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1.1 BACKGROUND 

In October 1992, the Los Angeles County Transportation Commission (LACTC), predecessor 
to the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA), completed the Burbank-Glendale-Los 
Angeles Rail Transit Project Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR). To complete the 
environmental process, LACTC directed that findings be prepared for the proposed project 
alignment studied in the EIR's environmental issues analysis discussion. In January 1993, the 
environmental component of the project came to a close when the document and its associated 
Findings and Mitigation Monitoring Program received certification. 

Because of issues related to other proposals that have the potential to affect the proposed project, 
the Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project Final EIR indicated that supplemental 
environmental analysis would be necessary to evaluate possible effects associated with the results 
of the Taylor Yard Development Study, originally scheduled to be completed in the Spring of 
1993. In addition, the completion of the Pasadena-Los Angeles Metro Blue Line Supplemental 
EIR (January 1993) revealed that no permanent LRT maintenance facility site had been selected 
to serve both the Pasadena-Los Angeles line and the proposed project. Instead, the Midway 
Yard, located between Elysian Park and the Los Angeles River, will be utilized as an interim 
40-vehicle fleet facility for the Pasadena-Los Angeles Metro Blue Line. This decision left the 
Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles light rail transit alignment without a maintenance facility, 
necessitating the analysis of a permanent LRT yard for the proposed project. In order to study 
each of the issues associated with Taylor Yard and the LRT maintenance facility, the MTA, in 
March 1993, commissioned the preparation of this Supplemental Environmental Impact Report. 

1.2 PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE SUPPLEMENTAL EIR 

This Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) identifies, describes, analyzes, and 
evaluates significant effects associated with the Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit 
Project. Traversing portions of each of these cities in the East San Fernando Valley and 
Northeast Los Angeles area, the 11.9-mile proposed rail transit route forms part of the larger 
regional transportation system that would link these centers with Metro Rail service in 
Downtown Los Angeles and beyond. Prepared in accordance with the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) and State CEQA Guidelines, this SEIR intends to primarily serve two 
purposes: 

• To provide the lead agency, responsible jurisdictions, civic decision makers, and the 
general public with detailed information of the proposed project's potential environmental 
impacts, and; 

• To serve as a tool for decision makers to facilitate the decision-making process on the 
proposed project. 
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For the purposes of this SEIR, the following new components of the proposed project will be 
specifically addressed: 

• Possible alternative rail transit alignments and station sites in Taylor Yard, which may 
exacerbate potential land use, noise, air, and traffic impacts in the vicinity. 

• Analysis of potential impacts related to the development and implementation of a LRT 
maintenance and storage facility near the northern terminus of the proposed alignment. 

• Comparison of alignment alternatives at the Pasadena-Los Angeles Blue Line Junction, 
including issues related to the Lincoln Heights Jail and a non-revenue connector. 

• Assessment of possible hazardous waste materials and construction impacts at the 
proposed LRT maintenance yard sites. 

In March and April 1993, MT A began the formal environmental process by performing an Initial 
Environmental Study which assisted in determining the environmental issues to be analyzed in 
this document. Upon completion of the Initial Study, MT A prepared a Notice of Preparation 
(NOP) and circulated it to the State of California Office of Planning and Research, all identified 
responsible agencies, and to persons and organizations on the project mailing list. The Initial 
Study and the NOP appear in Appendix A, while comments and responses to the NOP are 
included in Appendix B. 

1.2.1 Incorporation or Contents or the Fmal EIR 

In addition to the project's new elements, this SEIR incorporates by reference, as permitted by 
CEQA, the contents of the Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project Final EIR. 1 In 
an effort to avoid repetition of general background information that does not contribute directly 
to the analysis of the project's new issues, the SEIR incorporates the Final EIR's environmental 
setting and previous relevant project description with respect to route alignment and unaltered 
station sites. These project components have been omitted from the SEIR and a summary of their 
content appears on the following page. They can be referenced for greater detail in the Final 
EIR, which is available for public inspection at MTA headquarters and at local libraries. 

Relevant Project Description 

The Final EIR's project description outlines the prominent characteristics of the Burbank­
Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project. Traversing through the East San Fernando Valley 
and Northeast Los Angeles area (Figure 1, on the following page), the light rail transit 
alignment would travel from the Pasadena-Los Angeles Blue Line Junction in South Taylor Yard 

1 Burbank•Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project Final EIR, Findings, and Mitigation Monitoring Program, 
California State Clearinghouse No. 91101017, LACTC, Gruen Associates et al., October 1992. 

2 

.... 



Pacific Ocean 

(1f\ o • ..___,J."'s--•7 u LJ 
MILES 

BURBANK• GLENDALE• LOS ANGELES 

■ RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT ■ 
■ ■ SUPPLEMENTAL EIR ■ ■ 
METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 

6t4'L· ' ' 
"'- •. ..• !Z ,,, --

~ 

GRAPHICS BY GRUEN ASSOCIATES 

FIGURE 1 
Regional Context 

3 



INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY _______________________ _ 

to Hollywood Way in the vicinity of the Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport (Burbank Airport). 
Information provided in the project description includes narrative and graphic illustration of the 
alignment's rail technology, ridership and operations, route alignment, and transit stations. Nine 
of the ten proposed stations in the Final EIR remain unchanged, with the lone exception being 
the Taylor Yard Station at Arvia Street just west of San Fernando Road. This station, as well 
as other issues related to Taylor Yard, are depicted in greater detail in Chapter 2.0 of this 
document. 

Environmental Setting 

This chapter of the Final EIR presents an overview of the existing regional and subregional 
setting as it relates to the proposed rail transit project. Due to the urban nature of growth within 
the Southern California Region, and more specifically, the project corridor study area, this 
chapter provides an overview of the environmental setting as it is projected to evolve in the 
future. The topics of discussion in the Environmental Setting Chapter include the following: 

• Regional Environmental Setting 
• Geotechnical and Seismic Character 
• Hydrologic Character 
• Demographic Characteristics 

- Population 
- Employment 
- Jobs/Housing 

• Land Use 
• Transportation 
• Air Quality 
• Noise 
• Basis for Cumulative Analysis 

1.3 PROJECT OVERVIEW 

The following project overview provides general background to some of the project's key 
components. The Planning History section traces the project's planning process from approval 
of Proposition A in 1980 to the preparation of this Supplemental EIR. The Project Purpose 
discussion outlines the goals which the rail transit project intends to achieve. The Public 
Review of the Project narrative provides a concise yet comprehensive summary of the public's 
opportunity to review and comment on the contents of this document. And finally, the Permits 
and Approvals discussion highlights a listing of those agencies which may use this SEIR to 
process the issuing of permits, approvals, or cooperative agreements required for construction. 

4 
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1.3.1 Planning History 

In November 1980, voters of the County of Los Angeles approved Proposition A. This initiative 
authorized LACTC, forerunner to the MTA, to assess a Countywide half-cent sales tax to 
improve and expand the existing County public transit system, and to construct and operate a 
rail rapid transit network. As illustrated in Figure 2, a segment of the initial rail transit plan 
called for an extension of the system into 
Northeast Los Angeles, Glendale, and the 
East San Fernando Valley. 

A decade later, in November 1990, 
County voters approved Proposition C. 
This initiative added another half-cent 
sales tax to further expand on the original 
Proposition A system. Allowing for the 
expedited construction of planned 
Countywide rail transit projects and 
supporting the growth and planning of 
other transit improvements, "Prop C" 
provided a vehicle for expansion of the 
Metro Rail system. Today, the current 
30-Year Integrated Transponation Plan 
provides for over 400 miles of rail 
service. Figure 3 on the following page 
illustrates the system's configuration. 

With respect to the historic planning 

CANOGA 
PARK 

SYLMAR 

VAN NUYS GLENDALE 
PASADENA 

EL MONTE 

context of the proposed transit project, the FIGURE 2 Proposition A Rail Transit System: 1980 
majority Of the planning efforts preceding SOURCE: "Prop A" Ballot Measure, Nov. 1980 

the route alignment have served as the 
basis for implementing the Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project. The following 
discussion highlights the specific planning programs and alignment alternatives that have been 
studied along the MTA-owned Southern Pacific Transportation Corridor (SPTC) right-of-way. 

In 1988, the Glendale City Council requested that a feasibility study be conducted of the Los 
Angeles-Glendale Proposition A rail transit corridor. With 50 percent of the study funded by 
the City of Glendale, LACTC agreed to examine the potential for rail service to Glendale. In 
April 1990, the City, in conjunction with LACTC, completed the Glendale Corridor LRT Route 
Refinement Feasibility Study. The study assessed the feasibility of extending the regional rail 
transit system into Glendale and connecting the City to Downtown Los Angeles and other 
transportation modes along the corridor. The project examined a variety of alternative 
technologies and seven alignment alternatives that primarily utilized three north-south routes: 1) 
the Southern Pacific R.O.W., 2) Brand Boulevard, and 3) Central Avenue-Orange Street. 

5 
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Serving as the definitive study for refining the project's route alignment through the City of 
Glendale, the Feasibility Study concluded that there would be major impacts related to each 
alignment alternative. If the LRT was to be connected to the Central Business District via an 
at-grade configuration, the project would create major traffic and circulation impacts. If the 
alignment were aerial or subway, it would result in significant aesthetic and cost impacts. In 
an effort to minimize the project's effects on the environment, the study recommended that the 
Southern Pacific right-of-way should be selected as the preferred route for the following reasons: 
1) it would utilize an existing transportation corridor, 2) it could be connected to the CBD with 
a local circulator system, and 3) it would minimize impacts related to traffic, circulation, 
construction, and visual quality. 

While the City of Glendale and LACTC engaged 
in this analysis to determine a LRT route 
through Glendale, other planning studies were 
also being prepared. In the Summer and Fall of 
1990, LACTC -- in conjunction with the City 
and County of Los Angeles -- prepared the 
Downtown Los Angeles to Sy/mar/Santa Clarita 
Rail Transit Study (Figure 4). Like the 
Glendale LRT route study, this project examined 
the potential of using the Southern Pacific right­
of-way as a rail transit corridor. The study 
assessed the engineering and planning feasibility 
of LRT and high-speed passenger rail service 
from the Los Angeles Union Passenger Terminal 
(LAUPT) in Downtown Los Angeles to Sylmar, 
with commuter rail service extending into Santa 
Clarita. Alternative transit modes evaluated 
included LRT, Commuter Rail, High-Speed 
Rail, and Magnetic Levitation Systems (Maglev). 

Encompassing 22 miles from the LAUPT to the 
City of Santa Clarita, the project analyzed 17 
Light Rail stations, 5 Commuter Rail stations, 
and 3 High-Speed Rail/Maglev stations. With 

FIGURE 4 Downtown Los Angeles to 
Sylmar/Santa Clarita 

Rail Transit Study Corridor 
SOURCE: LACTC. November 1990 

respect to the 11.9-mile Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project, the analysis and 
findings from this Downtown Los Angeles to Sylmar/Santa Clarita study served as the basis for 
defining the Burbank Extension alignment to Hollywood Way. In addition, it identified eight 
of the ten station locations: City of Burbank- 1) Hollywood Way-Burbank Airport, 2) Buena 
Vista, 3) Burbank City Centre; City of Glendale- 4) Northwest Glendale, 5) Ventura Freeway, 
6) Colorado-Broadway, 7) Glendale Transportation Center; and City of Los Angeles- 8) 
Glendale Freeway-Fletcher Drive. 

7 
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In addition to these two route alignment feasibility studies, the Cities of Burbank and Glendale 
have also prepared site plans for multi-modal transportation facilities which would utilize the 
sites of old rail depot grounds. These plans propose transportation hubs within each city that 
would connect local circulator systems to the regional transportation network. 

In September 1990, the City of Burbank 
completed its Burbank Metro/ink Monorail 
Feasibility Study. Because the City has three 
commercially- and geographically-distinct 
areas, this study examined the potential of 
linking the City's three redevelopment areas via 
an intracity monorail system (Figure 5). At 
full buildout, the 13.5-mile loop system would 
link the City's Media District, City Centre, and 
Airport area. The monorail loop could also 
potentially connect to regional transportation 
systems via rider interception at multi-modal 
stations and parking reservoirs. The key 
station being planned by the City is the 
Burbank Multi-Modal Transportation Facility, 
a transfer station and parking reservoir that 
would interface with the Burbank-Glendale-Los 
Angeles Rail Transit Project and Commuter 
Rail Metrolink at the old rail depot site. 

In March 1991, Burbank completed its Multi­
Modal Feasibility Study for the Burbank City 

FIGURE 5 Proposed Burbank Monorail System 
SOURCE: City of Burbank, September 1990. 

Center Transportation Facility. The study developed and evaluated three alternative site 
concepts. The final recommendation promoted a scheme which consisted of a rail station and 
parking facilities at the old rail depot grounds; an off-street bus transfer facility across Interstate 
5 on a block bounded by First Street, Orange Grove A venue, Palm A venue, and the Freeway; 
and a pedestrian bridge crossing over the Freeway linking the rail and bus facilities. Although 
the recommended design concept does not reflect the integration of a monorail, revisions to the 
site design could be made at a later date to accommodate such a system. 

In the Summer and Fall of 1991, the City of Glendale conducted a needs assessment and 
feasibility study that examined the potential for transforming the City's existing Amtrak Station 
site into a Transportation Center. Similar to the multi-modal facility planned by the City of 
Burbank, the GRA' s Transportation Center Master Plan proposes to create a transit hub that 
brings together the City's existing and planned transit modes. The project's conceptual site plan 
consists of Rail Depot renovation; development of a pedestrian promenade; construction of a 
new parking structure; and provision of bus and shuttle bay terminals. The transit modes that 
the City of Glendale plans on integrating at the Transportation Center include the proposed LRT 
system, Commuter Rail Metrolink, Amtrak Train Service, Glendale Bee Line, SCRTD (MTA) 
Bus Service, and Greyhound Bus Service. 
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Based on these previous studies, LACTC and the Cities of Glendale and Burbank agreed to 
further evaluate the merits of the proposed rail alignment in the hopes that it could gain inclusion 
in the Commission's 30-year plan as a funded project. In an effort to pool the rail transit 
planning resources of these various jurisdictions, LACTC, in conjunction with the Cities of 
Glendale and Burbank, commissioned the Gruen Associates Consultant Team (July 1991) to 
prepare environmental documentation, route refinement, and station site planning seivices to 
study a light rail alignment that would operate as a branch of the Pasadena-Los Angeles Metro 
Blue Line. 

The rail transit project's Draft EIR was completed and approved for circulation on June 24, 
1992, with its 45-day public comment and review period concluding in August 1992. During 
this timefrarne, LACTC conducted three public workshops and hearings, one each in the Cities 
of Burbank, Glendale, and Los Angeles. In October 1992, LACTC completed and approved the 
project's Final EIR. The environmental process reached its conclusion with the certification of 
the document and its associated Findings and Mitigation Monitoring Program in January 1993. 

The Final EIR, however, indicated that supplemental environmental analysis would be necessary 
to evaluate potential effects resulting from project-related proposals in the Taylor Yard 
Development Study. Because of issues related to planning efforts in Taylor Yard, as well as 
those associated with the site selection analysis for the Pasadena-Los Angeles Metro Blue Line 
LRT maintenance yard, this supplement to the original EIR has been prepared to evaluate the 
effects focusing on these key land planning and transportation issues. In March 1993, the Gruen 
Associates Consultant Team, appointed by the MTA, commenced environmental documentation, 
maintenance yard analysis, route refinement, and station site planning for the Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report. Section 1.2 of this chapter outlines the scope of work that shapes 
this environmental analysis. 

1.3.2 Project Purpose 

The goals and objectives of the proposed rail transit project remain the same as those outlined 
in the Final EIR, with MTA, as successor agency to LACTC, serving as the lead agency. For 
the purposes of the CEQA process, the scope of this SEIR evaluates (1) two alternative LRT 
maintenance yards that would seive the majority of the Metro Blue Line's northern extensions, 
(2) the route alignment and a station site in Taylor Yard, and (3) alternative route configurations 
in the vicinity of the Lincoln Heights Jail at the Pasadena-Los Angeles Blue Line Junction. 

Although the overriding goal of this project is to evaluate and refine key components of a rail 
transit route that ensures the improvement of overall public transit and minimizes the impacts 
on the environment, the proposed project also aims to achieve the following purposes: 
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• To carry out the public mandate for the construction of a County-wide rail transit 
system expressed by the voters in 1980 (Proposition A) and 1990 (Proposition C). 
Planning policies were reinforced when Los Angeles County voters passed Proposition 
A in November 1980 and Proposition C in 1990. Each of these propositions added a half 
cent to the County sales tax to provide, in part, local funding for a County-wide rail 
rapid transit network. An extension of a rail transit line into Glendale and the East 
Valley represents one of the many integral components of this system. Implementation 
of the proposed project can be considered a direct response to the voter mandate for such 
a system. 

• To provide an alternative mode of transportation, and help control the growth of 
traffic congestion in the East Valley region. The MT A operates one of the largest bus 
fleets 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. 

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. Regional rail transit, in 
conjunction with other measures, can aid in reducing these levels of congestion. 

• To connect the East Valley's major activity centers to other parts of the Southern 
California region. Based on projections by the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG), the East Valley is expected to experience significant increases in 
its population and employment base in the next 20 years. As such, its major economic 
activity centers such as the Glendale Central Business District, Glendale Civic Center, 
Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport, Burbank Media District, and Burbank City Center 
may become more prominent destination points for Southern California residents. 
Implementation of the proposed light rail alignment, in coordination with planned and 
existing local circulator systems, would facilitate access to these major centers. In 
addition, the proposed project also has the opportunity of providing weekend service to 
some of the area's entertainment centers like the Burbank movie and television studios, 
the Los Angeles County Natural History Museum branch in Burbank, Los Angeles Zoo, 
Gene Autry Western Heritage Museum, Griffith Park, and Dodger Stadium. 
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1.3.3 Public Review of the Proposed Project 

Public officials, affective agencies, and the general public have the opportunity for reviewing 
and commenting on the Draft SEIR through a 45-day review period established and administered 
by the State of California's Office of Planning and Research. During this review period, MTA 
will conduct a series of individual public workshops and public hearings near the locations where 
changes are proposed to the project. During the workshops, persons interested in understanding 
the specifics of the project may meet with staff to ask questions. The public hearing that follows 
the workshop provides a forum for taking public testimony concerning the proposed rail transit 
project and the SEIR. The preparers of the Draft SEIR are required to respond, in writing, to 
relevant comments on the Draft SEIR received from both citizens and public agencies. 
Comments and Responses to Comments will be included in the Final Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report to be prepared following the completion of the public circulation 
period for the Draft EIR. 

