DEIR) for tli• hn 
Fe?Mndo Vall•y B..&11 Project. 

The Loe Angeles Department of City Planning requtata that t h• Draft 
Environmental Impact Report addr••• the following concarna: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Prcj acted rail pat::oiiage for th• immediate aervic• area aurr ounding all 
alignment &lternativ••; 

l'atronag• for c0111111Wlit:1u tu th• San F•rnan.do Valley outside cf t:ha 
baadiate •ervice area. and ;be JOtantial !or a trau•it feader ey.h• 
••~•cially to 1rau that are traM1t dependent; 

Ugn1fi cant environ!Nntal 1.llpacta that u ·• ueoc::lated vHh park-a~d-ride 
lota, •uch ••• alttrationa to exiatins traffic circulation patternaJ 
potential incraaaa to peak hour traffic; pot•ntial parking •pill ov•r into 
reaidantial araaa; ha&arda to ■otor ••h1cle,, bicyclieta, or p1de1tr11ne, 
and d11place■ent of people and hom••& 

Potential land u1e impact■ to th• inad1ate ••rvia• ar••a aesaming 
econcnd.c 1rovth as a r .. ult of dav■lopaant of a rail •Y•h•• Ducr i be 
pot1ntial accumulati•e effect■ to th• an~iromaent, led wt• patt•rne, and 
ctrc:ulation •retam; 

Potential change 1n th• job/bo1Jeiftl ratio Hauiain1 each of th• propoHd 
rail altenuitivea induce aconOll.ic 1rl7Vth; 

AN EQUAL IIMJll'LOYMENT Of'l"OATVNITY - AP'l"t"MATl\11 ACTION &M'"'-OYa!. 
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Mr, Neil Pet■raon -2- Jun• 6. 1989 

• Ac~••• facilitia1 ehould ba ad•quacely di,cu11ed tor the tr£nait dependant 
d1Hbled, 

ln liaht o! Tecent rail accid■nt1 th.at haT■ occunad in 1ua■ia, lu~ope, Japan, 
and th• United Stat•• di■CY■ I th• following ooftcAnl■: 

• Identify 1iguifican~ level• of ri■ka to bUIUII aaf•ty in cae• of an 
earthquake, fir•, or oth•~ natural G&l&J11ity: 

• DeecTib• tbs typ .. of 11iit1-eatio11 •H■uru that could be impl~anted to 
leeeen the degree of 11v1rity to hu~•n lite and 1afety, 

• Identify what utilities are or will be •llowed within th• right of vay 
(pipeline, •l•ctrieal, water 11141n1, cabl•, etc.); 

Please continue to apprise us en the 1tatue of the proposed project. We look 
forward to reviewini the DEIR and working with you ae •• proceed vith planning 
th• Sao Fernando Valley Rail Proj~ct. If you duire to dilcuu our c01Uments 
pleaac cont4ct Lyt11ll Va1hington at 485-3309 , 

~ .. , 
UNNET1I C. TOPPING 
Director of Pl.&nning 

cc: Councilman Nate Bold■n 
Councilman Marvin Braud• 
Councilman Michael Woo 
8. !• Kowe, LA-I>OT 
Bill Bicker, Mayor 1 e Office 
leith CQ1Dr1e, CJ.0 
William Hc:C&rlay, CI.A 

IV2/6-6-89 
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DENNIS N. NISHIKAWA 
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MYRLIE B. EVERS 
PRESIDENT PRO·TEMPORE 

STEVE HARRINGTON 

KATHL EEN BROWN 

June 2 , 1989 

CALIFORNI A 

TOM BRADLEY 
MAYOR 

Los Angeles Coun t y Transportation Commission 
403 West Eight Street, Ste, 500 
Los Ange les , CA 900 14 