1.3.4 Perm.its and Approvals 

In order to construct the proposed rail transit alignment and its ancillary facilities, MT A and 
other responsible agencies will be required to implement a number of discretionary actions. The 
following list includes but may not be limited to agencies who may use this EIR as part of the 
process of issuing permits, approvals, or cooperative agreements required to construct the 
project: 

• City of Burbank 
• City of Glendale 
• City of Los Angeles 
• California Department of Transportation 
• State of California Public Utilities Commission 
• Federal Railroads Administration 
• South Coast Air Quality Management District 

· • California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
• Los Angeles County Public Works Department 
• Southern California Regional Rail Authority- Metrolink 
• Local and Municipal Bus Service Providers 
• Amtrak Passenger Train Service 

1.4 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

As illustrated in Table 1 on the following page, the preferred project alternative is an 11.9-mile 
light rail system that would provide transit service within the MTA-owned Southern Pacific 
Transportation Corridor from the vicinity of the Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport to the 
Pasadena-Los Angeles Metro Blue Line Junction, with through service to Union Station in 
Downtown Los Angeles. 
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Table 1 
Summary of Project Characteristics for the 

Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project 

Length 

Right-of-Way 

Environmental Documentation 

Full Project Description 

Total 

Park-&-Ride Facilities 

Number of Parking Spaces 

Joint Development Potential 

Average Weekday Trips (20101 

Train Type 

Maximum Train Speed 

Train Headways 

Travel Time: 
Burbank Airport to 
Glendale Transportation Center 

Travel Time: 
Burbank Airport to 
Downtown Los Angeles 

11.9 miles from Burbank Airport to Pasadena Line Junction. 
13.6 miles from Burbank Airport to Union Station. 

MTA-owned Southern Pacific Transportation Corridor. 

Supplement to the original EIR, covering issues related to the (11 LRT 
maintenance yard site alternatives in the vicinity of Burbank Airport, 
12) Taylor Yard route alignment and station site, and 131 alternative 
route configurations in the vicinity of the Lincoln Heights Jail. The Final 
EIR was certified in January 1 993. 

The proposed project extends from the Burbank Airport to the 
Pasadena-Los Angeles rail line junction. Activity centers that could be 
served by the proposed rail alignment include the Burbank Airport, 
Burbank City Centre, Burbank Media District, Glendale Grand Central 
Industrial Business Park, Glendale Central Business District, Los 
Angeles Zoo. Gene Autry Western Heritage Museum, and the 
residential communities of Northwest Glendale, Atwater Village, 
Glassel! Park, Cypress Park, and Mount Washington. 

10, all at-grade. 

7 

5,660 

5 

33,000 - 38,000 

Light Rail Technology: 1 9-vehicle fleet. 

55 miles per hour, with an average train speed of 34 miles per hour 
from Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport to Union Station. 

Peak Hour: 6 to 10 minutes. 
Average: 10 to 15 minutes. 

Approximately 13 minutes. 

Approximately 23 minutes. 

SOURCE: MTA, GNen Associates, Schimpeler-Corradino Associates, and Manuel Padron & Associates. 
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This rail transit route represents the end product of previously prepared rail planning studies that 
explored various alignment and transit mode alternatives. 2 Chapter 4.0 of this SEIR outlines 
the alternatives analyzed in the Final EIR. In addition, due to the changes in the project, the 
chapter also studies the alternatives related to the new components of the proposed project. The 
following listing outlines the four other potential project choices analyzed in the Alternatives to 
the SEIR Project Components chapter: 

• Light Rail Maintenance Yard Site Alternatives: Two sites near the terminus of the 
alignment. 

• Alternative Station Sites: Three station sites within Taylor Yard. 
• Alternative Alignments: Two alignments at the Pasadena-Los Angeles Metro Blue Line. 

1.5 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT SU1\.1MARY 

Table 2 on the following page, summarizes environmental impacts and mitigation measures for 
effects related to those elements of the project covered in this SEIR. Impacts that would remain 
after mitigation are noted in the summary as "unavoidable adverse impact" if the project receives 
approval as proposed in this document. 

2 Glendale Corridor LRT Alignment Alternatives Study, City of Glendale and LACTC, April 1990; and 
Downtown Los Angeles to Sylmar/Santa Clarita Rail Transit Study, LACTC, and County of Los Angeles, City of 
Los Angeles, November 1990. 
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Category 

Residents end Housing Stock 

Compatibility with Local Plans 
and Existing Land Uses 

Land Acquisition 

14 

Table 2 
Summary of Environmental Impacts 

Environmental Impacts 

• No direct impact since the proposed project would 
neither add nor eliminate any residential units from 
the local housing stock. However, transit riders 
could experience safety concerns when coming in 
conflict at station areas and at-grade street/track 
crossings. 

• Residents could also experience impacts related to 
traffic, air quality, noise, and visual quality. 

• A number of residential clusters, recreational 
facilities and schools could be impacted by the 
proposed project. These land uses could 
experience impacts related to pedestrian 
circulation, vehicular circulation, noise, air quality, 
and aesthetics. 

• Local planning documents governing the rail transit 
corridor generally identify the R.O.W. as quasi­
public, light industry, or heavy industry. In the 
case of current plans and plans being prepared in 
the project study area, the proposed rail alignment 
would be compatible, and in many instances, 
support these planning efforts. 

• Unavoidable Adverse Impact. Implementation of 
the proposed project would result in the taking of 
existing properties. Several businesses and public 
uses would be taken and a number of employees 
would be displaced from their place of 
employment. 

Proposed Mitigation Measures 

• Safety features such as crossing 
gates, warning lights, bells, horns 
and cyclops lights will be provided at 
at-grade crossings. 

• Grade-separated access ways should be 
constructed at station areas when 
passengers come in conflict with 
unsafe track or street crossings. 

• Refer to respective environmental 
sections in this document for related 
mitigation measures. 

• Refer to respective environmental 
sections in this document for related 
mitigation measures. 

• The proposed project could 
potentially impact existing land uses, 
but are not expected to reach 
significant levels. Therefore, no 
mitigation measures are 
recommended. 

• Displaced businesses will receive fair 
relocation costs. 

• Because of special considerations, 
MT A should work with the City and 
tenants of the City Jail Building to 
develop a relocation program. 
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Category 

Local Area Impacts 

Regional Air Quality 

Region-wide Travel 

Intersections & Major Streets 

Table 2 
Summary of Environmental Impacts 

• Based on SCAQMD thresholds, the proposed 
project would have no significant impact because 
carbon monoxide concentrations would not 
increase beyond the defined criteria. 

• The project would have a beneficial effect on the 
region's air quality with a projected reduction in 
automobile-generated pollutants: 

Carbon monoxide: 
Nitrogen oxide: 
Organic gases: 
Particulate matter: 

.24 tons/day 

.05 tons/day 

.02 tons/day 

.01 tons/day 

• The SCAQMD threshold criteria would only be 
exceeded in the concentration of particulates 
during the grading/earthwork phase of 
construction. 

• The project will have a beneficial impact on the 
region with a projected reduction in vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) daily: 

VMT Reduction: 37,800 vehicle miles daily 

• A significant impact assumes an increase in the 
intersection capacity utilization (ICU} of at least 
0.020, with a final ICU of 0.900 or more. 
Therefore, none of the study intersections would 
be impacted by the proposed Taylor Yard LRT 
station. 

• None required. 

• In an effort to reduce air quality 
impacts related to increased 
concentrations of vehicles at rail transit 
stations areas and project-related 
construction impacts of dust and 
particulate matter, mitigation measures 
recommended by the SCAQMD should 
be implemented. These mitigation 
measures appear in greater detail in 
Section 3.3. 

• None required, however, development 
of the Tavtor Yard Station at Arvia 
Street would initiate the widening of 
the west side of San Fernando Road 
and the signalization of the San 
Fernando Road and Arvia Street 
intersection for safe station access. 
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Noise 

Risk of Upset 

16 

Table 2 
Summary of Environmental Impacts 

• Noise produced by maintenance yard operations • None required. 
would be approximately 50 dB at the perimeter of 
the yard. Noise at this level is not discernable 
because the existing noise level is 60 dB or more in 
this area. 

• Implementation of the proposed project could result 
in increases in the noise levels at the nearest 
school and residences ranging from 0.7 to 0.9 dB. 
According to the Draft FT A noise guidelines, this 
does not constitute a significant impact, since the 
change is less than one decibel and not discernible 
to the human ear. 

• Unavoidable Adverse Impact. Significant impact 
assumes an increase in noise of at least 5 dB. 
Construction noise would only exceed this 
threshold at the Lockheed 360 site, where there 
could be a 7 dB change for nearby residences. 
This impact would be temporary, lasting for the 
term of project construction. 

• The long history of industrial, manufacturing, and 
railroad-related uses have left Lockheed Building 
360, Weber Aircraft, and Taylor Yard with cases of 
potential hazardous waste and possible effects on 
human health. Future use and human occupancy 
of these properties without further remediation may 
pose a threat to human health. 

• Project construction shall comply 
with all applicable local noise 
regulations. 

• MTA shall work with local groups to 
determine methods to reduce 
temporary noise impacts. 

• Haul routes should avoid residential 
streets for demolition waste, dirt 
excavation, and materials delivery. 

• Construction should be limited to a 
period between 8:00 am and 6:00 
pm. 

• Soils testing should be conducted to 
determine specific subsurface soil 
conditions. 

• Conduct detailed geotechnical studies 
of station areas to help determine 
potential for upset. 

• MT A will acquire and comply with 
any permits necessary to construct 
the proposed project. 

• MT A shall identify any hazardous 
materials, remediate hazardous 
wastes, and to the fullest extent 
possible, recycle or salvage all waste 
products that result from 
construction of the proposed 
project. 
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Category 

, i.1 PQBLIC SERvic:~ ) • .• 

Schools 

Natural Resources 

Recreational Resources 

Utilities 

Table 2 
Summary of Environmental Impacts 

• Six schools are in close proximity to Taylor Yard 
and the proposed LRT Maintenance Facility site 
alternatives. Each of these campuses may 
experience impac:ts related to air, noise, traffic and 
public safety. 

• Safety problems could arise from persons walking 
to and from classes. 

• Refer to respective environmental 
sections in this document for related 
mitigation measures. 

• MT A safety criteria should be 
distributed to students and teachers. 

• Pedestrian areas should be clearly 
marked near the R.O.W. 

• Construction sequencing should be 
coordinated with local schools, buses, 
and carpools. 

• The long-term operation of the rail transit alignment • None required. 
and its maintenance facility would not reduce, 
displace, or disturb any known natural habitats or 
existing recreational resources. 

• Cypress Park located in the vicinity of Taylor • Refer to Section 3.5 for mitigation 
Yard, may experience impacts related to noise. measures related to noise. 

• Construction of the project would require the 
relocation of nearly 1O,O00-feet of US Sprint fiber 
optic cables, and the abandonment of sections of 
Southern California Gas Company lines. 

• Within the City of Burbank, the LRT would pass 
over 17 City water mains, some of which may be 
loc:ated within the study areas of this Supplemental 
EIR. Such crossings may create vertical loading 
impact. Corrosion caused by stray currents is also 
a concern. 

• MTA will work with SPTC to relocate 
US Sprint fiber optic cables when 
these lines come in conflict with the 
LRT alignment. 

• MTA will work with 
agencies and utilities 
protection of pipes 
maintenance. 

appropriate 
to ensure 

and utility 

• Utility pipes that may be endangered 
by project construction should be 
protected against vertical loading and 
impact. 

• Overhead electric line construction 
and underground electric dsupply 
and communication systems shall 
meet the State of California Public 
Utilities Commission General Order 
Nos. 95 and 128 requirements. 
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Category 

Visual Quality 

Historical Resources 

i3:1i CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS 

Refer to 3.3 Air Quality and 
3.5 Noise for construction 
related impacts. 

18 

Table 2 
Summary of Environmental Impacts 

• Visual barrier created by the construction of an 
aerial guideway lead over San Fernando Boulevard 
into the Building 360 site's proposed maintenance 
facility and storage yard. 

• Unavoidable Adverse Impact. The "Through the 
Jail" alignment alternative and non-revenue 
connector would require the demolition of the 
Lincoln Heights Jail building and the loss of a 
potentially significant aesthetic resource. 

• Unavoidable Adverse Impact. The visual barrier 
created by the aerial guideway required for the 
"Front of Jail" alignment would result in severe 
impacts on the jail structure and on the viability 
of the community service facilities located within. 

• Unavoidable Adverse Impact. The "Through the 
Jail" alignment would result in the displacement 
and demolition of the Lincoln Heights Jail Building. 
The architectural features could make it eligible for 
designation as a local Historical-Cultural Monument 
of the City of Los Angeles, and possible listing 
under the National Register of Historic Places. Its 
demolition constitutes a significant adverse impact 
to local historical resources. 

• The "Front of Jail" alignment would travel on an 
elevated guideway east of Avenue 19, displacing 
land uses across the street and dominating the 
urban fonn along Avenue 19, affecting the 
building's architectural character. 

Please refer to Chapter 4.0 for a detailed 
comparative analysis of alternative Pasadena Line 
Junction alignments. 

• Stations shall be designed to be 
attractive and non-intrusive on 
surrounding areas. 

• MTA shall work with the Cities of 
Los Angeles and Burbank to create 
design and development standards 
for the maintenance yards and the 
alignment as it passes through the 
Blue Line Junction and Taylor Yard. 

• Urban design standards shall be 
established in areas identified as 
having visually sensitive land uses. 

• Refer to Section 3. 1 0 for more detailed 
aesthetic-related mitigation measures. 

• If this alternative is chosen, an Historic 
Structures Report shall be prepared. 
This report will document the 
significance of the building and its 
physical conditions, both historic and 
current, through measured drawings, 
photographs, written data, and text. 

0 

• To reduce the visual impact of the 
aerial guideway, MTA would 
enhance the physical appearance of 
the area by dedicating open space 
on the surplus property acquired on 
the east side of Avenue 19. 



CHAPTER 2.0 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
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2.1 THE PROPOSED BURBANK-GLENDALE-LOS ANGELES 
RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT 

The proposed Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project is included as one of ten 
candidate corridors in the Metropolitan Transportation Authority's (MTA) 30-Year Integrated 
Transportation Plan (refer to Figure 3 in Chapter LO). The project would comprise part of the 
County's 400-mile Metro Rail System, serving portions of the Cities of Burbank, Glendale, and 
Los Angeles. As illustrated in Figure 6 (page 21), the 11.9-mile alignment would extend from 
the Pasadena-Los Angeles Blue Line Junction in the City of Los Angeles to the vicinity of the 
Burbank Airport at Hollywood Way in the City of Burbank. As part of project development, 
the proposed route will include 10 transit station locations throughout the alignment. 

2.1.1 Route Alignment 

The Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project would travel within the MTA-owned 
Southern Pacific Transportation Corridor (SPTC) right-of-way which is currently occupied by 
SP freight service, Amtrak passenger train service, and the Moorpark and Santa Clarita 
Metrolink Commuter Rail lines. Paralleling San Fernando Road, the rail alignment would be 
at-grade throughout, except at crossings where major arterials and highways are grade-separated 
above or below the right-of-way, and at the Arroyo Verdugo Wash. Of the ten stations planned 
for the proposed project, seven will provide park-and-ride facilities, accommodating a total 
buildout of 5,660 parking spaces adjacent to the rail transit stations. 

The following narrative descriptions highlight the characteristics of the Burbank-Glendale-Los 
Angeles light rail route alignment. For the purposes of analysis, the rail transit route has been 
divided into six study areas. The final EIR provides more detailed visual illustrations and textual 
descriptions of each area. Those areas are: 

• Burbank Golden State Redevelopment Area 
• Burbank City Centre Redevelopment Area 
• Northwest Glendale 
• South Glendale-Atwater Village 
• Glassell Park-Taylor Yard 
• South Taylor Yard-Elysian Park 

Burbank Golden State Redevelopment Area. This portion of the route extends from the 
alignment's tail tracks north of Hollywood Way to the Lockheed Aircraft properties south of 
Empire A venue. The light rail transit route would be located on the eastern portion of the 100-
foot, MTA-owned SPTC right-of-way. Although most major arterials in this section have been 
grade separated, the alignment would cross Buena Vista Street at-grade. The Burbank Airport, 
industrial and commercial office buildings, and residential neighborhoods are the major land uses 
adjacent to this portion of the alignment. 
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Burbank City Centre Redevelopment Area. This segment of the rail transit route travels along 
the western side of the Golden State Freeway until it veers southeasterly past Verdugo Avenue. 
Extending from the SP Coast Mainline Junction to the Western Avenue bridge overcrossing, this 
segment is characterized by heavy industrial uses located adjacent to the light rail corridor. 
However, away from the SPTC right-of way, commercial and civic-oriented uses prevail in this 
area. This section of the corridor continues on the east side of the right-of-way, sharing the 
100-foot transportation corridor with a set of commuter and freight rail tracks, and an 8,000-foot 
siding stretching from the San Fernando Boulevard underpass to the SP Coast Mainline Junction. 
The alignment is grade-separated from every roadway in this segment except Allen A venue. 

Nonhwest Glendale. This portion of the alignment continues on the east side of the SPTC right­
of-way, parallel to San Fernando Road from Sonora A venue to Colorado Street. The route is 
grade-separated only at Western Avenue. The Arroyo Verdugo Wash Bridge, located north of 
Fairmount A venue, would need to be expanded in order to accommodate both the light rail and 
commuter and freight rail tracks. This area is characterized primarily by low density industrial 
uses and small storefront commercial businesses. 

South Glendale-Atwater Village. This segment of the alignment travels parallel to San Fernando 
Road, approximately 800 to 1,000 feet west of the arterial. This area is comprised of heavy 
manufacturing and warehousing, and residential uses. However, only one residential cluster, 
located along Gardena A venue, in South Glendale, is directly adjacent to the light rail corridor. 
As the alignment passes through the Glendale Transportation Center, the right-of-way is reduced 
from 100 to 75 feet. Thus, it will be necessary to relocate the existing tracks used by Southern 
Pacific and Amtrak in order to provide room for the LRT tracks. This can be accomplished 
within the 75-foot right-of-way by acquiring a narrow strip of land within the right-of-way 
currently owned by Southern Pacific. No land displacements would take place on either the 
Glendale or Los Angeles side of the alignment. 

Glassell Park-Taylor Yard. This segment of the alignment travels through Taylor Yard utilizing 
the SPTC right-of-way. Extending from Fletcher Drive to the north and Avenue 26 to the south, 
open space, the Los Angeles River, and industrial and single-family residential land uses 
characterize the area. The corridor proceeds past Fletcher Drive on the east side of the SPTC 
right-of-way, and once past the Glendale Freeway overpass, it begins to veer westerly following 
the right-of-way corridor within Taylor Yard. This section of the alignment is grade-separated 
only at Fletcher Drive. There are, however, currently no intersections within Taylor Yard, 
although a public street is under construction as part of the Metrolink project. 
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South Taylor Yard-Elysian Park. This segment of the alignment stretches from South Taylor 
Yard to the Riverside Drive bridge overcrossing, where the Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail 
Transit Project joins with the Pasadena-Los Angeles Metro Blue Line to provide through service 
to the Los Angeles Union Passenger Terminal in Downtown Los Angeles. The corridor travels 
parallel to San Fernando Road and proceeds on the eastern portion of the right-of-way. An 
additional 3 feet of right-of-way needs to be acquired for a 775-foot stretch located 
approximately 650 feet south of A venue 26. This is a predominantly industrial corridor with 
pockets of single-family residential neighborhoods. 

2.1.2 Station Sites 

In January, 1993, the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles 
Rail Transit Project was completed and approved. As part of this process, conceptual station 
site plans were environmentally cleared for the project. Special effort was made in these plans 
to facilitate pedestrian entrance to station locations, and to provide direct access from major 
arterials to the MTA-owned SPTC right-of-way. Station site planning focused on emphasizing 
existing centers such as the Burbank Central Business District and Downtown Glendale, as well 
as reinforcing planned activity centers like the Golden State Redevelopment Area, Glendale 
Transportation Center and Taylor Yard. The selection of station sites was also influenced by 
the need to minimize property takings, to utilize available properties such as existing rail depot 
sites and obtainable publicly-owned land, and to select sites with possible joint development 
potential. 

Key land use factors used in evaluating potential station parking sites included: 

• Compatibility of potential station locations with adjacent and prevailing land uses. 
• Types and intensity of residential, commercial, and industrial activity. 
• Availability of underdeveloped land adjacent to the proposed route alignment. 
• Identification of properties exhibiting the potential for future joint development. 
• Potential right-of-way and site acquisition needs. 
• Existing improvements which could affect site development: i.e., drainage channels, 

informal use of vacant land, and planned traffic and transportation improvements. 

With respect to parking and circulation considerations, the following factors were considered in 
the evaluation of potential parking sites: 

Vehicle Orientation 

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

intersections and driveways. 
• Existing observed levels of traffic congestion. 
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• Provisions for multiple access points to the site. 
• Number of potential parking spaces. 
• Potential for future site expansion/availability of alternate site locations. 

Pedestrian Orientation 

• Levels of existing pedestrian activity. 
• Ease and safety of pedestrian access. 
• Concerns related to pedestrian track crossings. 
• Passenger interchange at multi-modal facilities. 

As depicted in the Route Alignment section, the Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles light rail 
alignment would share the 100-foot SPTC right-of-way with Commuter Rail Metrolink trains, 
Amtrak, and Southern Pacific freight cars. Two sets of tracks, one for the LRT and one for 
heavy rail trains, would be located within the right-of-way from Hollywood Way at the Burbank 
Airport through Taylor Yard. Although each of the ten at-grade station platforms would 
incorporate a center-loading design, the desire to utilize the best available site for park-and-ride 
facilities, the placement of these facilities on both the east and west side of the alignment, and 
the need to accommodate pedestrian access has resulted in the conception of site plans that 
address the particular needs and concerns at each station location. 

The issue of access to station platforms is an important consideration at modal transfer stations 
where transit riders would change from automobiles, buses, or shuttles to rail transit vehicles. 
At stations with park-and-ride and kiss-and-ride facilities, structure and surface parking has been 
located as close as possible to the platforms. Pedestrian access from nearby streets and parking 
areas to the platform was planned to be as direct as possible. However, because some station 
areas such as the Hollywood Way Station require the crossing of rail tracks, pedestrian bridges, 
underpasses, or elongated ramps would be required to access LRT station platforms. In the case 
of the Burbank City Centre and Glendale Transportation Center stations, these improvements 
would be required to facilitate access to center-loading Commuter Rail and Amtrak platforms. 

As shown in Table 3 on the following page, the Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit 
Project would have 10 at-grade transit stations. At full buildout, the proposed project would 
provide nearly 5,700 parking spaces at seven park-and-ride facilities. Because of the size and 
scope of the multi-modal transportation facilities planned for the Glendale Transportation Center 
and Burbank City Centre stations, individual site-specific project EIRs will be prepared for these 
facilities by their respective jurisdictions. In addition, due to the previous uncertainty 
surrounding the Taylor Yard station, this SEIR documents impacts pertaining to this site. 
Section 2.4 details the new stations site plan and its characteristics. 
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Table 3 
Station Parking 

STATION AREA STATION/PARKING LOCATION INITIAL TOTAL 
PHASE PARKING 

PARKING 

BURBANK AIRPORT· Platform: North of Hollywood Way 
HOLLYWOOD WAY Parking: Northwest corner of San Fernando Boulevard and 530 1,500 

Hollywood Way 

BUENA VISTA 
Platform: North of Buena Vista Street 

60 60 Parking: Caltrans property located below Interstate 5 

BURBANK Platform: Centered between Magnolia and Olive aoo· 1,300 
CITY CENTRE Parking: Front Street Depot site. 

NORTHWEST Platform: Between Grandview and Sonora 
0 0 

GLENDALE Parking: None 

VENTURA FREEWAY 
Platform: South of Doran Street 

250 500 Parking: Southeast corner of Doran and San Fernando 

BROADWAY 
Platform: South of Broadway 

0 0 Parking: None 

GLENDALE Platform: South of Old Rail Depot 
TRANSPORTATION 900· 1,500 
CENTER 

Parking: North of Old Rail Depot 

GLENDALE FREEWAY· Platform: Above Fletcher Drive underpass or south of SR-2 
500 500 FLETCHER ORNE Parking: West of Van de Kamp's building or Hughes Market 

TAYLOR YARD: Platform: Between Alice Street and Arvia Street, partially 

ARVIA STREET 
within MT A-owned property 300 300 
Parking: North of station platform on MT A-owned property 

SOUTH TAYLOR YARD: Platform: Adjacent to San Fernando Road, south of Avenue 

AVENUE 19 
26 and Lawry's California Center 0 0 
Parking: None 

TOTALS 2,840 5,660 

• Separate site-specific project EIRs will be completed independently for these station sites by the governing 
jurisdiction. 

2.1.3 Rail Technology 

The rail technology to be utilized for the proposed alignment would be similar to vehicles 
currently being operated on the Long Beach-Los Angeles Metro Blue Line. As depicted in 
Figure 7, LRT vehicles essentially represent modernized versions of the traditional streetcar. 
Contrary to popular belief, the term "light rail" does not refer to the size or weight of the train 
car, but rather reflects the system capacity. Operating on steel wheels on conventional 
continuously welded rails, LRTs are powered by electricity via an overhead catenary wire 
system. 

24 



___________________________ PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The individual rail cars are made of welded steel, span more then 90 feet in length, stand 11 ½ 
feet in height, and stretch nearly 9 feet in width. The vehicles are powered by two 195 
horsepower DC electric motors. The train vehicles, which typically consist of 3-car trains, are 
articulated with an accordion connection. Four double-ended doors on each side provide access 
to and from high level, accessible platforms into the cars to avoid steps between platform and 
vehicle. Each car provides 76 seats, with two seats located at each end of the car that can be 
folded up to provide space for one wheelchair passenger. Each vehicle maintains a maximum 
capacity of 237 passengers, 76 seated and 161 standing. With an acceleration rate of 3 miles 
per hour (mph) per second, Metro Blue Line trains can achieve a maximum speed of 55 mph. 

FIGURE 7 Blue Line Train Vehicle 

The proposed project would function as a branch of the adopted Pasadena-Los Angeles project, 
which will also utilize equipment characteristic of the Blue Line. Thus, trains on the Burbank:­
Glendale-Los Angeles rail line will continue south on the Pasadena-Los Angeles line, providing 
direct service to Chinatown and Union Station. The Pasadena Line has been approved with an 
interim yard facility at Midway Yard adjacent to the Los Angeles River to provide storage and 
maintenance for rail vehicles. Once the system is extended, a permanent yard will be needed. 
As a result, two locations for the permanent yard to be shared by both lines are being examined 
in this SEIR. Section 2.3 of this chapter explores the merits of the two alternative locations: 
the Lockheed 360 Site in the City of Los Angeles and the Weber Aircraft Site located along San 
Fernando Boulevard, south of Hollywood Way. 
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2.2 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT FOR THE SUPPLEl\llENTAL Em 

Traversing portions of the Cities of Burbank, Glendale, and Los Angeles in the East San 
Fernando Valley and Northeast Los Angeles area, the proposed rail transit route forms part of 
the larger regional transportation system that would link these centers with Metro Rail service 
in Downtown Los Angeles and beyond. Figure 6 (page 21), illustrates the general alignment 
of the proposed Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project. The project's Final EIR, 
certified in January 1993, identified, described, analyzed, and evaluated the environmental 
effects associated with the rail transit route's alignment, station locations, and other ancillary 
facilities. Due to factors related to the planning and development of associated projects such as 
the Pasadena-Los Angeles Metro Blue Line Maintenance Yard analysis and Taylor Yard 
Development Study, the project for the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report will address 
four main factors: 

• Light Rail Transit (LRT) maintenance and storage facility location alternatives. 
• The alignment through Taylor Yard and the Arvia Street Station location. 
• Alignment alternatives at the Pasadena-Los Angeles Blue Line Junction, including issues 

related to the Lincoln Heights Jail and a non-revenue connector. 
• Possible hazardous waste materials and construction impact assessment in the proposed 

LRT maintenance yard sites. 

2.3 LIGHT RAIL MAINTENANCE YARD SITE ALTERNATIVES 

When the Pasadena-Los Angeles Blue Line Supplemental EIR was completed in January 1993, 
it revealed that no permanent LRT maintenance facility site had been selected to serve both the 
Pasadena line and the proposed rail transit project. Instead, the Midway Yard, located on the 
west bank of the Los Angeles River near Elysian Park, will be utilized as an interim facility only 
for the Pasadena-Los Angeles Metro Blue Line. This decision left the Burbank-Glendale-Los 
Angeles Rail Transit Project without a maintenance facility, triggering the need to identify and 
analyze a permanent LRT yard for the project. The two main yard facility locations that have 
been examined are the Lockheed 360 and Weber Aircraft sites (Figure 8). 

2.3.1 Lockheed 360 Site 

As illustrated in Figure 9 (page 28), the LRT Maintenance Facility at the Lockheed 360 Site 
would be located between Arvilla Avenue and Lockheed Drive, southwest of San Fernando 
Road. The site is just north of the Burbank City boundary in the City of Los Angeles. This site 
is located northwest of the rail transit route's terminus at the Burbank Airport-Hollywood Way 
Station. The land uses on the northeastern side of San Fernando Boulevard primarily consist of 
industrial and office uses, with residential neighborhoods directly adjacent to the east. On the 
southwest side of San Fernando Boulevard is the Burbank Airport, a primary destination along 
this segment of the route. 
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Approximately 22 acres in size, the property allows for body, paint, maintenance, service, and 
repair shops; a storage yard; and storage track capacity for the proposed project and future 
additional requirements. With a capacity of 88 cars in the yard and 18 cars in the shops, this 
site could accommodate a total of 106 cars. Access to this yard would be provided by lead 
tracks extending from the Burbank Airport-Hollywood Way Station, via an aerial guideway that 
would "fly over" San Fernando Boulevard. The development of an LRT Maintenance Facility 
at this site would require the relocation of approximately 3,250 feet of US Sprint lines and 660 
feet of high voltage power lines. Figure 10 illustrates the existing site condition looking north 
from San Fernando Boulevard and the SPTC right-of-way. 

Lockheed 360 Site: Location of LRT Maintenance Yard Facility 

2.3.2 Weber Aircraft Site 

As illustrated in Figure 11 on the following page, the LRT Maintenance Facility at the Weber 
Aircraft Site would be located northeast of San Fernando Boulevard and southwest of the Golden 
State Freeway, on the south side of California Street. This site is just south of the Los Angeles­
Burbank City boundaries, in the City of Burbank. Located approximately ¼ mile from the 
proposed Buena Vista Street Station, all of the land uses surrounding this site predominately 
consist of industrial types. 
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With the implementation of a maintenance yard facility at the Weber Aircraft the ADT will be 
an estimated 10,500. A 30,000 change resulting from delays experienced at at-grade crossings 
must be achieved before it can be required that these crossings be grade-separated. Therefore, 
the increase in traffic levels at this crossing are not considered high enough to require that these 
yard leads be grade-separated. In addition, a majority of the train crossings will occur on off­
peak hours. 

Furthermore, as is the case with a number of segments along the corridor, development of the 
proposed LRT Maintenance Facility at this site would require the relocation of existing US 
Sprint lines. Figure 12 illustrates the Weber Aircraft Site cleared of its buildings. The site 
clearance took place in the Fall and Winter of 1992. 

FIGURE 12 Weber Aircraft Site: Location of LRT Maintenance Yard Facility 

2.4 TAYWR YARD AND ARVIA STREET STATION AREA 

Since the early 1900s, Taylor Yard has served as a rail storage, maintenance, and repair facility 
for freight train service. Since that time, various activities associated with the operations, 
maintenance, repair, and storage of railcars have occurred within the yard. However, within 
the last ten years, Taylor Yard experienced significantly reduced levels of activity, with only the 
maintenance structures located on the western portion of the site receiving much use. More 
recently, Southern Pacific has sought ways to develop Taylor Yard with uses other than rail 
operations. In order to identify and analyze alternative use strategies for the 174-acre Taylor 
Yard Site, in coordination with other planning and design studies being conducted, the Taylor 
Yard Development Study was initiated. 

In an effort to coordinate with the Taylor Yard Development Study 's goal of planning for the 
reuse and revitalization of the yard, it is vital to refine and design the alignment's location within 
the larger context of land use, open space, infrastructure considerations, and community issues, 
so that the alignment and its stations illustrate and emphasize the local residential community's 
needs, as well as what would best suit the needs of the area. As a result, the alignment and 
station locations proposed in the SEIR are based on the recommendations arising from the 
community workshops conducted as part of the Taylor Yard Study. 
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As illustrated in Figure 13 on the following page, this portion of the alignment continues 
through Taylor Yard, within the MTA-owned SPTC right-of-way, between San Fernando Road 
and the Los Angeles River. Largely distinguished by the vast open space of Taylor Yard and 
the presence of the Los Angeles River, this segment of the study area also includes significant 
older industrial land uses along San Fernando Road and a number of residential enclaves. These 
stable, single-family areas include older City neighborhoods such as Glassell Park, Mount 
Washington, Cypress Park to the east of the rail alignment, and Elysian Valley located to the 
west across the Los Angeles River. 

The station planned for this section of the alignment would be between Arvia and Alice Streets, 
west of San Fernando Road on a parcel owned by the MT A. It can be expected that this station 
would primarily serve many of the residents in the nearby residential communities, and 
commuters in the Northeast Los Angeles area. For this reason, approximately 300 parking 
spaces, bus loading bays, bus drop off areas, and kiss-and-ride facilities have been planned 
directly adjacent to the alignment on the northern side of the site. 

Figure 14 (page 34) illustrates the proposed station site plan for Taylor Yard. The station's 
configuration reflects a collaborative venture to coordinate design with Taylor Yard planning 
efforts (pedestrian orientation and development of a station plaza) and Los Angeles Department 
of Transportation (LADOT) street widening requirements (upgrade of San Fernando Road to a 
major arterial standards on the project-side of the street). 
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2.5 LINCOLN HEIGHTS JAIL 

At the Metro Blue Line Junction northeast of the Los Angeles River (Figure 15), the Burbank­
Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project joins with the Pasadena-Los Angeles Rail Transit 
Project to provide through service to the Los Angeles Union Passenger Terminal in Downtown 
Los Angeles. As illustrated in Figure 16 on the following page, the Lincoln Heights Jail study 
area serves as the critical site of this junction. Located on the east bank of the Los Angeles 
River, the former Los Angeles City Jail Building, mostly built in 1930, is listed in the City of 
Los Angeles Northeast Los Angeles District Plan as an eligible landmark for local listing. 

FIGURE 15 Metro Blue Line Junction Location 

In an effort to provide full disclosure of preliminary engineering conducted for this segment of 
the alignment, as well as respond to the comments received regarding the potential displacement 
and demolition of the Lincoln Heights Jail Building, the project's Final BIR presented additional 
environmental analysis in an effort to seek the best alignment that would minimize project 
impacts. As a result, when the Final EIR for the Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit 
Project received certification in January 1993, various alternatives were explored for the 
alignment connecting these two light rail transit routes. Out of the alternatives examined, the 
Final EIR determined that the two most superior alternatives are: 

1. Lincoln Heights Jail alignment traversing "Through the Jail" (Figure 17, page 37), and 

2. Lincoln Heights Jail alignment in "Front of Jail", avoiding the displacement and 
demolition of the jail, but impacting other nearby uses (Figure 18, page 38). 

The Final EIR, therefore, did not designate a preferred alternative between these two alignments 
because each appeared to be feasible for construction with similar impacts on the environment. 
As a result, supplemental analysis was necessary to document in greater detail the potential 
effects associated with each alternative in order to designate a preferred route alignment. 
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2.6 NON-REVENUE CONNECTOR 

The Pasadena-Los Angeles Metro Blue Line has been approved with an interim maintenance and 
storage facility at Midway Yard to provide service for rail vehicles. Once this project and the 
Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Line are connected, a permanent yard will be needed since 
Midway Yard lacks the capacity to accommodate all of the rail vehicles required for the 
proposed project. This yard would be located either at the Lockheed 360 Site, or the Weber 
Aircraft Site, as discussed earlier, near the terminus of the Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail 
Transit alignment. In order for the vehicles to access this yard, assuming the interim yard 
would be abandoned, a "non-revenue connector" would need to be constructed in the vicinity 
of the Pasadena-Los Angeles Metro Blue Junction (Figure 19). 

FIGURE 19 Non-Revenue Connector Site 

Without the non-revenue connector, vehicles on the Pasadena line needing service would have 
to be reversed on the main line in order to switch to the Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles line and 
access the yard. It is estimated that 50 trains on a daily basis coming from or going to the 
Burbank yard would need to reverse direction on the Pasadena line to enter or leave revenue 
service. This would occur at peak periods and throughout the day, each time requiring a six 
minute service gap on both the Pasadena and Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles lines, even though 
the design would otherwise provide for four-minute headways. In addition, any unforseen 
difficulty during train reversal would further delay mainline operations. A non-revenue 
connector, however, would provide an alternate route between the Pasadena-Los Angeles and 
Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles routes to alleviate such delays. As illustrated in the photo above, 
the non-revenue connector would need to be located at the Pasadena-Los Angeles junction in 
order to provide access for both transit projects. 
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Determining the alignment location for the non-revenue connector has necessitated further study 
of alternatives that closely resemble those studied for the connection of the Pasadena-Los 
Angeles Metro Blue Line and the Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Projects. Figure 
20, on the previous page, schematically illustrates the potential rail transit alignments that would 
be implemented should a non-revenue connector be constructed. 
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As indicated in section 15163(b) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), this 
supplement to the original EIR need contain only the information necessary to make the previous 
EIR adequate for the project as revised. The Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) 
must, however, be given the same kind of notice and public review as provided for the Draft 
EIR. As such, this SEIR provides the same format and includes a discussion of impacts related 
only to the project elements that have been defined in Chapter 2.0. Under the State CEQA 
Guidelines, 20 categories of potential environmental impact and a related list of Mandatory 
Findings of Significance determine a project's level of impact. Projects are evaluated against 
these impact categories in an Initial Environmental Study, and those categories found to be 
potentially significant are carried forward for analysis in both the Draft and Final SEIRs. 