Attn: Steve Lantz 

SAN FERNANDO VALLEY RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT 

,r,.-,,, 
f...J)J 

L /, ,.. ..,. PUBLIC WORKS 

r.;; ,., · _· ._, : I .. C ~ 
' • · .. C ;:' t :_, : , ,BUREAU OF SANITATION 

., i_l -

J ! l11 

:J; / - 5 , DEL WIN A. BIAGI 
' : i I I: li I:" DIRECTO R 

.,J 
HARRY M. SIZEMORE 

f, ROBERT M. ALPERN 

f,:ICROF/Lf/C'QMIC HAEL M. MILLER 

r() r) / 
1 

J L.. ASSISTANT D IRECTORS 

' . . \ I\ p M c·su1TE I 4 00, CITY HALL EAST 
. . 2 00 N ORTH MAtN S TREET 

LOS ANG£LES. CA 900 1 2 
(2 1 3) 485-5 1 1 2 

FAX No. (21 31 626-55 1 4 

One of the responsibilities of the Enforcement Division of the Los Angeles 
City Bureau of Sanitation is t o prevent any discharge which may interfere with 
the operat ion of the storm drain sys tem or pollute t he Waters of the State. 
This is accompli s hed by the regulation of dischargers through a pe rmit and 
inspection pr og ram. 

\·.'e believe that the Environmental Impact Repor t for the San Fernando Valley 
Transit Rail Project s hould addres s the following issues which are of s pec ial 
concern t o the Enfo rcement Division : 

1. 

2 . 

3 . 

4 . 

5. 

Wha t i s the quality and quantity of the gr ound water t o be 
discharged during construction? Will the quality of the ground 
water meet the present standards set by the State Regional Water 
Quality Control Board? Will pretreatment be needed prior t o 

discharge? 

Wi ll t here be any generation of t ox ic or hazardous was t e during 
constr uc t ion? If so, will t here be a Central Waste Managemen t 
Control Program over all of the cont ractor s ? 

Who wi l l be responsible for the c lean up of spilled was t e materials 
including s ediment , vehicle fuel s , lubricant s and cleaning chemicals 
duri ng construction? 

Will there be a need to discharge non-sanitary wastewater into the 
sanitary sewer sys tem? 

Will there be any discharge of wastewa ter f rom equipment washing and 
c leaning during cons truction? If so , will pretreatment be r equired? 

AN EQUAL EMPLOY MENT O PPORT UNITY - AFFIRMATIV E ACTION EMPLOYER 



6. \Jhat pollutants, if any, would be in the s torm water discharges 
associated with this indus trial activity during c onstruction and 
while t he transit system is operating? 

7. What will be the plan to trea t or dispose of any subsoi l 
contamination identified during excavation? 

The contact person in the Enforcement Division of the Bureau of Sanitat ion 
will be Fr ank Baj inting , Chief I ndustrial Waste Inspec t or I , (21 3) 485-58 74. 
Mail ing address is: 

Bureau of Sanitation 
Enfo rcement Division 
4600 Colorado Blvd . 
Los Angeles , CA 90039 

ltfd t. J:f:-t:. ;;,, 
Directe r 

cc: Dr. Robert Ghirelli, Executive Officer 
California Water Quality Control Board 
Los Angeles Region 
107 S . Br oadway , Suite 4027 
Los An geles , CA 90012 

FB 03/adm 
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Gary S. Spivack 
Director of Planning 

Mr. Steve Lantz 
Community Relations Manager 
Lo s Angeles County 

Transportation Commission 

" ,,-.,,, . . .... ·. 
\ ,, \..I ' • ' 
;:.: ·,,.. ... ~ "'·:_ ,_: -:_·. J 
r· ·.. . r-

, ,(',. l\ .:i r- '. ', .. ... _.. 
\1 '1'' - ... , • ,, . 

\":n J .•· , . ..,,. .. 

403 West Eighth Street, Suite 500 
Los Angeles, California 90014 

Dear Mr. Lantz: 

Thank you for providing the Southern California Rapid Transit District (SCRTD) 
the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the San Fernando Valley Rai l Transit 
Project. The District has reviewed the NOP and offers the following comments. 

We would strongly support the application of Metro Rail technology to any of 
the fully grade-separated alternatives . This would make the rail system 
easier to use by avoiding passenger transfers at the North Hollywood or 
Universal City stations (depending on the alignment selected) . The system 
should be designed to be as convenient as possible for the rail patrons in the 
San Fernando Valley. 

A detailed description of the District ' s current and projected bus service 
within each stat ion area should be incorporated into the DEIR. Prel iminary 
plans for a feeder bus interface program, which will be required to support 
the rail project, should be included in the DEIR. Such plans will be a key 
element to the viability of the project . 

Patronage project i ons will need to be included in the DEIR for each 
alternative. Cost and funding sources and analysis is another important 
aspect of the project that shou ld be addressed in the DEIR. Construction 
costs and benefits should be a major decision factor in choosing the final 
al ignment and technology to be used, as well as whether or not to construct 
this project. Funding sources should also be evaluated including 
consideration of alternative financing methods such as benefit assessment and 
potential for joint development at proposed stations . 