The Initial Environmental Study for the Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project 
SEIR was released in April 1993. Table 4 identifies the environmental sections against which 
the project was screened and summarizes the results of that evaluation. In total, two categories 
were determined to have an impact on the environment, 16 categories were found in which an 
impact might occur, and two categories would have no environmental impact. 

This chapter presents an analysis of each of the impact categories found to either have, or 
potentially have, an impact. Each impact section consists of a description of the existing 
environmental setting, an identification of potential environmental impacts, and proposed 
mitigation measures to address the impacts. 

Table 4 
Initial Environmental Checklist 

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

1. Earth (Construction) X 12. Housing (3. 1) X 

2. Air (3.3) X 13. Transportation (3.41 X 

3. Water X 14. Public Services (3.71 X 

4. Plant Life (3.8) X 15. Energy (3.91 X 

5. Animal Life X 16. Utilities (3.9) X 

6. Noise (3.51 X 17. Human Health (3.71 X 

7. Light and Glare (3. 101 X 18. Aesthetics (3.10) X 

8. Land Use (3.2) X 19. Recreation (3.8) X 

9. Natural Resources X 20. Cultural Resources (3.11) X 

10. Risk of Upset (3.6) X 21. Mandatory Findings 
of Significance (5.0) X 

11. Population (3. 1) X 
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3.1 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 development of the Burbank-Glendale-Los 
Angeles Rail Transit Project in the vicinity of Taylor Yard and proposed maintenance facility 
sites near the Burbank Airport. 

Environmental Setting 

Based on data provided by the United States Census Bureau for the period between April 1980 
and April 1990, Los Angeles County experienced the lowest population growth rate (18.5%) 
in the six-county Southern California planning region that consists of Los Angeles, Riverside 
(76.5 %), San Bernardino (58.5%), Orange (24.7%), Ventura (26.4%), and Imperial (18.7%) 
Counties. As illustrated in Table S, the proposed project's sphere of influence, which covers 
all of Burbank and Glendale as well as parts of Central, North, and Northeast Los Angeles, 
experienced a 20 percent growth in population during the same time period. 

Table 5 
Population and Housing Growth: 1980-1990 

POPULATION HOUSING UNITS 

Percent Percent 
LOCATION 1990 1980 Increase 1990 1980 Increase 

CITY OF BURBANK 93,643 84,625 10.7% 41,006 35,880 14.3% 

CITY OF GLENDALE 180,038 139,060 29.5% 71,907 61,653 16.6% 

CITY OF Los ANGB.ES: 25,823 22,829 13.1% 11,758 10,327 13.9% 
Central Business District 

CITY OF Los ANGB..ES: 
14,551 12,851 13.2% 2,878 1,878 53.2% 

Central City North 

CITY OF LOS ANGB.ES: 
237,315 198,229 19.7% 72,603 66,624 9.0% 

Northeast 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES: 
84,229 76,650 9.9% 30,002 29,211 2.7% 

Silver Lake-Echo Park 

CITY OF LOS ANGB.ES: 
80,061 61,158 30.9% 23,300 20,798 12.0% 

Sun Valley 

CITY OF Los ANGELES: 
51,867 44,279 17.1% 19,308 16,244 18.9% 

Sunland-Tujunga 

TOTALS 767,527 639,681 20.0% 272,762 242,615 12.4% 

SOURCES: Planning and Community Development Departments of Los Angeles, Glendale, and Burbank. 
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According to data provided by the Planning and Community Development Departments of Los 
Angeles, Glendale, and Burbank, more than 765,000 persons occupying nearly 275,000 housing 
units (2.81 persons per dwelling unit) resided in the proposed project's study area as of April 
1990. The two largest areas, Glendale and Northeast Los Angeles, comprise 54 percent of the 
study area's total population. Although the F.ast Valley and North Los Angeles have a number 
of distinctive single-family neighborhoods, an examination of the area's density by persons per 
acre (ppa) reveals that the study area has a relatively medium population density of 9.37 ppa. 
As of 1990, densities in the area ranged from 3.65 ppa in the Sunland-Tujunga area to 16.81 ppa 
in Silver Lake and Echo Park. 

With respect to housing, builders in Los Angeles County constructed more than 300,000 housing 
units between April 1980 and April 1990, an increase of nearly 11 percent. During the same 
time period, the F.ast Valley and North Los Angeles experienced a 12.4 percent growth rate, 
adding a total of 30,147 new units to the study area's housing stock. The City of Los Angeles 
encountered less housing growth (9.3%), while the San Fernando Valley, which is located 
directly west and north of the study area, experienced a higher (14.6%) housing growth rate. 

Of the more than 30,000 housing units produced in the East Valley and North Los Angeles over 
the 1980-1990 period, approximately 83 percent have been constructed in the communities and 
neighborhoods of Burbank, Glendale, Northeast Los Angeles, Central City North, and Sun 
Valley; areas where the proposed rail transit alignment would pass. Because of the highly 
urbanized character of the study area, some single- and multi-family residential neighborhoods 
are in close proximity to the Southern Pacific Transportation Corridor right-of-way. These 
include communities such as Elysian Valley, Glassell Park, Cypress Park, and Atwater Village 
in the vicinity of Taylor Yard and single-family neighborhoods located northeast of the Burbank 
Airport in the Cities of Los Angeles and Burbank. 

Environmental Impacts 

Impacts to population and housing include changes to the distribution of population and the 
demand for and availability of housing. Because the proposed project would neither add nor 
eliminate any residential units from the local housing stock, no changes to the distribution of the 
resident population near the project would occur. 

However, impacts could result to the population during instances where pedestrians, 
automobiles, and trains come in conflict at station areas and at-grade street/track crossings. 
Changes to the pedestrian environment due to project implementation would result in potential 
public safety conflicts. Since its opening in July 1990, train accidents on the Long Beach-Los 
Angeles Metro Blue Line have resulted in 15 deaths and 161 injuries. Fifteen percent of these 
accidents have occurred between pedestrians and trains. In addition, the Metrolink Commuter 
Rail System, which operates on the former SPTC right-of-way from Moorpark and Santa Clarita, 
has experienced nine fatalities. A campaign is currently underway to increase the public 
awareness of safety issues as well as provide additional safety features. 
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In addition, the proposed project, particularly in the vicinity of Taylor Yard, could alter the 
location, distribution, density, or growth rate of the human population due to greater access to 
the areas served by the proposed project. The rail transit system may encourage more intensive 
commercial and/or residential development; however, these factors are dependent on growth and 
planning policies affecting the study area (i.e., Taylor Yard Development Study). More specific 
to the proposed project would be impacts created by the project's close proximity to residential 
neighborhoods near Taylor Yard and the proposed LRT maintenance facility site alternatives. 
Project implementation may result in impacts related to traffic and circulation, noise, air quality, 
and aesthetics and visual quality. Effects associated with these impact categories are discussed 
in greater detail in their respective environmental sections. 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation measures intended to reduce air quality, traffic and circulation, noise, and aesthetics 
have been included in their respective sections in an effort to minimize impacts to the study 
area's residents and housing stock. In addition, the following mitigation measures are 
recommended as a means of improving public safety: 

• 

• 

The MT A considers the safety of pedestrians and motorists of paramount importance . 
As such, at the rail transit project's at-grade crossings (maintenance yard leads and 
undetermined future intersections within Taylor Yard), automatic crossing gates will be 
provided, along with warning lights and bells. Operators will be required to sound a 
horn in advance of each crossing, and trains will be equipped with a top-mounted 
••cyclops" light that has recently been introduced on the existing Metro Blue Line. 

During the initial years of project operation, the lead agency shall monitor the instances 
of conflict between train vehicles, pedestrians, and automobiles. If particular 
intersections exhibit a significant number of incidents, the lead agency, working with 
local jurisdictions, shall explore methods of improving public safety at the location. 
Possible solutions to be considered will include but may not be limited to warning 
devices (audio or visual) or construction of grade-separated crossings. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

The proposed rail alignment would not result in net adverse effects to population and housing. 
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3.2 LANDUSE 

The potential development of the Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project raises 
questions related to the following land use issues: 1) compatibility with existing local land use 
patterns and relevant adopted area plans, and 2) displacement of existing land uses. This section 
addresses these land use effects. 

3.2.1 Compatibility with Existing Land Use and Adopted Local Area Plans 

Environmental Setting: Existing Land Use 

Historically, land uses surrounding the 
proposed project have gradually 
transitioned over time. In the early 
part of the century, agricultural and 
rural residential uses dominated the 
area. In the 1930s and 1940s, the area 
began to take advantage of the existing 
railroad and a number of industrial and 
commercial businesses opened along the 
San Fernando Road corridor. During 
the 1950s through the 1970s, the area 
exhibited the gradual conversion to its 
current condition of manufacturing, 
warehousing, and public facility uses, 
immediately adjacent to the corridor, 
with residential uses nearby. 

For the purposes of this SEIR land use 
analysis, three areas have been 
identified for in-depth examination: (1) 
the Lockheed Building 360 Site, (2) the 
Weber Aircraft Site, and (3) Taylor 
Yard and Lincoln Heights Jail study 
area. Land use and planning features of 
these areas can best be described in the 
context of their existing conditions. 

Lockheed Building 360 Site. Located 

FIGURE 21 Residential Areas near 
Proposed Project 

SOURCE: L.A. Aerial Photography. 1991 

in the City of Los Angeles with the Golden State Freeway to the east, this site is defined by the 
Burbank Airport and its related uses. Office, commercial and industrial oriented uses are 
directly adjacent to the main arterials such as San Fernando Boulevard, separating the residential 
uses from the alignment (Figure 21). The Golden State Freeway also serves as a dividing line 
between residential and industrial uses in this area. 
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Located within approximately one mile of Lockheoo's Building 360 are Woodbury University, 
Glenwood Elementary School, Roscoe Elementary School, and portions of the Verdugo 
Mountain Park. The two elementary schools are separated from the proposed yard by industrial 
uses. The other sensitive land uses are located to the northeast of the Golden State Freeway 
which acts as a buffer. The presence of either industrial uses or the Freeway between the 
sensitive land uses and the proposed project site minimizes the impacts of the development of 
a LRT maintenance yard facility in this area. 

The Weber Aircroft Site. Located where the Golden State Freeway and San Fernando Boulevard 
meet, this site is ill the middle of a diverse urban setting. Comprised of Woodbury University, 
several elementary schools, a variety of parks, and the Verdugo Mountains, properties 
surrounding Weber Aircraft also include commercial and industrial uses. However, residential 
uses in this area are less likely to be shielded by these uses. Single- and multi-family residences 
are located directly adjacent to the Freeway in some sections. As such, the land uses in this area 
are more susceptible to the impacts of the development of an LRT maintenance yard facility. 

Taylor Yard-Uncoln Heights Jail. Located in the Northeast District of the City of Los Angeles, 
this study area encompasses more than 170 acres of vacant land between the Los Angeles River 
and San Fernando Road. Surrounded predominately by industrial uses, Taylor Yard represents 
one of the few open areas available for development in the City. In addition to the strong 
industrial and manufacturing influence, the Taylor Yard-Lincoln Heights Jail study area also 
contains numerous older and stable residential neighborhoods that include Elysian Valley, 
Glassell Park, Mount Washington, Cypress Park, and Atwater Village. Due to the relative 
proximity of some of the residential neighborhoods, the potential exists for potential impacts 
associated with the construction and operation of the rail transit route. 

Environmental Impacts: Existing Land Use 

Although very few sensitive land uses are directly adjacent to the rail transit route, a number 
of residential clusters, recreational facilities, and schools could be impacted by elements of the 
proposed project, as defined in this SEIR. These land uses could potentially experience impacts 
related to noise, air quality, pedestrian circulation, vehicular circulation, and aesthetic value. 
For more detailed analysis of these categories, refer to the respective environmental sections in 
this document. 
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Environmental Setting: Compatibility with Adopted Local Area Plans 

Among the key plans which govern the proposed project include the following: 

• Sun Valley Community Plan 
• Burbank General Plan 
• Burbank Golden State Redevelopment Plan 
• Northeast Los Angeles District Plan Revision 
• Los Angeles County Department of Public Works Taylor Yard Multi-Use Study 
• Taylor Yard Development Study 

Environmental Impacts: Compatibility with Adopted Local Area Plans 

Planning documents for the study area generally identify land uses adjacent to the Southern 
Pacific Transportation Corridor as 1) quasi-public use, 2) light industry, or 3) heavy industry. 
With the exception of where the rail line may displace land uses in the vicinity of the Pasadena­
Los Angeles Metro Blue Junction, land uses are primarily affected at maintenance yard facility 
locations, and at sections of the rail alignment where portions extend into existing developed 
areas. The following discussion compares the compatibility between the proposed rail alignment 
and current plans and plans being prepared in the project study area. 

• City of Los Angeles Sun Valley Community Plan: Adopted in 1977, the area's proposed 
maintenance facility site at Lockheed 360 Building has been designated as industrial use. 
The proposed maintenance facility can also be considered consistent with the goals and 
policies of the Sun Valley Community Plan because it facilitates the proposed rail transit 
project in the improvement of traffic conditions and the public transportation services. 

• City of Burbank General Plan: The two elements of the General Plan that directly affect 
the proposed project are the Land Use and Transportation Elements. The City's Land 
Use Element was recently updated in May 1988. The area's proposed maintenance 
facility site alternatives have been designated primarily for industrial or public facility 
use. The City's current Transportation Element is currently being updated and is 
expected to be completed in Spring 1994. The Element will include a discussion of the 
potential for light rail transit along the SPTC right-of-way. 

• Golden State Redevelopment Plan (Burbank): Adopted in December 1970 and amended 
in January 1973, this redevelopment project devotes the entire area to airport and 
industrial uses. The proposed maintenance facility can be considered consistent with the 
goals and policies of the Golden State Redevelopment Plan for two reasons: (1) the 
proposed rail transit project improves access to the Airport, and (2) the proposed 
maintenance facility site alternatives are in keeping with the proposed designations of the 
Redevelopment Area. 
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• 

• 

City of Los Angeles Northeast District Plan: The Northeast District Plan designates the 
land uses adjacent to the rail line as limited, light, or heavy industrial use. Although the 
Plan indicates that the Santa Fe rail line (Pasadena-Los Angeles alignment) should be 
considered as a future right-of-way for a rapid transit system, no similar provisions are 
made for the Southern Pacific rail corridor. The Northeast Los Angeles District Plan is 
currently being updated as part of the City of Los Angeles' Plan Revision Program. 

Multi-Use Study (Los Angeles County Department of Public Works): This study 
examines the possibility of constructing a flood control facility within the remaining 
available parcels in Taylor Yard. It also explores the potential for additional multi-uses 
such as habitat creation, recreation, groundwater recharge, and transportation. 

• Taylor Yard Development Study (MTA, in association with City of Los Angeles): The 
Taylor Yard Development Study plays an integral role in the development of the 
proposed project. Every effort has been made to coordinate land use and transportation 
planning for this property in order to develop the most feasible and environmentally 
sensitive station site and rail alignment. These efforts are reflected in the Taylor Yard 
at Arvia Street station site plan depicted in Chapter 2.0 of this SEIR. 

Mitigation Measures 

The proposed rail transit project could potentially have impacts to existing land uses, but these 
are not expected to reach significant levels. Therefore, no mitigations are recommended. 
Measures, however have been included in other sections of this SEIR to reduce impacts 
associated with impact categories such as air quality, noise, traffic, and public services. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

The proposed project would not result in net adverse impacts associated with existing land uses 
and compatibility with local land use planning efforts. 

3.2.2 Land Acquisition and Displacement Impacts 

In order to minimize potential impacts on residential land uses arid recreational resources, LRT 
Maintenance Facility site alternatives and Taylor Yard station site arid alignment locations have 
been selected in an effort to utilize available publicly-owned properties and rights-of-way. In 
areas where no such opportunity presents itself, private property takings would be required. 
MT A would either acquire such land or obtain easements from the owners as outlined in the 
California Public Utilities Code Section 30600. MTA's right to invoke eminent domain would 
also need to comply with the conditions of the California Eminent Domain Law (Code of Civil 
Procedure Section 1230.010 et seq.). 
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The removal of existing land uses and the acquisition of rights-of-way outside of the MTA­
owned 100-foot transportation corridor would be required for construction of portions of the rail 
transit alignment and maintenance and storage areas. In order to estimate which properties may 
be displaced, two tasks were performed: 1) the proposed project's preliminary engineering plan 
drawings were overlaid on Los Angeles County Tax Assessor Parcel Maps to determine which 
uses may be impacted, and 2) MTA's Real Estate Division was consulted to provide background 
information on properties that may be taken. Affected parcels have been inventoried and 
surveyed in the field, as of August 1993, to verify improvements and recent construction. 

Environmental Impacts 

Development of specific segments of the proposed rail alignment and maintenance facilities 
would result in the displacement of existing properties. These would be in addition to those 
already documented in the Final EIR. Table 6 specifies the land takings which would be 
required in order to implement the possible components of the proposed project. Although the 
project avoids taking sensitive uses such as residential structures and recreational facilities, 
public service, commercial, and industrial businesses, and a number of employees would be 
displaced. The following summarizes the properties which would be taken by the proposed rail 
transit alignment: 

• Lockheed Building 360 Site: Development of a LRT maintenance yard facility at this 
site would result in the taking of an existing 13,938-square foot light manufacturing 
facility and a 149,000-square foot parking lot, both owned by the Lockheed Corporation. 
In addition, based on formulas which designate the building as an industrial use, an 
estimated total of six workers would be displaced. 

• Weber Aircraft Site: Displacements at this site would include Kahr Bearing, a light 
manufacturing facility, industrial and office buildings owned by Kidde Incorporated 
Weber Aircraft Division, and light manufacturing facilities owned by Kidde Incorporated. 
The site, with the exception of Kahr Bearing, has been demolished and cleared. 

• Lincoln Heights Jail "Through Jail" Alignment: The alignment through this segment of 
the route would take the Lincoln Heights Jail Building and displace the following uses: 
the Bilingual Foundation of the Arts, the Los Angeles Youth Athletic Club, the Lincoln 
Heights Division of the Community Youth Gang Services, and a Los Angeles Department 
of Transportation (LADOT) Maintenance and Storage Facility. With the exception of 
the LADOT yard, each of organizations on the Lincoln Heights Jail property represent 
valuable community services to the youths and adults of this area, and their absence may 
represent a hardship to area residents. In addition, a total of 56 persons would be 
displaced from their place of employment. 
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• Lincoln Heights Jail "Front of Jail" Alignment: This alignment avoids the displacement 
of the Lincoln Heights Jail Building, however, it results in the taking of the An Hing 
Corporation, M & M Wholesaling, and Bakery Installations, Inc. Approximately 40 
workers and over 12,000-square feet of industrial buildings would be displaced. 

• Non-Revenue Connector "Through Jail" Alignment: Construction of the non-revenue 
connector in conjunction with the "Through the Jail" alternative would require 
displacement of the An Hing Corporation, affecting approximately 25 workers and 
displacing 9,600-square feet of industrial buildings. If the non-revenue connector were 
built in conjunction with the "Front of Jail" alternative, no additional displacements 
would be necessary. 

Table 6 
Summary of Potential Land Use Displacements 

LAND TAKING LAND USE 

Number of Establishments 
AREAS AFFECTED Building 
BY PROPOSED RAIL # of Acres Public Square Estimated 
TRANSIT ALIGNMENT Parcels Taken Facility Comm. Office Indus. Total Feet Employees1 

LRT Maintenance Yard Facility 
2 21.55 * " * 1 1 13,938 6 

Lockheed 360 Site2 

LRT Maintenance Yard Facility 5 
Weber Aircraft Site3 17.71 * * * * * 2,220 0 

Lincoln Heights Jail 1 4.17 3 1 * • 4 88,000 564 
"Through the Jail" 

Lincoln Heights Jail 
2 3.24 • " • 3 3 12,200 40 

"Front of Jail" 

Non-Revenue Connector 
1 

"Through the Jai1"5 4.17 * • • 1 1 9,600 25 

1 Factors for calculating number of jobs displaced: 
• 1 employee per 200 square feet of office or public building space. 
• 1 employee per 500 square feet of commercial building space. 
• 1 employee per 2,285 square feet of industrial building space. 

2 One parcel is an existing 3.43 acre parking lot located southwest of the Lockheed 360 building. 
3 In August 1993, field investigations verified that the Weber Aircraft site has been demolished and cleared. The only 

remaining structures are on the Kehr Bearing property. 
4 Based on estimates from representatives of the Bilingual Foundation of the Arts 115 employees), Los Angeles Youth 

Athletic Club (61, and Community Youth Gang Services (35). 
5 If the MFront of Jail" alternative is selected, no additional right-of-way takings would be required to build the non-revenue 

connector. 

SOURCE: Gruen Associates based on information from MTA's Real Estate Division end Los Angeles County Tax Assessor 
Parcel Maps. 

The work effort for the Taylor Yard Development Study included evaluation of potential 
alternatives for the three community groups currently utilizing the jail. Under one alternative, 
the groups would remain in the jail; other alternatives involved moving to different locations. 
Table 7 on the following page, summarizes the scenarios evaluated as part of the Taylor Yard 
planning process. 
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TABLE 7 
Scenarios for Mitigating Lincoln Heights Jail Land Acquisition 

SCENARIO DESCRIPTION OPPORTUNITIES FINANCIAL FEASIBILITY 
NAME 

Taylor Yard Organizations from jail move to . MTA funding used to build new facility. . Scenario does not depend 
new facility at MT A's Taylor Yard • Adjacent to LRT station. on additional funding 
property. • Potential to become hub of community- sources. 

oriented center. 

Bus Division Cypress Park Bus Division moves • MTA funding used as "seed money" for • Additional private 
to Taylor Yard; organizations from joint development. developer funding would 
jail move to former Bus Division. • Adjacent to residential communities. be required . 

• Potential to become hub of community-
oriented center. 

Refurbished Organizations from jail move to a • MT A funding used to refurbish • Scenario does not depend 
City Building refurbished city building in abandoned city buildings. on additional funding 

adjacent community. . Organizations have option to be in one sources. 
building or in separate buildings. 

• Possibly near LRT station . 

Lawry's Organizations from jail move to • MTA funding used as "seed money" for • Additional funding from a 
Lawry's. joint development. number of sources would 

• Adjacent to LRT station. be required to purchase 

• Lawry's could become major community and remodel site. 
center. Uses could a Latino Museum, 
senior housing, gardens, restaurants, and 
transportation technical high school. 

Refurbished Organizations from jail move to a . MT A funding used as "seed money" to • Funding donations or other 
Private refurbished private building in purchase and refurbish abandoned grants would be required 
Building adjacent community. privately-owned buildings. to purchase abandoned 

• Possibly near LAT station . buildings. 

• Organizations have option to be in one 
building or in separate buildings. 

Fletcher Drive Organizations from jail move into • MTA funding used ;is "seed money" to • Additional private funding 
new development near Fletcher purch;ise and refurbish ;ibandoned would be required for joint 
Drive and San Fernando Road. privately-owned buildings. development; site's 

• Adjacent to LRT station. proximity may make it 

• Organizations have option to be in one attractive . 
building or in separate buildings, 

Remain in Jail Rail line avoids jail and displaces . MT A funding used to purchase and • No additional funding 
businesses on other side; relocate businesses for "Front of Jail" required to improve 
organizations remain in jail. alignment option. properties across street 

• Aerial line would pass in front of jail from jail . 
uses. • No MT A funding available 

• As part of construction, additional for groups in jail • 
parking and/or landscape could be built, 

• Alternatively, new business structure 
could be built beneath the aerial line. 

SOURCE:MTA 
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Miti~ation Measures 

In the acquisition of real property by a public agency, California state law requires the agency 
acquiring the property 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. Mitigation 
measures aimed at meeting these goals for property relocation include the following: 

• The relocation of community service, commercial, and industrial businesses should 
receive fair relocation costs that take into consideration the following factors: 1) 
ownership versus rental land holding, 2) type of business, 3) ease of relocation, 4) 
fixtures and equipment particular to the operation of a business, and 5) potential 
hardship. 

To mitigate potential impacts related to the displacement of community-oriented organizations 
located within the Lincoln Heights Jail Building, the following mitigation is recommended: 

• Because of their value to the community and their particular terms of tenancy, MT A 
should work with the City of Los Angeles (particularly the First Council District) and 
the existing tenants of the old City Jail Building to develop a relocation program along 
the lines of the scenarios laid out during the Taylor Yard Development Study (See Table 
7). MT A should establish a relocation fund for the current tenants which would provide 
for relocation into a situation which is, at minimum, comparable with what currently 
exists. The MT A should also set aside sufficient funds to pay the City, as landowner, 
for the fair market value of the jail structure and land. The City could then utilize these 
funds to enhance the relocation package and make the tenants' relocated facilities superior 
to what they currently have. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

Although businesses and community services would receive fair-market compensation plus 
relocation assistance, the displacement of any of the described uses can be considered an 
unavoidable adverse impact to employees and residents in the area. 
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3.3 AIR QUALITY 

Environmental Setting 

The environmental setting is contained in the previous Burbank-Glendale Los Angeles Rail 
Transit Project. For the purposes of the analysis, the source receptor area information which 
represents ambient air quality has been updated to include 1992, the latest year for which 
information is available. 

Of the three school sites two (Glassel Park and Aragon A venue) are located in Source Receptor 
Area 1, and the other (Fletcher Drive/Irving) is located in Source Receptor Area 7 as designated 
by the SCAQMD. The air quality in these Source Receptor Areas is represented by 
measurements taken at the North Main Street and Burbank monitoring stations, respectively. 
Air quality measurements taken at these locations between 1987 and 1992, the most recent years 
for which complete data exist, are shown in Tables 8 and 9. These measurements indicate: 

• Ozone - The maximum one-hour concentration in Source-Receptor Area 1 during the 
study period was O. 25 ppm. Both the state and the federal ozone standards were 
exceeded during every year. The state standard was exceeded on 57 days during 1992. 
The maximum one-hour concentration in Source-Receptor Area 7 during the study period 
was 0.24 ppm. Both the state and the federal standards were exceeded during every year 
studied. The state standard of 0.09 ppm was exceeded on 115 days during 1992. 

• Particulates (PM1o) - The maximum 24-hour concentration in Source-Receptor Area 1 
was 152 µg!m3 in 1990; the state standard was exceeded during every year and the 
federal standard was exceeded during 1990 and 1991. The maximum 24-hour 
concentration in Source-Receptor Area 7 was 222 micrograms (µ) per cubic meter, 
recorded in 1992. The state standard of 50 µg/m3 was exceeded during every year 
studied; the federal standard of 150 µg/m3 was exceeded during 1990 and 1992. 

• Total Suspended Particulates - The maximum concentration of 257 µg/m3 in Source­
Receptor Area 1 occurred during 1988. The federal standard was exceeded during every 
stud? year. In Source-Receptor Area 7, the maximum 24-hour concentration of 563 
µIm was recorded during 1992. The federal standard of 150 µg/m3 was exceede.d 
during every year studie.d. No state standard exists for this pollutant. 

• Carbon Monoxide - Maximum one-hour and eight-hour concentrations in Source­
Receptor Area 1 reached 16.0 ppm and 11.4 ppm during 1988. These concentrations 
meet the state one-hour standard of 20.0 ppm and exceed the state eight-hour standard 
of 9.1 ppm. In Source-Receptor Area 7, the maximum one-hour and eight-hour 
concentrations of 20.0 parts per million (ppm) and 13.9 ppm, respectively, occurred 
during 1989. 
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• Nitrogen Dioxide - The maximum concentration in Source-Receptor Area 1 of 0.54 ppm 
was recorded during 1988. In this region, the state standard was exceeded during every 
study year. In Source-Receptor Area 7, the maximum one-hour concentration of 0.29 
ppm was recorded during 1991, exceeding the state standard. 

• Sulfur Dioxide - In Source-Receptor Area 1, the maximum recorded concentration of 
0.04 ppm occurred during 1988. The state standard of 0.05 ppm was not exceeded 
during the study period. The maximum 24-hour concentration recorded in Source­
Receptor Area 7 during this period was 0.03 ppm in 1989 and 1992. 

• Sulfate - The state standard was exceeded in Source-Receptor Area 1 during 1988 and 
1990 with concentrations of 26. 6 and 25 .3 µg/rrf, respectively. In Source-Receptor Area 
7, the maximum 24-hour concentration of 25.9 µg/m3 occurred during 1990. The state 
standard of 25.0 µg/m3 was exceeded during 1988 and 1990. 

• Lead - In Source-Receptor Area 1, the maximum concentration of 0.44 µ.g/m3 occurred 
during 1988. The state standard of 1.5 µg/m3 was met during every study year. In 
Source-Receptor Area 7, the maximum monthly concentration of 1.02 µg/m3 occurred 
in 1988. 
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TABLE 8 
AIR QUALITY SUMMARY-SOURCE RECEPTOR AREA 1 

(North Main Street Monitoring Station) 

Pollutant State Standard Federal Standard Year Max. Level Days State 
Standard 
Exceeded 

Ozone 0.09 ppm for 0.12 ppm for 1- 1988 0.21 68 
1-hour hour 1989 0.25 76 

1990 0.20 70 
1991 0.19 59 
1992 0.20 57 

Particulate 50 µg/m3 for 1 50 µg/m3 for 1988 130 33 
(PM10} 24 hours 24 hours 1989 137 33 

1990 152 31 
1991 151 31 
1992 137 22 

Total No State 150 µg/m3 1988 257 na 
Suspended Standard 1989 217 na 
Particulates 1990 211 na 

1991 183 na 
1992 192 na 

Carbon 20 ppm for 35 ppm for 1988 16 0 
Monoxide 1 hour 1 hour 1989 14 0 

1990 13 0 
1991 12 0 
1992 12 0 

Carbon 9.1 ppm for 8 9.5 ppm for 8 1988 11.4 5 
Monoxide hours hour 1989 9.8 2 

1990 9.9 1 
1991 9.0 0 
1992 9.5 2 

Nitrogen 0.25 ppm for 0.0534 ppm 1988 0.54 6 
Oxides 1-hour annual average 1989 0.28 1 

1990 0.28 3 
1991 0.38 5 
1992 0.30 1 

Sulfur Dioxide 0.05 ppm for 0.14 ppm for 1988 0.04 0 
1-hour 24 hours 1989 0.03 0 

1990 0.02 0 
1991 0.02 0 
1992 0.05 0 

Sulfates 25 µg/m3 for No Federal 1988 26.6 0 
24 hours Standard 1989 23.0 1 

1990 25.3 0 
1991 23.1 1 
1992 19.4 0 
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Lead 1.5 pg/m3 for 1.5 µg/m3 for 24 1988 0.44 0 
24 hours. 1 hours quarterly 1989 0.17 0 
month average average 1990 0.09 0 

1991 0.21 0 
1992 0.16 0 

Source: South Coast Air Quality Management District, Air Qualit:!£ Data Summaries, 1988-1992. 
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TABLE 9 
AIR QUALITY SUMMARY-SOURCE RECEPTOR AREA 7 

(Burbank Monitoring Station} 

Pollutant State Standard Federal Standard Year Max. Level Days State 
Standard 
Exceeded 

Ozone 0.09 ppm for 0.12 ppm for 1- 1988 0.24 135 
1-hour hour 1989 0.20 97 

1990 0.20 95 
1991 0.22 101 
1992 0.22 115 

Particulate 50 pg/m3 for 1 50 µg/m3 for 1988 138 --
(PM10) 24 hours 24 hours 1989 133 --

1990 161 --
1991 133 --
1992 222 -

Total No State 150 pg/m3 1988 217 --
Suspended Standard 1989 183 --
Particulates 1990 191 --

1991 184 --
1992 563 --

Carbon 20 ppm for 35 ppm for 1988 15 0 
Monoxide 1 hour 1 hour 1989 20 0 

1990 16 0 
1991 13 0 
1992 13 0 

Carbon 9.1 ppm for 8 9.5 ppm for 8 1988 11.9 14 
Monoxide hours hour 1989 13.9 21 

1990 13.0 8 
1991 10.6 12 
1992 10.5 4 

Nitrogen 0.25 ppm for 0.0534 ppm 1988 0.26 1 
Oxides 1-hour annual average 1989 0.25 2 

1990 0.23 0 
1991 0.29 0 
1992 0.19 0 

Sulfur Dioxide 0.05 ppm for 0.14 ppm for 1988 0.02 0 
1-hour 24 hours 1989 0.03 0 

1990 0.02 0 
1991 0.01 0 
1992 0.03 0 

Sulfates 25 µg/m3 for No Federal 1988 25.1 2 
24 hours Standard 1989 22.1 0 

1990 25.9 0 
1991 18.6 0 
1992 12.9 0 
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Lead 1.5 pg/m3 for 1 .5 pg/m3 for 24 1988 1.02 0 
24 hours. 1 hours quarterly 1989 0.20 0 
month average average 1990 0.08 0 

1991 0.10 0 
1992 0.16 0 

Source: South Coast Air Quality Management District, Air Qualitl£ Data Summaries, 1988-1992. 
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Existing air quality for sensitive receptors in the project vicinity was determined by analyzing 
four representative intersections in the vicinity of Taylor Yard. These intersections are as 
follows; 

• San Fernando Road and Eagle Rock Boulevard 
• San Fernando Road and Avenue 26 
• San Fernando Road and Arvia Street 
• Cypress A venue and Arvia Street 

Table 10 illustrates existing carbon monoxide levels for sensitive receptors adjacent to the 
intersections. Existing carbon monoxide levels were estimated using the CALINE4 carbon 
monoxide dispersion model developed by the California Department of Transportation in 
conjunction with existing traffic volumes and existing intersection operation characteristics. The 
state one-hour standard of 20.0 ppm is not exceeded at all four locations and the state eight-hour 
standard of 9 .1 ppm is exceeded at all four locations. 

TABLE 10 
EXISTING ONE-HOUR AND EIGHT-HOUR CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATIONS 

PARTS PER MILLION (ppm) 

One-Hour Concentration Eight-Hour 
Receptor Location and Description Concentration 

1. Residences 
W/o San Fernando Road/Eagle Rock Blvd 14.6 • ,., • 1 

2. Residences 
SE/o San Fernando Road/Avenue 26 14.8 * 11.2 

3. Residences 
W/o San Fernando Rd/Arvia St 14.6 • 11 .1 

4. Residences 
N/E/W/o Cypress Ave/Arvia St 15.7 • 11.9 

Notes: 
• = Exceeds State Ambient Air Quality Standard 
a, One-hour CO concentrations include ambient concentrations of 14.6 ppm and 11, 1 ppm based on the average of 2nd highest 
eight-hour measurements from the SCAOMD Burbank Monitoring Station between 1988 and 1992. 
Source: Terry A. Hayes Associates 
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Environmental Impacts 

Construction Impacts 

Tables 11-13 on the following pages, illustrate the findings of the emissions analysis which 
address construction emissions from the proposed projects at the Taylor Yard, Lockheed 360, 
and Weber Aircraft sites. For all the sites, construction emissions estimates indicate that under 
worst case conditions, SCAQMD threshold criteria would not be exceeded with the exception 
of particulates which would be generated mainly in the grading/earthwork phase. With 
mitigation measures, however, this pollutant will not exceed the criteria. 

In response to the Notice of Preparation, the Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD) 
raised a concern regarding potential dust impacts on schools in the vicinity of the proposed 
project. It is anticipated that there would be no significant dust impacts on these facilities 
because there would be no extensive excavation or stockpiling of soil or earthwork. Dust 
mitigation measures to be imposed on the project will have the effect of reducing emissions from 
grading to below the SCAQMD threshold criteria of 150 pounds per day. In addition, LAUSD 
schools in the vicinity of the various project sites range from 400 to 4,800 feet. With the 
exception of Glassell Park School located east of Taylor Yard, transport of pollutants at 
concentration levels greater than State or Federal standards at distances greater than 1,000 feet 
is not likely. Although the 400-foot distance of the Glassell Park School would be of concern, 
it should be recognized that wind speeds greater than 12 mph are typically necessary to transport 
significant concentrations of particulates. Monitored wind speeds in the project vicinity range, 
however, from 4-5 mph. Thus, no adverse dust impacts are anticipated at Glassell Park School. 
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TABLE 11 
ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS-TAYLOR YARD SITE 

Pounds Per D11y 
Ph11se Source 

co ROG NOX SOX PM10 

Demolition 

Equipment/a/ 51.5 7.7 61.8 5.2 7.7 

Area Source/bl 0 0 0 0 0 

Haul Trucks/cl 0 0 0 0 0 

Vehicles/di 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 51.5 7.7 61.8 5.2 7.7 

Grading/ 
Earthwork 

Equipment/el 51.5 7.7 61.8 5.2 7.1 

Area Source/fl 0 0 0 0 224.8 

Haul Trucks/gt 0 0 0 0 0 

Vehicles/hi 0 0 0 0 1.5 

TOTAL 51.5 7.7 61.8 5.2 234.0* 

Foundation 

Equipment/ii 38.6 5.8 46.4 3.9 5.8 

Area Source 0 0 0 0 0 _, 
Cement Trucks/j/ 0 0 0 0 6.4 

Vehicles/kl 0 0 0 0 1.5 

TOTAL 38.6 5.8 46.4 3.9 13.7 

Erection 

Equipment/I/ 51.5 7.7 61.8 5.2 7.7 

Area Source 0 0 0 0 0 

Haul Trucks 0 0 0 0 0 

Worker Vehicles/ml 0 0 0 0 11.2 

Other Vehicles/n/ 0 0 0 0 52.0 

TOTAL 51.5 7.7 61.8 5.2 70.9 

Finishing 

.. Equipment/of 25.8 3.9 30.9 2-6 3.9 

Area Source/pl 0 0 0 0 0 

Haul Trucks 0 0 0 0 0 

Worker Vehicles/qi 0 0 0 0 14.9 

Other Vehicles/rt 0 0 0 0 52.0 

TOTAL 25.8 3.9 30.9 2.6 70.8 
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TABLE 11 
ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS-TAYLOR YARD SITE 

Pounds Per Day 
Phase Source 

co ROG NOX SOX PM10 

Worst Case Phase 51.5 7.7 61.8 5.2 234.0 

Percent of SCAQMO Threshold 9% 10% 62% 3% 156% 

• With mitigation measures, this number would be reduced by 50% which would lower it to 75% of the SCAQMO threshold. 