Southern California Rapid Transit District 425 Soutn Ma,n Stree1. Les Angeles Ca: forn,a goo· 3 (2131 972-6000 



Mr. Steve Lantz 
June 2, 1989 
Page 2 

The decision to pursue funding for the Metro Red Line beyond Hollywood/Vine 
as a separate construction segment may impact the timing of availability of 
Metro Red Line service to North Hollywood. The DEIR should consider the 
impact of this decision on the timing for construction of any San Fernando 
Valley rail alternative. Furthermore, we are concerned that some of the 
alternatives recommended for study have implications for the North Hollywood 
extension of the Metro Red Line. The Ventura Freeway alternative alignments 
omit the North Hollywood station of the Metro Red Line (figures 4 and 5 of 
the NOP). This has potential impacts on the Metro Rail financing plan, and, 
most importantly, on the Benefit Assessment effort. Further some of the 
Burbank Branch alternatives (figures 1 and 2 of the NOP) include consideration 
of extensions of the San Fernando Valley Line from North Hollywood to 
Universal City . This option should be carefully evaluated for its impact s on 
Metro Rail financial planning as well as the operational impacts of both North 
Hollywood and Universal City stations operating as terminals. 

The District wants to work with the Commission on this project . If you have 
questions on this or other transit-related aspects of this project, please 
contact me at (213) 972-4880 . 
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Mr. 
Los 
403 
Los 

Neil Peterson, Ex e c u t ive Director 
Ange l e s County Transport ation Commission 
Wes t Eighth Street 
Ange l e s, Cal i f ornia 90014 

Dear Mr. Peterson: 

,r :ia • -; 
1_'7_·-~ 1, ( ''°' -~ I . j I I I I I ; ;--- • ! 

~ - ~~x.· . I : : 

"~Ii :;: - i / 
, -~ .. , I, 

( /U ! ! j ,
1 

I I f I I ,I I I h ~ i I 
' ,, I . • : ; ' I L ' : ' I . ' .,. ; i 

The decision of the Los Angeles County Transportation : CqIT'fTip.s11.lon__:. <. : : 
t o postpone , unti l Marc h 1990, any action on the next 'rii~ 
projec t to be funded is appreciated . It gives time far the San 
Fernando Valley Rai l Project. Environ .. rne!'ltal I!r:pact Report ta be 
comple ted and restores t he chance that t he Valley, with its 1 . 3 
mill.!..on population, wi ll obt.ain the rail transit line it needs 
and deserves and that the residential ccmmuni ty of the Valley 
will be protected. 

In s ummary, the LACTC must commence the following actions irrme­
diately to provide an adequate EIR and to preserve our future 
ability to make the best possible decision for the Valley: 

1. Assure that fully effective mitigation, consistent with 
reasonable economy , is included to assure the best 
possible alternatives within likely funding . 

2 . 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Pursue discus sions with the Army Corps of Engineers and 
all other responsible agencies to make possible the use 
of the Sepulveda Basin for a transfer center . 

Assess coordination with all other tra nsit modes 
serving e a ch alternative . 

So long as there is f ull community mitigation , assess 
the redesign of the North Hollywood Metro Rail Station 
to provide compatibi li ty with the through-running Metro 
Rail service option . 

Assure that the only manner in which the Burbank Branch 
route a lignment can be used is 1.t there is a true 
subway configuration on at least the 3 . 6 mile segment 
between the Ho llywood Freeway and Hazeltine Avenue , 
with a shaft in the central portion at least 25 feet 
below ground going under the Tujunga Wash,and if there 
is full mitigation on any segment of the proposed 7 . 6 
mile extension fr J m the North Hollywood Metro Rail 
station to Balboa Boule vard that is adjacent to a 
r es idential neighborhood. 



6. 

- 2 -

Presuming that full mitigation is assured, pursue 
discussions with Southern Pacific Transportation 
Company for acquisition or optioning of the Burbank 
Branch to assure that this alternative is not preclud­
ed. Planning and construction of the proposed exten­
sion should only proceed west to Balboa Boulevard, if 
this plan is adopted, as there is no community consen­
sus in place or obtainable within the current decision 
timetable for a route with adequate mitigation for any 
segment west of the Sepulveda Basin. Once a line to 
Balboa Boulevard is built, then service to Warner 
Center could be provided by express bus between Balboa 
Boulevard and Warner Center (along Victory Boulevard). 
The combined express bus-Metro Rail service across the 
Valley could provide a shorter cross-Valley travel 
time, due co che fasc~r Metco Rail train, than crossing 
from Warner Center to North Hollywood via a light rail 
trolley. No train route should be planned or con­
structed west of the Sepulveda Basin so long as there 
is substantial community opposition t o the route under 
consideration. 

T~e EIR Notice of Preparation reflects the many years of stuc.y 
and public input on rail transit in the Valley. It narrows the 
choice to two routes, along t he Ventura Freeway or a long the 
Southern Pacific Burbank Branch . It retains wide technology· 
options, including light rail, heavy rail, advanced light rail, 
monorail, and magnetic levitation. 

Whi le we firmly believe that some options are better for the 
Valley, it is inappropriate f o r LACTC to make a final decision 
until the EIR is completed. However, certain actions are neces­
sa~y now to ensure that the EIR fully explores and compar es the 
most appropriate options. 

Valley residents have clearly indicated that any rail line must 
be fully mitigated, and further, that in residential areas this 
mitigation must i~vol7e undergraucd s e ct~cns. Because lccal 
funding is limited, every possible and acceptab l e economy mus t be 
made to construct the most miles of rail line in the Valley. 
These economies should examine possible reduction in the n~rnbe r 
and cost of stations, the costs of underground construction 
beyond the minimal subway portion acceptable, and the cost of 
each acceptable and feasible mitigation measure s. 

It is clear that transfer centers with adequate parking and bus 
t ransfer accomodations must be considered as links between the 
rail transit service and other modes o f travel . The north edge 
of the Sepulveda Basin is an ideal location for such major 
transfer centers . Discussions should be initiated immediately 
with the Army Corps of Engineers to ensure possible, practi cal 
and environmentally sensitive designs in the Bas in . 

Coordination of service to the Valley should extend to other 
exist i ng and planned transportation modes . Th e d iff erent options 
must be evaluated with respect t o the ease of access by automo­
bile from freeways and arterial roads , the quality of local and 
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express buses serving each rail station, and the impact of each 
rail option on congestion, air quality, transfer convenience and 
the relative cost of the supporting bus network. 

One of the more attractive options in the EIR is continuing 
service into the Valley using Metro Rail vehicles. This avoids 
the inconvenience of a transfer from one type of car to another 
for tens of thousands of Valley rail passengers each day. It 
would result in increased ridership and easier use by seniors and 
the disabled. Effective continuing s<:rvice will require some 
design modifications to the North Hollywood Metro Rail station, 
which can be worked out once there is full community mitigation. 
The cost and benefit of this should be assessed in the EIR. 

It has been said that we cannot afford to extend Metro Rail 
che Valley, t.he case is tea high an~ the Fe~sral processes 
lengthy. Let 1 s not unnecessarily complicate this issue. 

in 
........ , ..... -.,vv 

First, the Federal Government does not have to be involved. This 
can be a locally funded Metro Railextension. Second, we can 
extend Metro Rail service for less money per 1nile and with less 
disruption than the first sections, which had the difficult task 
of penetrating downtown. 

Land in the Valley is expensive and it is important that as few 
homes and businesses as possible are displaced to build the rail 
line. In particular we cannot and must not lose a significant 
amount of afforcable housing. These conside rations make the 
er::pty Burbank Branch right-of-way a poss i ble alignment. opportu­
nity that should be considered if, and only if, there is appro ­
priate mitigation as set forth in item 5 above. 

The right-of-way is being offered for sale by the railroad . If 
it is not bought as an entity it may be sold in p ieces and then 
developed piecemeal, with potentially negative co~munity impacts. 
While not prejudging the decision between the two routes under 
study, the LACTC should initiate discussions to purchase or 
option this right-c-f-w2.y, so that this opportunity is not lost 
during the review and decision making period. Under no Circum­
stances, however, should this right of way be purchased ur,.t,il 
after the necessary mitigation commitments are made as per item 
5, above . 