Assumptions: 
/a/ 16 diesel equipment hours per day. 
/bl O cubic feet of demolition per day, 
le/ 0 truck loads per day based on 1993 EMFAC7EP rates. 
/d/ 0 demolition worker vehicle trips per day. 
/e/ 1 6 diesel equipment hours per day. 
/f/ 16 dozer grading hours per day. 
/g/ O truck loads per day based on 1993 EMFAC7EP rates. 
/h/ 1 worker and other vehicle trips per day based on 1993 EMFAC7EP rates. 
/i/ 12 diesel equipment hours per day. 
/j/ 1 truck load per day based on 1993 EMFAC7EP rates. 
/k/ 1 workar and other vehicle trips per day based on 1993 EMFAC7EP rates. 
nt 16 diesel equipment hours per day. 
/m/ 4 worker vehicle trips per day based on 1993 EMFAC7EP rates .. 
/n/ 20 dalivery and inspection vehicle trips per day based on 1993 EMFAC7EP rates. 
/o/ 8 diesel equipment hours per day. 
/p/ 0 gallons of paint per day. 
/q/ 5 worker vehicle trips per day based on 1993 EMFAC7EP rates .. 
/r/ 20 delivery and inspection vehicle miles per day based on 1993 EMFAC7EP rates. 

General Data: 
Duration of Construction 240 work days 
Demolition Phase 30 work days 
Grading/Earthwork Phase 30 work days 
Foundation Phase 30 work days 
Erection Phase 60 work days 
Finishing Phase 90 work days 
Site to be Graded 24.5 Acres 
Buildings Demolished O Square Feet 
Buildings Constructed 11,200 Square Feet 

Source: Terry A. Hayes Associates - Construction Emissions Model (CEM1992). 
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TABLE 12 
ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS-LOCKHEED 360 SITE 

Pounds Per Day 
Phase Source 

co ROG NOX SOX PM10 

Demolition 

Equipment/a/ 51.5 7.7 61.8 5.2 7.7 

Area Source/bl 0 0 0 0 5.6 

Haul Trucks/cf 21.9 3 14.6 1.4 358.8 

Vehicles/di 10.6 0.5 1.1 0.3 2.2 

TOTAL 84.0 11.2 77.5 8.9 374.4 

Grading/ 
Earthwork 

Equipment/el 51.5 7.7 61.8 5.2 7.7 

Area Source/fl 0 0 0 0 224.8 

Haul Trucks/g/ 21.9 3 14.8 1.4 2.1 

Vehicles/hi 1.1 0 0.1 0 7.8 

TOTAL 74.5 10.8 78.5 8.6 242.4" 

Foundation 

Equipment/ii 38.8 5.8 46.4 3.9 5.8 

Area Source 0 0 0 0 0 

Cement Trucks/j/ 21.9 3.0 14.6 1.4 35.1 

Vehicles/kl 1. 1 0 0 0 7.8 

TOTAL 61.6 8.8 61.0 5.3 48,7 

Erection 

Equipment/I/ 51.5 7.7 61.8 5.2 7.7 

Area Source 0 0 0 0 0 

Haul Trucks 0 0 0 0 0 

Worker Vehicles/ml 8.0 0.4 0.8 0.3 58.5 

Other Vehicles/n/ 21.9 3.0 14.8 1.4 54.2 

TOTAL 81.4 11.1 77.2 6.8 120.4 

Finishing 

Equipment/of 25.8 3.9 30.9 2.8 3.9 

Area Source/pl 0 0 0 0 0 

Haul Trucks 0 0 0 0 0 

Worker Vehicles/qi 10.6 0.5 1.1 0.3 78.0 

Other Vehicles/rt 21.9 3.0 14.6 1.4 54.2 

TOTAL 58.3 7.3 48.8 4.3 138.0 
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TABLE 12 
ESTIMATED CONSTRuc·noN EMISSIONS-LOCKHEED 360 SITE 

Pounds Per Day 
Phase Source 

co ROG NOX SOX PM10 

Worst Case Phase 84.0 11.2 77.5 6.9 374.4 

Percent of SCAQMD Threshold 15% 15% 5% 5% 250% 

• With mitigation measures, this number would be reduced by 50% which would lower it to 78% of the SCAQMD threshold. 

Assumptions: 
/a/ 16 diesel equipment hours per day. 
/b/ 14,887 cubic feet of demolition per day, 
/c/ 31 truck loads per day based on 1993 EMFAC7EP rates. 
/d/ 1 demolition worker vehicle trips per day. 
/e/ 16 diesel equipment hours per day. 
/f/ 16 dozer grading hours per day. 
/g/ 0 truck loads per day based on 1993 EMFAC7EP rates. 
/h/ 3 worker and other vehicle trips per day based on 1993 EMFAC7EP rates. 
/i/ 12 diesel equipment hours per day. 
/j/ 7 truck load per day based on 1993 EMFAC7EP rates. 
/k/ 3 worker and other vehicle trips per day based on 1993 EMFAC7EP rates. 
/1/ 16 diesel equipment hours per day. 
/ml 20 worker vehicle trips per day based on 1993 EMFAC7EP rates .• 
/n/ 20 delivery and inspection vehicle trips per day based on 1993 EMFAC7EP rates. 
/o/ 8 diesel equipment hours per day. 
/p/ 0 gallons of paint per day. 
/q/ 27 worker vehicle trips per day based on 1993 EMFAC7EP rates .. 
/r/ 20 delivery and inspection vehicle miles per day based on 1993 EMFAC7EP rates. 

General Data: 
Duration of Construction 240 work days 
Demolition Phase 30 work days 
Grading/Earthwork Phase 30 work days 
Foundation Phase 30 work days 
Erection Phase 60 work days 
Finishing Phase 90 work days 
Site to be Graded 22.42 Acres 
Buildings Demolished 13,398 Square Feet 
Buildings Constructed 58,200 Square Feet 

Source: Terry A. Hayes Associates - Construction Emissions Model (CEM1992). 
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TABLE 13 
ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS-WEBER AIRCRAFT SITE 

Pounds Per Day 
Phase Source 

co ROG NOX SOX PM10 

Demolition 

Equipment/a/ 51.5 7.7 61.8 5.2 7.7 

Area Source/bl 0 0 0 0 0 

Haul Trucks/cl 0 0 0 0 0 

Vehicles/di 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 51.5 7.7 61.8 5.2 7.7 

Grading/ 
Earthwork 

Equipment/el 51.5 7.7 61.8 5.2 7.7 

Area Source/fl 0 0 0 0 224.8 

Haul Trucks/g/ 0 0 0 0 0 

Vehicles/hi 0 0 0 0 11.8 

TOTAL 51.5 7.7 61.8 5.2 244.3* 

Foundation 

Equipment/ii 38.6 5.8 46.4 3.9 5.8 

Area Source 0 0 0 0 0 

Cement Trucks/j/ 0 0 0 0 50.4 

Vehicles/kl 0 0 0 0 11.8 

TOTAL 38.6 5.8 46.4 3.9 68.0 

Erection 

Equipmem/1/ 51.5 7.7 61.8 5.2 7.7 

Area Source 0 0 0 0 0 

Haul Trucks 0 0 0 0 0 

Worker Vehicles/ml 0 0 0 0 88.4 

Other Vehicles/n/ 0 0 0 0 52.0 

TOTAL 51.5 7.7 61.8 5.2 148.2 

Finishing 

Equipment/of 25.8 3.9 30.9 2.6 3.9 

Area Source/pl 0 0 0 0 0 

Haul Trucks 0 0 0 0 0 

Worker Vehicles/qi 0 0 0 0 117.8 

Other Vehicles/r / 0 0 0 0 52.0 

TOTAL 25.8 3.9 30.9 2.6 173.8 
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TABLE 13 
ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS-WEBER AIRCRAFT SITE 

Pounds Per Day 
Source 

co ROG NOX SOX PM10 

Worst Case Phase 51.5 7.7 61.8 5.2 244.3 

Percent of SCAQMD Threshold 9% 10% 62% 3% 183% 

• With mitigation measures, this number would be reduced by 50% which would lower it to 78% of the SCAQMD threshold. 

Assumptions: 
/a/ 16 diesel equipment hours per day. 
/bl 0 cubic feet of demolition per day. 
/c/ 0 truck loads per day based on 1993 EMFAC7EP rates. 
/di O demolition worker vehicle trips per day. 
/e/ 16 diesel equipment hours per day. 
/f/ 18 dozer grading hours per day. 
/g/ 0 truck loads per day based on 1993 EMFAC7EP rates. 
/h/ 4 worker and other vehicle trips per day based on 1993 EMFAC7EP rates. 
/i/ 12 diesel equipment hours per day. 
/j/ 11 truck load per day based on 1993 EMFAC7EP rates. 
/k/ 4 worker and other vehicle trips per day based on 1993 EMFAC7EP rates. 
/1/ 16 diesel equipment hours per day. 
/m/ 30 worker vehicle trips per day based on 1993 EMFAC7EP rates .• 
/n/ 20 delivery and inspection vehicle trips per day based on 1993 EMFAC7EP rates. 
/o/ 8 diesel equipment hours per day. 
/pl 0 gallons of paint per day. 
/q/ 41 worker vehicle trips per day based on 1993 EMFAC7EP rates .. 
/r/ 20 delivery and inspection vehicle miles per day based on 1993 EMFAC7EP rates. 

General Data: 
Duration of Construction 240 work days 
Demolition Phase 30 work days 
Grading/Earthwork Phase 30 work days 
Foundation Phase 30 work days 
Erection Phase 60 work days 
Ftnishing Phase 90 work days 
Site to be Graded 19.33 Acres 
Buildings Demolished 0 Square Feet 
Buildings Constructed 88,600 Square Feet 

Source: Terry A. Hayes Associates - Construction Emissions Model (CEM1992). 
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Traffic Impacts 

Table 14 on the following page, indicates the predicted one-hour and eight-hour carbon 
monoxide concentrations for the future condition with and without the proposed project. Carbon 
monoxide concentrations would decrease at all receptor locations both with and without the 
project. The SCAQMD has established significance thresholds against which to measure 
increases in carbon monoxide when the state standard is exceeded before project implementation. 
Project impacts are considered significant when carbon monoxide increases by 1.0 ppm for the 
one-hour criteria and by 0.45 ppm for the eight-hour criteria. Neither of these increases occur, 
and the project is not considered to have a significant impact. 

As indicated in the previous Burbank-Glendale Los Angeles Rail Transit Project, it is anticipated 
that the proposed project would have regional air quality benefits because automobile trips 
between Burbank Airport and downtown Los Angeles would likely be reduced. The Los 
Angeles County Transportation Commission estimates that approximately 4,610 passenger trips 
daily on the Glendale-Burbank Blue Line extension would be attributed to persons using 
passenger vehicles, suggesting that a reduction of approximately 37,800 vehicle miles daily 
would be anticipated, based on a regional average trip length of 8.2 miles. This could result in 
a reduction of 2010 mobile emissions by approximately 0.24 tons of carbon monoxide, 0.02 tons 
of total organic gases, 0.02 tons of reactive organic gases, 0.05 tons of nitrogen oxides, and 
0.01 tons of particulate matter daily.4 

The proposed rail transit project would be consistent with the Air Quality Management Plan 
prepared by the South Coast Air Quality Management District, as well as with the Regional 
Mobility Plan (RMP) prepared by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). 
Specifically, the proposed project would implement Control Measure 2g (Tier I Transit 
Improvements).5 The SCAG Air Quality Management Plan Conformity Procedures explicitly 
exempt rail transit projects from conformity review because rail transit projects result in trip 
reductions.6 It is the intent of SCAG and the SCAQMD, as articulated in the RMP, to give 
priority to all transit and ridesharing projects over highway capacity expansion projects. 

4 Air Quality Handbook/or Preparing Environmemal Impact Repons, Appendix D, South Coast Air Quality 
Management District, Assumes no improvement over emissions for 2002 and an average speed of 25 miles per 
gallon. 

5 Air Quality Management Plan, South Coast Air Basin, South Coast Air Quality Management District and 
Southern California Association of Governments, March 1989. 

6 Guidance for Implementation of 1989 AQMP Conformity Procedures, Southern California Association of 
Governments, March 1990. 
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TABLE 14 
2010 ONE-HOUR AND EIGHT-HOUR CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATIONS 

(Parts Per Million) 

One-Hour Concentrations Eight-Hour Conoentfations 

Without With Without With 
Receptor Location and Description Project Project Change Project Project Change 

1 . Residences 
W/o San Fernando Rd/ 
Eagle Rock Blvd 14.6 14.6 0 • 11.1 • 11. 1 0 

2. Residences 
SE/o San Fernando Rd/Avenue 26 14.8 14.8 0 •11.2 *11 .2 0 

3. Residences 
W/o San Fernando Rd/ Arvia St 14.6 14.6 0 *11. 1 • 11. 1 0 

4. Residences 
N/E/W/o Cypress Ave/Arvia St 15.6 15.7 0.1 *11.9 "11.9 0 

Note: 
• = Exceeds State Ambient Air Quality Standard. 
a. One-hour CO concentrations include ambient concentrations of 14.6 ppm and 11.1 ppm at based on the average of 2nd 
highest eight-hour measurements from the SCAQMD Burbank Monitoring Station between 1988 and 1992. 
Source: Terry A. Hayes Associates 

Mitigation Measures 

Short-term impacts of the construction equipment shall be minimized by the following measures. 
These measures shall be established as conditions of project approval and contained in all 
applicable contracts between the project sponsor and contractors. 

• Maintain a fugitive dust control program consistent with the prov1s1ons of 
SCAQMD Rule 403 for any grading or earthwork activity that may be required. 
Measures to be implemented shall include: 
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Water all active projects with multiple daily applications to assure 
proper dust control. 

Wash down the under carriage of all haul trucks leaving site. Install vehicle 
wheel-washers before the roadway entrance at construction sites. 

Use of soil binders or vegetation on all undeveloped or non-built areas of the site. 

Pave all driveways and internal roadways as early as practicable in the site 
construction process. 

Install all curbs at the initial phase of the project. 

Utilize street sweeping equipment on all adjacent streets used by haul trucks or 
vehicles that have been on-site. 
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Construct a temporary wall or barriers of sufficient height along the perimeter of 
the site to restrict windblown dust from affecting adjacent residences. 

Contractors will cover any stockpiles of soil, sand and similar material. 

Phase grading to prevent the susceptibility of large areas to erosion 
over extended periods of time. 

Cover the road surface with material of lower silt content or soil 
stabilizers whenever possible. 

Sweep streets if silt is carried over to adjacent public thoroughfares. 

Require a phased schedule for construction activities to minimize 
daily emissions. 

Suspend grading operations during first and second stage smog 
alerts, and during high winds, i.e., greater than 25 miles. 

Chemically treat unattended (disturbed lands which have been, or 
are expected to be unused for four or more consecutive days) 
construction areas. 

Require all trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose 
substances and building materials to be covered, or to maintain a 
minimum freeboard of two feet between the top of the load and the 
top of the truck bed sides. 

Encourage the planting of vegetative ground cover as soon as 
possible on construction sites. 

Prohibit parking on unpaved and untreated parking lots. 

Lower vehicle speed limits on unpaved roads. 

Require paving, curbing, and vegetative stabilization of the 
unpaved areas adjacent to roadways on which vehicles could 
potentially drive (i.e., road shoulders). 

Use vegetative stabilization whenever possible to control soil 
erosion from storm water. 

Require enclosures or chemical stabilization of open storage piles 
of sand, dirt, or other aggregate materials. 
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• Construction equipment will be shut off to reduce idling when not in direct use. 

• Diesel engines, motors, or equipment shall be located on the north side of the site, as far 
away as possible from existing residential areas. 

• Low sulfur fuel should be used for construction equipment. 

• Contractors will discontinue construction activities during second stage smog alerts. 

• If required, haul truck staging areas shall be approved by the Department of Building and 
Safety. Haul trucks shall be staged in non-residential areas. 

• Participate in and encourage transportation system management programs by 
adding park and ride lots, additional bus or transit stops and services, preferential 
parking for ridesharers, reversible and one-way streets where needed, bicycle 
parking facilities, bicycle lanes, and pedestrian walkways. 

• Encourage and facilitate the reduction of the number of trips that an individual 
makes from home or work by introducing compressed work weeks, 
telecommuting, and the combining of non-work trips. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

None 
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3.4 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

This Transportation and Circulation section summarizes results of the traffic study prepared for 
the Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project SEIR. The traffic study focuses on the 
analysis of impacts resulting from the proposed Taylor Yard Station at Arvia Street. In the 
Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project Final EIR document, traffic impacts of the 
Taylor Yard Station were qualitatively analyzed due to the uncertain nature of development and 
build out of the 170-acre parcel. This document presents a quantitative analysis of Taylor Yard, 
aiming to achieve the following objectives: 

• To review existing roadway and traffic conditions in the vicinity of the project; 

• To determine if any significant transportation impacts to the adjacent roadway network 
would result from the LRT's proposed Taylor Yard station; and 

• To identify, and where appropriate, recommend mitigation measures for intersections that 
are significantly impacted. 

Data Sources. Existing turning movement traffic counts were conducted for the four study 
intersections by Wiltec on Tuesday, July 20, 1993 and Wednesday, July 21, 1993. Other 
relevant data and information was taken from the Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit 
Project Final EIR document and included LADOT growth estimates for identifying future 
background traffic volumes, patronage forecasts conducted by Schimpeler-Corradino Associates 
and estimates of LRT run times prepared by Manuel Padron & Associates. 