Balanced, fully integrated and cost effective auto, bus and rail 
transportation is vital t o carry the San Fernando Valley into the 
next century. our message is simple: the EIR must study trans­
portation integration, must preserve possible rights-of-way and 
must ensure that the most sui table, most affordable fully miti ­
gated rail line will be built in our Valley. 

Thank you f or your support. 

Sincerely , 
r',,( / 71 • ( rJ i) / ,1 ,I 
"-.._,.:~ l1 -., V'~ 

Senator , 20th Distric t 
/Jt(4,{,c/21J f)zuuJk 

Councilman , 11th District 
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TOM BRADLEY 
~1.lyor 

Commission 
RICK J. C.-\RIJSO. Pre.ridmt 
JACK W. LEE:', EY. Vi,·, PreS1den1 
A/\GEL. M . EC HEVARRIA 
CAROL WHEELER 
WALTER 1\. ZEL\1AN 
JUDITH K. DAVISO/\, S,cretur_,· 

fJ JCR0~11lt1J~ r :-/ICH~LS, Gmeral ,\fana~er and Chief Enf(1n,er 
~[6n~ .\. -c'on ON, Ani5tunt General !,-f,mu~er · Power rn ~v 1~-~A'S>tffGEORGESO:'s. A.1mtont General .Hanager. Wo1er 
DA.'flEL W WATERS. Anmant G,neral J(dnu~er • Extanal AJfatn 

.NORMAN J. POWERS, Chief Finanrral Officer 

May 30, 19 89 

Mr. Steve Lantz 
Community Rel.:i.ti:::::r:s ~anager 
Los Angeles County Transportation 

Commission 
4CJ W~5C Eigtt ~ Street , 
Los Angeles , Cclifornia 

Dear Mr. Lantz: 

Sui tE. 500 
90014 

Not ice of Preparation (NOP) of a 
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 
Sa~ Fernando Valley Rail Trans i t Project 

This is in resFonse to your letter received April 27 , 
1 98 9 r 2questing comments on the above- named NOP . This project 
currently has two al t ernate routes: the first route is called 
the Southern Pacific Burbank Eranch Route which begins a t 
Topc.nga Car,yon/Victor y Eoulevard and ends at Vineland Avenue/ 
101 Freeway; the second route is called the Ventura Freeway Route 
which begins at Vanowen Street/Canoga Avenue and ends at 
Vi neland Avenue/101 Freeway . 

The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
(Department) has reviewed the NOP and determined tr.at its 
Power System facilities may be impacted by the project. More 
detailed information on tr.e project will be required before an 
in-depth analysis can take pla ce. The following is a listi~g 
of facilities that may be impacted: 

Receiving Station ( RS) S 
14320 Ae tna Street , Van Nuys 

RS- T 
6532 Variel Avenue 

RS-U 
6000 Wilbur Avenue 

Van Nuys Communi cations Headquarters 
on Oxnard Boulevard we s t of Van Nuys Boulevard 

Van Nuys Di s tri c t 5 Headquarte rs 
on Oxnard Boulevard east of Van Nuys Boulev ard 

111 :\l)nh l!orx Street. Los An!!el,:,;, C..difom ia O .Ha,/in~ acldre.u: Box 111. Los Angele; 9(()51-0100 
T;•/, ·1>/11,111':(~l }l ~SI- CII Cuhl,· uddr,' ,,:D1w~""~ F4\ 1cl .; l J.~l -~~ll l 
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Distributing Station (DS) 21 
14320 Aetna Street 

DS-22 
21323 Sherman Way 

DS-71 
5539 Fulton Avenue 

DS-79 
5325 De Soto Avenue 

Tarzana-Canoga undergrou nd 230 kV transmission 
cables along Victory Boulevard, between RS - U 
and RS- T 

Northridge-Tarzana overhead high- voltage 
transmis s ion l i nes , cross proposed r oute close 
to Reseda Eculevard 

Toluca- Van Nuys underground 230 - ~V transmissic~ cables 
nort h cf Burban~ Boulevard, ~et~een RS- Sand RS - E 

Tarzana- Olymp i c overhead high-voltage transmi ss i o n, 
lines, cross east of ¼ilbur 

Electric service is available and wi ll be providec in 
acccreance wi th the Department's rules and regulat i ons . 
Cons truc tion of addi tion a l facilities, i f r equi red, may cause 
lirni ted temporary impact o n t h e surrounding ccmmuni ties ir. t :-:e 
fcrm o f unavoidable noise , air pollution, and traff i c conges tion . 

I apprec i ate the o pportunity to prov ide you with t he 
De?artment' s Pow~r Systen co~~ents . I t i s su3geEted tha c careful 
consi deration be given t o t hose routes containing underground 
230 - kV transmi ss i on cables . The location of t hese cables can be 
obta ined from t he Depar t 8ent 1 s Underg r ound Transmission Design 
Gr oup at (213) 481 - 502 4. If you have any other questions , please 
contact Ms. Laura L. Hays at ( 213 ) 481-5082 . 

c : Ms . Laura L. Hays 

Sincerely, 

EDWARD KARAPETIAN 
Ma.nager of Envir cr:.ment:al and 

Governmental Affairs 
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June 8, 1989 

Mr. Steve Lantz 
Community Relations Manager 

TOM BRADLEY 
Mayor 

Los Angeles County Transportation Commission 
403 West Eighth Street, Suite 500 
Los Angeles, CA 90014 

Dear Mr. Lantz: 

P . O. !3ox 30 158 
Los Angeles, Ca lif. ?0030 
Telepho~e : 

(21 3) - 485-2636 
Ref ,: 9 . 4 

The San Fernando Valley Rail Transit Project has been reviewed. 
The rail line project traverses the Los Angeles Police 
Department's North Hollywood, Van Nuys, and West Valley Areas. 
A review of past annual crime s tatistics for these are as 
indicate the are a has a crime rate below the Citywide average. 

A project of this size could have a cumulativ e impact on police 
services in this area. Even though transit police will patrol 
the actual rail line, Los Angeles Police Department personnel 
will be responding to the areas in and around the rail line 
stations. Due to an increase in commuter vehicle and pedestrian 
traffic, crime problems could arise. To mitigate any potential 
crime increase, strong security measures will be necessary in 
and around the stations. The following measures are 
recommended: Two-way voice and digital communications 
capability for Los Angeles Police Department personnel within 
the underground portion of the system; parking areas should have 
limited access and be well illuminated and designed with minimum 
dead space to eliminate areas of conceal ment; Rapid Transit 
District Police should consider a substation along the rail line 
f or faster response to emergencies along the line; and security 
guards should be used to monitor and patrol the parking areas. 

The Department's Crime Prevention Unit (485-3134) should be 
contacted for security design assistance. 

Upon completion of the project, the developer should be 
encouraged to provide the concerned Area commanding officers 
with a diagram of the project. The diagram should include 
access routes and any information that might fac ilitate police 
response. 

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY- AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 
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Questions regarding environmental impact repor ts 
to Officer J ohn Herkowitz, Plann ing and Res earch 
237-1653 . 

Very t ruly you r s, 

DARYL F. GATES 
Chief o f Poli ce 

~~-
GARRETT W. ZI 
Commanding Offi r 

-
Captain 

Planning a nd Research Divis ion 
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Southern California Edison Company 
P . 0 . BOX 410 

100 LONG BEACH BOULEVARD 

LONG BEACH, CALIFORNI-" 90801 

·L.A. 

1~$. JUN .. 2 
fVo1v,, \Jr iL 

COPY IN 

l.1..S 

15 

TELEPHONE 

:1 1 3)4111 · 2927 

-'OMtNl!ITRATIVE SERVICC!\: 

Los Angeles county 
Transportation Commission 
403 west Eighth Street, Suite soo 
Los Angeles, California 90014-3096 

June 21, 19 9 

Attention: Mr. Steve Lantz 
Community Relations Manager 

SUBJECT: Los Angeles County Transportation Commission 
San Fernando Valley Rail Transit Project 
Notice ot Preparation of a Draft Environmental 
Impact Report 

The Southern California Edison Company has reviewed the initia1 
study for the subject project and submit the following comments: 

OPTION *l 

OPTION #2 

18977- l/eb 

Refer to the attached drawing. Option #1 will 
travel underground south from Chandler Boulevard 
along Lankershim Boulevacd. Edison will have some 
minot relocation work to do at Camarillo Street. ~t 
Moorpark Street and at Lankershim Boulevard, headiqg 
South to the Los Angeles River, Edison may have to 
relocate the MacNeil-Universal 66 kV line . The 
Beverly-Universal 66 kV T/L may have some minor 
relocation where it crosses Lankershim Boulevard. 
New right of way may also have to be purchased to 
provide service to Edison's Universal Substation. 