Environmental Setting 

The area of analysis includes the local system of roadway segments and intersections which 
provide access to the Taylor Yard Station. The proposed station site is located on the west side 
of San Fernando Road in the segment between Arvia Street and Alice Street. Access and egress 
to and from the station would be provided by means of a roadway connected to San Fernando 
Road and forming a four leg signalized intersection at Arvia Street. A second egress only 
driveway would be provided at San Fernando Road and Alice Street forming a four leg stop­
controlled intersection. Based on the Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles LRT station locations, the 
following list of four intersections were identified as being influenced by the proposed Taylor 
Yard station and were quantitatively analyzed in the PM peak period. The type of existing 
intersection control is shown in parenthesis. 

• San Fernando Road and Eagle Rock Boulevard (signal) 
• San Fernando Road and Avenue 26 (signal) 
• San Fernando Road and Arvia Street (stop sign) 
• Cypress Avenue and Arvia Street (stop sign) 
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Methodowgy. The methodology for this section follows the same procedures used in the 
"Transportation and Circulation" section of the Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit 
Project Final BIR document. As in the previous EIR document, a "worst case" traffic impact 
assessment was conducted where there were no reductions in traffic at local intersections due 
to the regional effect of the rail transit project. 

The intersection capacity utilization (ICU) methodology, which is based on turning movement 
counts and lane configurations, was used to determine impacts at the signalized intersections. 
Impacts at the unsignalized intersections were determined using the Transportation Research 
Board's (TRB) "Transportation Research Circular No. 373, Interim Materials on Unsignalized 
Intersection Capacity" methodology. The resulting Level of Service (LOS) for unsignalized 
intersections is based on the average stopped delay on each approach, which in tum is a function 
of the volume/capacity (v/c) ratio of the approach. 

The ICU method results in a number value, representing the theoretical percentage of signal 
green time required to accommodate intersection traffic. More simply, the ICU can be thought 
of as the percent utilization of available capacity. A value exceeding 1.000 indicates that the 
volume is, theoretically, at capacity. For the ICU method, capacity of an intersection is defined 
in terms of vehicles per lane per hour of green time. Capacity of a lane is assumed to be an 
empirically derived value of 1,600 vehicles per hour (vph) of green time. Ten percent of the 
signal time is assumed to be lost time due to yellow and all-red signal phasings. 

The ability of a roadway to accommodate prevailing traffic volumes, based on the physical 
characteristics of the roadway, is expressed in terms of level of service. This is a qualitative 
measure affected by a number of factors, including speed and travel time, traffic interruptions, 
freedom to maneuver, safety, driving comfort, and operating costs. The LOS ranges from II A 11

, 

representing free-flow conditions with little or no delay to motorists, to 11F", which represents 
extreme congestion and delay in which the arrival of vehicles exceeds the capacity of the 
intersection. Table 15 below shows the relationship between ICU values and LOS designations. 

TABLE 15 
ICU Values and Corresponding LOS Designation 

Level of Service ICU Value 

A 0.600 or Less 

B 0.601 to 0.700 

C 0.701 to 0.800 

D 0.801 to 0.900 

E 0.901 to 1.000 

F 1 .001 and Over 
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For consistency with the assumptions presented in the Final EIR, the following criteria were 
utilized in conducting this traffic analysis: 

• The analysis of the PM peak period was considered sufficient for the analysis, since the 
peak AM period of station use will probably end before the typical roadway traffic AM 
peak period. 

• Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) methodology was used for signalized intersections 
and intersection delay calculations were used for unsignalized intersections to determine 
project impacts. 

• The trips generated by the Taylor Yard Station were based on the number of park-and­
ride and kiss-and-ride trips. 

• Intersection capacity of signalized intersections assumed 1,600 vehicles per hour. 

Existing 1993 Traffic Conditions. The existing roadway network serving the proposed Taylor 
Yard Station includes San Fernando Road, a four-lane facility which runs in a north-south 
direction adjacent to the site and serves the Burbank and Glendale areas. Arvia Street, a two­
lane road, runs in an east-west direction in front of the site and connects San Fernando Road 
with Cypress A venue which in turn serves the Glassell Park area. Site access would be 
provided by a roadway connecting to San Fernando Road via a four leg signalized intersection 
at Arvia Street. 

The existing approach lane configurations for each of the four study intersections are depicted 
in Figure 22 (page 76). Existing (1993) levels of service for all study intersections are 
presented in Table 16 (page 77). All of the four intersections analyzed, operate at a level of 
service of "B" or better during the PM peak period. It should be noted that the methodology 
used for calculating level of service for unsignalized intersections is based on delay and resulted 
in a level of service of "B" for the intersection of Cypress Avenue and Arvia Street. 

Environmental Impacts 

Future Year 2010 Base Traffic Conditions. Future background traffic volumes for the year 
2010 were projected for each of the study intersections. Projections were based on growth 
factors presented in the Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project Final EIR document. 
Once these growth factors were identified, they were applied to the existing 1993 turning 
movement counts, to estimate year 2010 turning movements. In the City of Los Angeles, a 
constant one percent per year growth factor was used in the derivation of future year 2010 traffic 
volumes. This rate of growth is consistent with the overall traffic growth in the area. 
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TABLE 16 
Existing and Future Levels of Service 

Intersection Existing Year 2010 Year2010 
(1993) Without Project With Project 

ICU LOS ICU LOS ICU LOS 
1. San Fernando Road and Eagle Rock Boulevard 0.508 A 0.582 A 0.603 B 
2. San Fernando Road and Avenue 26 0.646 B 0.747 C 0.796 C 
3. San Fernando Road and Arvia Street 0.556 A 0.640 B 0.784 C 

5.120 6.950 8.300 
4. Cypress Avenue and Arvia Street* B B B 

seconds seconds seconds 

* Unsignalized intersection, delay shown in seconds per vehicle 

SOURCE: Gruen Associates 
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An analysis of the background traffic volumes for the study intersections, without the project, 
was conducted for the year 2010. This analysis serves as the background condition to which the 
traffic generated by the proposed Taylor Yard Station will be added. Future traffic volumes 
were added to the existing roadway network and ICU calculations were conducted for this 
cumulative condition. The results of these calculations, for the background without project 
conditions, are presented in Table 13. All of the four intersections analyzed, operate at a level 
of service of "C" or better during the PM peak period. 

Year 2010 Impact Analysis With Project. Trip generation calculations for the proposed Taylor 
Yard Station were taken from the Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project Final EIR 
document. Vehicular trips were calculated using the same methodology by adding the park-and­
ride to the kiss-and-ride trips. Both trips were based on the patronage estimates prepared by 
Schimpeler-Corradino Associates. 

Inbound park and ride trips are equal to the peak-period arrival by auto percentage multiplied 
by the number of peak-hour boardings divided by 1.4, reflecting expected auto occupancy. 
Since parking at Taylor Yard is not shared for other transportation modes, outbound park and 
ride trips are equal to the number of parking spaces provided. This results in a total of 30 
inbound and 300 outbound park and ride trips during the evening peak period. 

Kiss and ride trips are estimated to be 25 percent of peak-hour station boardings and alightings 
from the LRT. Trips are assigned both in and out resulting in a total of 86 inbound and 86 
outbound kiss and ride trips during the evening peak period at the proposed Taylor Yard station. 
The traffic generated by the light rail at the proposed Taylor Yard station was added to the year 
2010 background without project condition and the difference in intersection ICU was used as 
the basis for the determination of impacts. A significant impact is assumed when an increase 
in the ICU of 0.020 or more occurs at intersections with a final ICU of 0.900 or more. This 
methodology was used to determine the number of impacted intersections. Based on the 
proximity of LRT stations to each other and the location of the proposed Taylor Yard station to 
the study intersections, inbound and outbound trips were distributed to the local roadway 
network accordingly. 

To facilitate station access for the Glassell Park and Cypress Park communities, as well as 
vehicular movement, signals and minor widenings will be required on San Fernando at the 
station access road intersection. The station access road would form a four leg intersection at 
San Fernando Road and Arvia Street which would be signalized. Necessary highway dedication 
and street widening on the west side of San Fernando Road adjacent to the proposed station site 
would be conducted. Widening would provide an exclusive left tum lane as well as a sidewalk 
and wider curb lane on the west side of San Fernando Road to accommodate bus stops for 
southbound buses. 
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The results of the intersection analyses for the year 2010 traffic conditions with project 
(cumulative plus project) are also shown in Table 16 (page 77). The results show all study 
intersections operating at level of service of "C" or better during the PM peak period. 

Mitigation Measures 

The goal of mitigation measures is to bring the project impact to a level of insignificance. 
According to the ICU criteria set forth previously, none of the study intersections are 
significantly impacted by the proposed Taylor Yard LRT station. 

Although no mitigation measures are identified, it should be noted that -- as a requirement of 
project implementation -- development of the Taylor Yard Station at Arvia Street would initiate 
the widening of the west side of San Fernando Road and the installation of a signal at the 
intersection of San Fernando Road and Arvia Street for safe station access operations. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

It can be expected that the project proposed would not result in unavoidable adverse impacts 
related to transportation and circulation issues in the Taylor Yard area. 
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3.5 NOISE 

Methodology. Noise impacts on adjacent sensitive uses to Taylor Yard are based on predicted 
traffic volumes on major surrounding streets, and assumed construction and operation noise from 
future rail transit activities. Noise monitoring data recorded at the adjacent uses establishes 
ambient daytime noise levels. With respect to noise modelling efforts, mobile noise has been 
computed utilizing the Caltrans Sound 32 program applied to predicted traffic volumes. 

Environmental Setting 

Taylor Yard Study Area. The community noise environment in the Taylor Yard study area is 
predominantly influenced by traffic noise from the Golden State Freeway, the Glendale Freeway 
and San Fernando Road. Ambient noise levels are approximately 64 decibels. Noise sensitive 
land uses in the vicinity of Taylor Yard include the following: 

• Residential neighborhoods (Glassell Park and Cypress Park) east of San Fernando Road. 
The closest homes to Taylor Yard are approximately 300 feet from the middle of the site. 

• Schools east of San Fernando Road. The distance of schools from the middle of Taylor 
Yard ranges from 400 to 2100 feet. 

• Residential neighborhoods located west of the Los Angeles River, particularly the 
community of Elysian Valley. 

• Schools located west of the Los Angeles River. 

LRT Maintenance Yard Site Alternatives: Burbank Airpon Study Area. The community noise 
environment is predominantly influenced by the Burbank Airport operations, as well as traffic 
traveling on the Golden State Freeway and San Fernando Boulevard. Based on available noise 
contour information, ambient noise levels are approximately 65 decibels. Noise sensitive 
locations within the vicinity of the yards sites include: 

• Residential neighborhoods located in close proximity to the Weber Aircraft site, west of 
San Fernando Boulevard south of California Street. 

• Residential neighborhoods approximately 300 to 400 feet from the center of the Lockheed 
360 Building site. 

• The Glenwood Elementary School in the City of Los Angeles, situated approximately 
2,600 feet to the northeast of the Lockheed 360 Building site. 
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Environmental Impacts 

Construction Noise. According to local noise ordinances, a five decibel change resulting from 
construction activity could constitute a significant noise impact. As shown in Table 17, 
construction noise from either Taylor Yard or LRT yard site alternatives would not exceed this 
threshold at five of the six representative receptors studied. However, at the Lockheed 360 
Building site, the potential exists for a seven decibel change for those residences living in close 
proximity to the proposed maintenance facility. 

TABLE 17 
Construction Noise 

Location Distance Ambient Construction New Noise Change from 
(from source Noise Noise Level @ Level@ Ambient to New 
to receptor) 1 Level Receptor Location Receptor Noise Level 

(decibels) 2 

Taylor Yard Site 

Nearest 800 feet 63 66 67.8 4.8 
Residence 

Nearest School 1000 feet 63 64 66.5 3.5 
(Glassel! Park) 

Weber Aircraft Proposed Yard Site 

Nearest 800 feet 65 66 68.5 3.5 
Residence 

Nearest School 2800 feet 64 55 64.5 0.5 

Lockheed 360 Proposed Yard Site 

Nearest 500 feet 65 71 72.0 7.0 
Residence 

Nearest School 3000 feet 65 54 65.2 0.3 
(Glenwood) 

Source: Terry A. Hayes Associates 

1 Distance measured from the middle of potential sites 

2 Source; Noise From Construction Equipment and Operations, Building Equipment, and Home 
Appliances - Environmental Protection Agency, 1971. Note: It is assumed that the equipment has 
already been quieted by 10 decibels due to previously introduced mitigation measures. 

Traffic Noise. It is anticipated that approximately 7,805 peak hour trips and 78,050 daily trips 
may be generated from implementation of the proposed project in the vicinity of Taylor Yard. 
As depicted in the Transportation and Circulation section of this SEIR (Section 3.4), these 
vehicle trips would primarily impact the following intersections: 
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• San Fernando Road and Eagle Rock Boulevard 
• San Fernando Road and A venue 26 
• San Fernando Road and Arvia Street 
• Cypress Avenue and Arvia Street 

As depicted in Table 18, traffic growth at these intersections resulting from proposed activities, 
related to the project, in the Taylor Yard area would be in the range of 23 to 38 percent. This 
level of traffic growth, however, would not result in significant changes in the noise environment 
(refer to Table 19) since, as a general rule, traffic volumes need to increase by 100 percent to 
achieve a perceptible 3 decibel change. In the case of the proposed project, changes in traffic 
volumes are well below this threshold level. 

TABLE 18 
Total Peak Hour Approach Traffic Volume Changes 

Intersection Name Existing Future without Percent Future with Percent 
Project Change Project Change 

San Fernando & Eagle Rock 2,030 2,404 18% 2,630 30% 

San Fernando & Avenue 26 2,370 2,807 18% 2,917 23% 

San Fernando & Arvia St 2,350 2,783 18% 3,246 38% 

Cypress & Arvia 1,055 1,252 18% 1.418 34% 

Source: Gruen Associates 

TABLE 19 
Total Peak Hour Traffic Noise Levels 1 

Intersection Name Existing Future without Decibel Future with Decibel 
Project Change Project Change 

San Fernando & Eagle Rock 54.0 54.7 0.7 54.8 0.8 

San Fernando & Avenue 26 49.0 49.7 0.7 49.9 0.9 

San Fernando & Arvia 54.9 55.7 0.8 56.0 , . , 
Cypress & Arvia 63.3 64.0 0.7 64.2 0.9 

Source: Terry A. Hayes Associates 

1 Estimates based on FHWA Highway Noise Traffic Prediction Model RD77-108 

Noise from Maintenance Yard Operations. As currently proposed, vehicle maintenance and 
repair activity would occur on either the Weber Aircraft site or the Lockheed 360 Building site. 
In order to better gauge potential noise impacts related to maintenance yard operations, a field 
reconnaissance was performed at the existing Metro Blue Line facility in Long Beach. Based 
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on observations and noise readings taken at the existing site, it can be anticipated that yard 
activities will not produce intrusive or disruptive noise. Observations at the existing Metro Blue 
Line Long Beach Yard, including heavy maintenance, light maintenance, and car washing 
facilities, revealed that noticeable noises are limited to the following factors: 

• Wheel squeal on tight radius curves 
• Air brake discharges 
• Uncoupling air discharges 
• Car washing facilities 

In all cases these sounds were intermittent events and did not occur continuous over the 
monitoring period. Noticeable sound occurred less than 1 percent of the monitoring period. In 
general terms, these intermittent events -- while noticeable -- had no material affect on the 
overall sound equivalent level for the monitoring period. Typically, sound levels produced were 
approximately 65 decibels at a distance of 50 feet from the sound source. Most sound sources 
are located in the central portion of the yard, and as a result, at the perimeter of the yard 
(approximately 200 feet from the sound source) the noise level decreases to 50 decibels and is 
not discernible when the ambient existing noise level is 60 decibels or more. It is anticipated 
that the nature and scale of operations at either the Lockheed 360 or Weber Aircraft sites would 
be similar to the existing Long Beach Yard, thereby creating no adverse impacts noise impacts 
to the surrounding community. 

Noise from Transit Activity . As illustrated in Table 20 on the following page, there exists the 
potential for noise impacts from the operation of the proposed rail transit project. Within the 
Taylor Yard area, the proposed transit alignment would be located approximately 300 feet from 
the nearest residences and about 400 feet from the nearest school. According to noise calculation 
procedures utilized by Harris Miller Miller and Hanson, Inc. and LACTC (predecessor to the 
MTA) for the San Fernando Valley East-West Rail Transit Project BIR, the rail transit activity 
in Taylor Yard would not result in a significant change to the existing noise environment. Rail 
transit operations through the Taylor Yard area would likely generate a Community Noise 
Equivalent Level (CNEL) of 65 decibels at a distance of 50 feet. At the nearest sensitive 
receptors, these levels would decrease to about 47 to 50 decibels. The overall effect would be 
a change of less than one decibel in the ambient environment; an amount which would not be 
discernible to the normal human ear. 

It should be noted that during the night, the ambient noise level will drop to around 50 decibels, 
and any transit activities occurring at that time will have a more noticeable effect on residential 
areas in the vicinity. Schools, however, would not be operating during these late night activities 
and would not be affected by the proposed project. 
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TABLE 20 
Taylor Yard Mainline Transit Operation Noise 1 

Location Distance Ambient Transit Activity Noise New Noise Change from 
(from source Noise Level @ Receptor Level@ Ambient to New 
to receptor) 2 Level Location (decibels) Receptor Noise Level 

Nearest 
800 feet 63.0 56.7 63.9 0.9 

Residence 

Nearest 
1000 feet 63.0 55.7 63.7 0.7 

School 

Source: Terry A. Hayes Associates 

1 Assumptions: Trains moving at a maximum speed of 55 mph; Trains made up of a maximum of 3 
cars; A total of 264 operations during a 24-hour period. Estimates based on Harris Miller Miller 
and Hanson, Inc. light rail sound propagation equations, 1989. 

2 Distance measured from the middle of potential sites. 

Mitigation Measures 

The following mitigation measures are recommended in order to reduce potential significant 
noise impacts in the vicinity of Taylor Yard and the proposed LRT Maintenance Facility site 
alternatives near Burbank Airport: 

• Project construction shall comply with all applicable local noise regulations. 

• Residents located adjacent to the project should be given prior notification of construction 
activities in order to be made aware of time periods when there may be significant 
impacts. The lead agency should then work with local groups to determine possible 
methods of reducing these temporary noise impacts. 

• As part of project development, haul routes should be designated for demolition waste, 
dirt excavation, and materials delivery in order to avoid residential streets. 

• To reduce noise impacts on adjacent sensitive land uses, construction should be limited 
to a period between 8:00 am and 6:00 pm. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

As indicated in the footnote to Table 17, standard construction noise levels used in this report 
have already been quieted by 10 decibels as a result of previously applied mitigation measures 
required by the Environmental Protection Agency. However, there still exists a significant 
impact on residences adjacent to the Lockheed 360 Building site. Despite the implementation 
of these measures, the analysis conducted for this SEIR reveals that noise from construction 
activities will constitute an unavoidable adverse impact to the environment. This impact will be 
temporary, lasting for the term of project construction. 
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3.6 RISK OF UPSET: HAZARDOUS MATERIAI.S AND HUMAN HEALTH 

As part of the environmental documentation process for this SEIR, particular attention has been 
focused on the potential impacts related to the proposed project's development on sites that have 
a history of hazardous waste occupation. The following section depicts the background and 
potential impacts of the Lockheed Building 360 site, Weber Aircraft site, and Taylor Yard 
Railroad Grounds. 