This will require a relocation of the 
Beverly-MacNeil and the MacNeil-Universal 66 kV 
transmission lines from Chandler Boulevard to the 
101 Freeway along Vineland Avenue. New right of way 
would have to be purchased to provide this 
relocation. 
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The Edison Company only serves load out of Universal 
Substation. The area around the rail system would more than 
likely be fed from L.A.D.W.P., therefore. not requiring Edison 
to build any added facilities within this area. 

Another item to consider is the impact of dust on our 
insulators. both during construction, and afterward, while the 
rail system is being operated. Edison would be required to 
increase its expenses to keep the insulators free of 
contaminants. 

If you have any questions regarding the comments, please conta~t 
Mr. Art Cheng at the above address or at (213) 491-224S. 

18977-4/eb 
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I 80ARO OF 
FIRE COMMISSIONERS 

485·6032 

CITY OF Los ANGELES 
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FIRE 

200 NORTH MAIN ST. 

LOS ANGELES. CA 900 I 2 

I KENNETH S. WASHINGTON 
PRESIOENT 

· •' \NN REISS LANE 

DONALD 0. MANNING 
CHIEF ENGINEER 

ANO 

I 
VICE· PR£St0ENT 

AILEEN ADAMS 
JAMES E. BLANCARTE 

LEON KIRAKOSIAN 

EVA WHITELOCK 
EXECUTI VE ASSISTANT 

TOM BRADLEY 
MAYOR 

GEN ERAL MAN.AGER 

I August 15, 1989 
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Mr. Steve Lantz, Community Relations Manager 
Los Angeles County Transportation Commission 
403 West Ei g ht Street, Suite 500 
Los Angeles, CA 90014 

Dear Mr. Lantz: 

Notice of Preparati on of a Draft Environmental Impact 
Report for the San Fernando Valley Rail Transit Project 

The proposed project is located in the City of Los Angeles and 
forms a part of a large r re ~io nal transit system. This segment 
of the system would serve the San Fernando Valley to downtown 
Los Angeles and beyond. Th e entire proj ect lies within a 
developed urban setting and will traverse six City of Lo s 
Angeles Community Plan Areas. 

The following comments a r e furnished in response to your r equest 
for this Department to r eview the proposed development: 

The adequacy of fire protection for a given area is based on 
r eq uired fire-flow, response distance from existing fire 
stations, and this Department's judgment for needs in the area. 
In general, the r equired fire-flow is closely rel ated to l a nd 
use . The quantity of wa ter necessary for fire protection varies 
wi t h t he type of dev e lvpwent, lif e ~azard, occupahcy, arid th e 
degree of fire hazard. 

Fire -flow requirements va r y from 2,000 gallons per minut e 
(G .P.M.) in low- density areas to 12,000 G.P.M. in high-density 
co mm ercia l or industrial ar eas. The propo sed project runs 
through a variety of land use areas and without definitive 
plans, requirements may vary. At prese nt, thi s Department will 
set the fire-flow at 3,000 gallons per minute (G.P.M.) from two 
adjacent fir e hydrants flowing simultaneously. 

Improvements to the water system in this area ma y be required to 
provide the required fire-flow. The cost of improving the water 
system ma y be charged to the developer. For mor e detailed 
information regarding water main i mprovemen t s, t he developer 
shal l contact the Water Se rvices Section of t he Departme nt of 
Water a nd Power. 

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY - AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 
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The Fire Department has existing fire stations at the following 
locations for initial response into the area of the proposed 
development: 

Fire Station No. 86 
Single Engine Company 
4305 Vineland Avenue 
Staffing 4 

Fire Station No. 60 
Task Force Station - Truck and Engine Company 
Paramedic Ambulance 
Battalion 14 Headquarters 
5320 Tujun~a Avenue 
Staffing 14 

Fire Station No. 102 
Task Force Station - Truck and Engine Company 
13200 Burbank Boulevard 
Staffing 10 

Fire Station No. 39 
Task Force Station - Truck and Engine Company 
Paramedic Ambulance 
Hazardous Materials Squad 
14415 Sylvan Street 
Staffing 18 

Fire Station No. 88 
Task Force Station - Truck and Engine Company 
Divi sion III Headquarters 
5101 N. Sepulveda Boulevard 
Staffing 12 

Fire Station No. 100 
Paramedic En~ine Companv 
Division III Headquarters 
6751 Louise Avenue 
Staffing 8 

Fire Station No. 83 
Single Engine Company 
5001 Balboa Boulevard 
Staffing 4 

Fir e Station No. 93 
Task Force Station - Truck Engine Company 
Paramedic Ambulance 
19059 Ventura Boul e vard 
Staffin~ 4 
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Fire Station No. 72 
Single Engine Company 
Battalion 17 Headquarters 
6811 De Sota Avenue 
Staffing 6 

Fire Station No. 105 
Task Force Station - Truck and Engine Company 
Paramedic Ambulance 
6345 Fallbrook Avenue 
Staffing 12 

The above fire statio" will generally be the first responding 
fire companies to the proposed project. Depending on the 
nature, location and extent of the emergency, additional 
resources may be dispatched. 

Your Fire / Life Safety Committee should he used for the specific 
purpose of developing fire / life safety criteria to be used 
during preliminary engineering, final design, construction and 
operation of this proposed Rail Transit System. 

The Southern California Rapid Transit District (SCRTD) fire / life 
safety criteria as developed for the Metro Rail Project should 
be used as a baseline criteria for the San Fernando Valley Rail 
Project, especially as it relates to the subway portions of the 
projec t. Development of additional criteria will be necessary 
in order to address the proposals for at- g rade and aerial 
alternatives 

Of primary c oncern will be exiting from the trains and stations 
and the issue of emergency access to all are as of the rail line 
for Fire Department resources. This will include all considered 
alignments as well as subway, at-grade or aerial routes. 

The following recommendation s should be impl e me nted into the 
final design of the project: 
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Fire lanes serving the rail stations should be a 
minimum of 28-feet clear to sky or to the satisfaction 
of the Fire Department. 

Fire lanes, where required, and dead en<ling streets 
shall terminate in a cul-de-sac or other approved 
turning area. When required access is provided by an 
improved street, fire lane or combination of both 
which results in a deadend in excess of 700 feet in 
length from the nearest cross street, at least one 
additional ingress-egress roadway shall be provided in 
such a manner that an alternative means of 
ingress-egress is accomplished. 

Adequate public and private fire hydrants shall be 
required. 

All access roads, including fir e lanes, shall be 
maintained in an unobstructed manner, removal of 
obstructions shall be at the owner's expense. The 
entrance to all required fire lanes or required 
private driveways shall be posted with a sign no less 
than three square feet in area in accordance with 
Section 57.09.05 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

No building or portion of a building shall be 
constructed more than 150 feet from the edg e of a 
roadwav of an improved street, access road, or 
designated fire lan e . 

Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to 
and into all structures shall be required. 

Where fire apparatus will be driven onto the road 
level surface of the subterranean parking structure, 
that structure shall be enQineered to withstand a 
bearing pressure of 8,600 pounds per square foot. 

The proposed pr o ject shall comply with all applicable 
State and local codes and ordinances, and the 
guidelines f ound in the Fire Protect ion and Fire 
Prevention Plan, as wel l as the Safety Plan, both of 
which are elements of the General Pl a n of the City of 
Los Angeles (C.P.C. 19708). 
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Project implementation will have an adverse impact on 
fire protection and emergency medical services in the 
area of this project. The impact may be reduced to an 
acceptable level after the fire/life safety criteria 
is applied and reviewed by the Fire/Life Safety 
Committee. 

Definitive plans and specifications shall be submitted to this 
Department and requirements for necessary permits satisfied 
prior to commencement of any portion of this project. 

The Los Angeles Fire Department continually evaluates fire 
station placement and overall Department services for the entir e 
City, as well as specific areas. The de velopmen t of this 
propo~ed project, along with other ap 0 roved and pl3n~ed projects 
in the immediate area, may result in the need for the following: 

1. Increased staffing for existing facilities. 

2. Additional fire protection facilities. 

3. Relocation of pr ese nt fire protection facilities. 

For any additional information, please contact our Hyd rant Unit, 
at (213) 485-5964 or Battali on Chief Robert L. Aaron at 
(213) 972-3815. 

DONALD 0. MANNI~G 
Chief Engineer and General Manager 

l(JJ-~!~ Fo~ 
Davis R. Parsons, Assistant Bureau Commander 
Bureau of Fire Prevention 

DRP:SJF:cec / 3140E 
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