Environmental Setting 

Lockheed Building 360 Site. The Building 360 site was largely undeveloped before its 
occupation by Lockheed in 1956. Aerial photos and historic plot maps indicate that about 40 
residential and commercial structures previously existed on the site. Building 360 was 
constructed in 1957 as an engineering facility to support flight operations and flight testing. 
Limited production activities, including aircraft fabrication, subassembly, assembly, and 
modification have occurred at various times in Building 360 which has also been used for 
aircraft maintenance and static testing. Several laboratories have been located in the building, 
primarily for electronics testing, calibration, and modification. 

Environmental investigations have been conducted at Plant B-6 and surrounding Lockheed 
Burbank facilities since 1983 when Lockheed Aeronautical Systems Company (LASC) responded 
to the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) request to inventory underground 
storage tanks at all of the company's Los Angeles County facilities. Since that time, numerous 
site investigations have taken place in response to regulatory compliance guidelines, suspected 
chemical releases, and LASC/LESC (Lockheed Engineering and Sciences Company)/LESAT 
(Lockheed Environmental Systems and Technologies Company) environmental policy. These 
site investigations consisted of groundwater investigation, underground tank investigation, and 
other inquiries including a transformer survey, a soil vapor survey, and a records search. 

Groundwater investigations have been ongoing at Plant B-6 and other Lockheed facilities in the 
Burbank area since 1986. To date, over 100 groundwater monitoring wells, one extraction well, 
and one injection well have been installed within or adjacent to Lockheed Burbank facilities. 
Three distinct phases of groundwater characterization have been completed and a fourth phase 
is currently underway. Phase I and II were undertaken in response to the Lockheed 1984-1985 
underground tank leak detection program which identified areas of soil contamination and 
potential sources of groundwater contamination. This investigation, conducted in 1987/1988 
revealed elevated concentrations of tetrachloroethylene (PCB) and trichloroethylene (TCE) at 
shallow levels. Other Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs), base/neutral and acid extractable 
compounds and metals were not detected at concentrations of concern. 

Phase ill and N investigations were initiated in response to LASCs site-wide Comprehensive 
Site Assessment and Remedial Program and in compliance with the December 1987 RWQCB 
Cleanup and Abatement Order No. 87-161. Additional wells have been installed in response to 
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the EPA Consent Decree. Again, elevated levels of PCE and TCE were detected, decreasing 
with depth. An extraction well was installed for groundwater remediation. Extracted 
groundwater was treated by steam stripping and discharged to the storm drain or recharged to 
the aquifer system through injection wells. Additional Phase IV work is being conducted at 
Lockheed's Burbank plants to further characterize groundwater quality and to obtain data for the 
design of additional groundwater remediation facilities. 

In September 1983, Lockheed submitted an inventory of underground storage tanks at all of their 
Los Angeles County facilities to the RWQCB. This included three above ground tanks, and 28 
underground tanks, sumps, and clarifiers. Two of the facilities inventoried were located at the 
Building 360 site. Lockheed was required by the RWQCB to conduct an underground storage 
tank leak detection program to comply with the RWQCB's Groundwater Protection Program. 
The results of this program indicated varying degrees of soil contamination in the vicinity of the 
360 site. VOCs and CAM (California Assessment Manual) metals have been reported above 
detection limits in soil samples. Contamination has been attributed to surface spills and overflow 
rather than structural leaks. 

In December 1988, Lockheed initiated an underground storage tank compliance program to bring 
all of its tanks into compliance with the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 
(DPW) requirements. The process included tank integrity testing, removal of tanks that were 
no longer needed by Lockheed, drilling and sampling of soil borings at each tank site not 
sufficiently investigated and site assessment and remediation of contaminated soils if required. 

Compliance program soil investigations were performed at three underground fuel tanks at the 
Building 360 site. Results of the investigations showed no detectable petroleum hydrocarbons 
or voes in soil samples collected from borings. 

Other site investigations include the following: 

• In 1968, a survey of electrical substations located throughout Lockheed's California 
facilities was conducted. Several transformers were located at the 360 site, containing 
liquid coolant. The removal of polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) and contaminated 
transformers, capacitors, containers, and articles from the 360 facilities was undertaken 
in 1989. 

• In 1988, a multi-phase soil vapor survey was initiated at and adjacent to the site to 
identify areas of soil contamination and assess the nature and extent of contamination. 
Low concentrations of PCE and TCE were detected at several points around the site. 

• In November 1992, further investigation was undertaken to identify chemical use 
practices at the site and to evaluate chemical discharge and impact on the soil beneath the 
360 site. Several items of potential concern were discovered including chemical storage 
areas, drains, trenches, pits, pumps, and other auxiliary equipment , some of which was 
previously investigated, such as storage tanks, and other equipment storage areas, as well 
as former structures that were located on the 360 site prior to occupation by Lockheed. 
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Weber Aircroft Site. Demolished in November 1992, the former facility was part of an 
industrial complex located to the southeast of the Burbank Airport. Weber Aircraft initially 
leased the facility from Lockheed, and at a later undisclosed date, purchased the facility from 
Lockheed. Weber manufactured aircraft parts and galley assemblies at the site from the early 
1950s, until termination of facility operations in 1989. Manufacturing operations conducted by 
Weber included plating, painting and degreasing metal, and panel assembly-type work. 

Previous investigations conducted at the former facility identified several underground storage 
tanks. Vats that were not identified during previous investigation activities were encountered 
during site demolition, and these were assumed to be associated with a distillery which used to 
occupy the site. Upon investigation, the tanks and vats were found to be in good condition with 
no cracks or leaks and excavation of these items began in November 1992. Soil covering the 
tanks was removed and stockpiled adjacent to the excavation. Approximately 140 cubic yards 
of soil was removed from the excavation and soil vapor concentrations were found not to exceed 
SCAQMD permit conditions. 

Investigation of the soil around the tanks revealed concentrations of petroleum hydrocarbons and 
methylene chloride in several instances. Other volatile organic compounds and semi-volatile 
organic compounds which received detailed analysis were not detected. Soil samples from 
around the vats revealed concentrations of organic compounds. This contaminated soil was 
stockpiled for further investigation, and the uncontaminated soil was backfilled. 

Several tanks and the two vats were excavated and removed. Analysis of soil samples collected 
from beneath the tanks did not identify concentrations of regulated compounds above maximum 
contaminant levels (MCL) for drinking water, and it was proposed that further investigation or 
remedial action is not required. In December 1992, representatives from Weber Aircraft 
completed the excavation of the vats, and soil samples from beneath the vats were analyzed for 
VOCs and metals. They did not contain analyzed compounds with concentrations above the 
proposed response level and the excavation was backfilled. The contaminated soil will be 
investigated and a course of action determined in later studies. Based on the results of the data, 
it was concluded that no further investigation or remedial action would be required. 

During the demolition of the former Weber aircraft facility in August 1992, asbestos removal 
and pressure washing of paint booths and stained concrete was undertaken. In addition, selected 
sumps and drains were pressure washed and liquid was collected by a vacuum truck and 
removed from the site. In addition to the above activities, several soil borings were drilled and 
collected for analysis. Organic compounds found above the MCL level for drinking water were 
tetrachloroethane and methylene chloride. PCE was identified above the response level in 
several instances. Petroleum hydrocarbons were encountered in 2 borings, however no metals 
were detected at significant concentrations. 
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Taylor Yard. The following discussion 
focusses only on the 169-acre section of 
Taylor Yard that includes the entire vacant 
portion owned by SP that is currently for 
sale, and the portion owned by MT A for 
Metrolink and future light rail operations. 

In 1986, the Southern Pacific Transportation 
Company (SPTCo) applied to the Department 
of Health Services (OHS) for a permit to 
clean soil from under the service tracks at 
Taylor Yard that contained oil and grease. In 
reviewing the application, DHS determined 
that past use of substances such as oil, 
grease, diesel fuel, gasoline, and industrial 
solvents may have affected soil or 
groundwater in other parts of the Yard. In 
1987, DHS placed the site on its Bond 
Expenditure Plan List ( or State Superfund 
list) of hazardous waste sites requiring 
investigation. 

In 1986, soil was removed from under the 
service tracks, with some of it processed in a 
"soil washing unit'' for removal of oil and 
grease. The soil washing unit was closed 
because of operating problems, and FIGURE 23 Taylor Yard. 1991 
approximately 27,000 cubic yards of soil souRCE: L.A. Aerial Photography 

were stored on Taylor Yard to await 
treatment. In 1987, SPTCo removed 33 underground storage tanks that had contained gasoline, 
diesel fuel, solvents and industrial waste. Soil surrounding 14 tanks that had leaked was 
excavated and stored at Taylor Yard for treatment at a later date. 

In 1990, studies began for a Remedial Investigation to determine the nature and extent of 
hazardous materials at the site, and to assess potential health effects of the materials. Utilizing 
Remedial Investigation results, SPTCo's consultants carried out a Feasibility Study to evaluate 
remedies to address the problems at Taylor Yard. Finally, DRS reviewed a draft Remedial 
Action Plan describing methods proposed as remedies for problem areas. 

During the Remedial Investigation and a previous 1989 investigation of the area, SPTCo's 
consultants collected 367 soil samples from 111 borings and 36 groundwater samples from 13 
wells. These samples were submitted to DRS-certified laboratories for analysis. Soil analyses 
detected volatile organic compounds (VOCs), polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PNAs), 
petroleum hydrocarbons, and/or heavy metals in localized areas of this section of the yard. 
VOCs and slightly elevated levels of chromium and selenium were also detected in the 
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groundwater. The voes detected. are commonly used as degreasers and industrial solvents. 
voes were detected primarily along the northeast property line which borders industrial 
facilities along San Fernando Road. The voes extend to depths of at least 15 feet, and may 
have contributed to groundwater contamination. The voe contamination does not appear to 
result from SPTeo activities in this section of Taylor Yard. 

Many PNAs are commonly found in coal, crude oil, and refined petroleum products. At Taylor 
Yard, PNAs were found at elevated. concentrations in a shallow soil area where coal stoves were 
cleaned. Lower concentrations of PNAs were also detected in soil stained with petroleum 
hydrocarbons. In general, petroleum hydrocarbons were found in shallow soil at several 
locations throughout the site. Elevated levels were found between rail tracks in the North Track 
and South Track areas where locomotives idled for long periods of time while their trains were 
assembled. Petroleum hydrocarbons in soil were found at locations where lubricating oil was 
added to railcars. A large volume of oil-contaminated soil, extending to a depth of at least 15 
feet, was discovered in an area that appeared to be a dump in aerial photographs taken in 1937. 
Additionally, lead and slightly elevated concentrations of other metals were found in a limited 
area in shallow soil near a former paint shop. The metals probably came from past sandblasting 
and painting operations. Elevated lead in surface soil was also found in an area of the yard 
where railcars were connected to make trains. 

PNAs and metals detected in soil in this section of Taylor Yard are relatively immobile and 
should not be considered a significant threat to groundwater. The Remedial Investigation 
analyzed and identified groundwater contamination that appears to be related to a regional 
problem. This consideration is currently being investigated by the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). Based on results of the Remedial Investigation, no short term health threats have 
been identified. The potential for long-term health risks to the public is being evaluated in 
accordance with DHS and EPA guidelines. 

The Feasibility Study based on the Remedial Action Plan identified a range of clean-up strategies 
and technologies for three areas within this section of Taylor Yard; (1) the Soil Stockpile, (2) 
the Northeast Property Boundary, and (3) the Hump Yard. The Soil Stockpile involved about 
100,000 tons of stockpiled soils that were excavated during previous removal activities. These 
soils contained oil and grease from past train operations. This contaminated soil has been treated 
using a chemical fixation process that immobilized the hazardous compounds. In early 1993, 
the transport of the soil, which is considered non-hazardous, began. Approximately 1,000 tons 
of treated soil are transported daily to Bradley Landfill in Los Angeles for use as daily cover. 
There are also about 35,000 tons of soil contaminated with lead, oil and grease currently 
stockpiled in this section of Taylor Yard. This stockpiled soil was treated with a chemical that 
forms a crust on the surface of the soil, which keeps dust from blowing. This soil could not be 
treated using the same chemical fixation process as was used for the soil contaminated only with 
oil and grease, and plans are being made to either treat or dispose of the soil before the end of 
1993. 
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Soil in the Northeast Property Boundary contains VOCs and petroleum compounds. Soil that 
is only contaminated with petroleum compounds was excavated and added to the Soil Stockpile 
for treatment. SPTCo is currently constructing a treatment system for removing the voes from 
the soil. As outlined in the Remedial Action Plan, the treatment system will withdraw 
contaminated vapor from the soil, a process known as vapor extraction. The vapor is pulled out 
by a vacuum pump and an activated carbon filter absorbs the solvents or VOCs. During 
treatment, the vapor is tested to ensure the VOCs have been removed to safe levels. The treated 
vapor is then reinjected into the ground pushing more contaminated vapor into the system for 
treatment. The treatment occurs in a "closed-loop," meaning there are no emissions to the air. 
The vapor extraction system is now operating and expected to run through September 1993. 

The soil at the Hump Yard primarily contains lead from past rail car operations that caused paint 
and metal to flake off the cars onto the ground. About 32,000 tons of lead-contaminated soil 
and gravel have been excavated from the property now owned by the MTA. Following removal 
of the gravel, 16,000 tons of dirt remained to be treated using the similar chemical fixation 
process as used for the stockpile soils. The treated soil is now being transported to a landfill 
for use as landfill dirt cover. In 1992, the remaining lead-contaminated soil in the northern part 
of the Hump Yard was treated in the ground with the chemical fixation treatment. This soil was 
found to be non-hazardous, and SPTCo is now covering the treated soil with clean dirt to further 
protect against contact with the treated soil and to prepare the property for future development. 

The northern portion of the Hump Yard, still owned by the SPTCo, is subject to a deed 
restriction because the treated soil was left in place. This allows the area to be used as it is 
currently zoned, for commercial/industrial development. If the area is considered for future 
residential development, further health risk assessment will be required. The southern portion 
of the Hump Yard, now owned by the MTA, has been cleaned to levels considered safe for 
unrestricted use. 

Environmental Impacts 

The Environmental Setting discussion provides a detailed analysis of the past and present 
condition of sites that play integral roles in the development of the proposed project. As 
indicated in the individual descriptions of each site, the long history of industrial, manufacturing, 
and railroad-related uses have left Lockheed Building 360, Weber Aircraft, and Taylor Yard 
with cases of potential hazardous waste and possible effects on human health. For each site, 
contamination is highly prevalent. Future use and human occupancy of these properties without 
further remediation may pose a threat to human health. 
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Mitigation Measures 

To ensure that project implementation at these sites can take place without risk to building 
occupancy and human health, the following mitigation measures are recommended: 

• During the design phase of the project, soils testing shall be conducted to establish the 
geotechnical characteristics of soils in areas traversed by the project and sites having 
permanent system facilities. The testing shall be conducted to determine specific 
subsurface conditions pertinent to site-specific potential hazardous conditions. 

• Detailed geotechnical investigations of project development sites should be performed as 
a part of the preliminary engineering phase of the proposed rail transit project. These 
studies would help provide more detailed data on the potential for upset. 

• MT A, as the lead agency, will comply with its policy to acquire and comply with any 
permits necessary to construct the proposed project. 

• The lead agency also maintains its own in-house Waste Minimization Policy. The policy 
requires the lead agency to identify any hazardous materials, remediate hazardous wastes, 
and to the fullest extent possible, recycle or salvage all waste products that result from 
construction of the proposed project. This policy shall be implemented for the proposed 
rail transit project. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

Although implementation of the proposed project components are located within an area that has 
a high risk for potential upset, implementation of the proposed mitigation measures should leave 
the project with no net adverse effects. Under the proposed mitigation program, any hazardous 
materials encountered by the project would be removed; the result would be an overall reduction 
in the presence of hazardous materials. 
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3. 7 PUBLIC SERVICES: SCHOOLS 

A discussion of impacts to public services traditionally focuses on consequences created by the 
proposed project on police, fire, and school services. In the case of this SEIR, it can be 
expected that development of a LRT maintenance facility and construction of the alignment 
through Taylor Yard and at the Pasadena-Los Angeles Blue Line Junction will have impacts on 
police protection and fire prevention services. These impacts, however, would be similar to 
those identified, analyzed, described, and mitigated in the Final EIR, and are incorporated into 
this SEIR by reference. 

However, with respect to schools, there exists the potential to create impacts previously 
undiscovered in the Final EIR. As such, this section will provide information related to impacts 
on schools in the vicinity of Taylor Yard and the proposed LRT Maintenance Facility site 
alternatives near the Burbank Airport. 

Environmental Settin~ 

The proposed Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles rail alignment traverses three school districts: the 
Los Angeles Unified School District, the Glendale Unified School District, and the Burbank 
Unified School District. For the purposes of this analysis, schools located within the SEIR study 
area have been taken into consideration and include those six listed in Table 21 below. Based 
upon map surveys and field investigations, five public schools and one private school have been 
identified within one-half mile of the proposed rail transit route. 

During the 1992-1993 school year, nearly 5,600 students attended classes in these six schools. 
According to representatives from each educational institution, enrollment has increased or 
remained steady over the past year. 

TABLE 21 
Schools Located ½ mile from the Proposed Project 

Enrollment 
School District School/Address Grades (1992-1993) 

Los Angeles Unified Aragon Elementary, 1118 Aragon Avenue Pre K-6 760 

Los Angeles Unified Fletcher Drive, 3350 Fletcher Drive Pre K-5 997 

Los Angeles Unified Glassel! Park, 2211 W. Avenue 30 Pre K-5 900 

Los Angeles Unified Glenwood Elementary, 8001 Ledge Avenue Pre K-6 800 

Los Angeles Unified Washington Irving, 3010 Estara Avenue 6-8 1,700 

Private School Ribet Academy, 2911 San Fernando Road Pre K-12 500 

SOURCE: Los Angeles Unified School District and the Ribet Academy 
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Environmental Impacts 

As a land use that requires -- in large part -- peace, tranquility, and lack of distraction, each of 
the schools listed in Table 21 represent sensitive uses located in close proximity to Taylor Yard 
and the proposed LRT Maintenance Facility site alternatives. Based on the map measurements 
and field investigations, the following outlines the approximate distance between each school and 
elements of the proposed project (maintenance yard, route alignment, or station site). 

• Aragon Elementary, 1,500 feet or .28 miles from the Taylor Yard Station at Arvia. 
• Fletcher Drive School, 2,600 feet or .49 miles from the route alignment. 
• Gl~ll Park School, 1,360 feet or .26 miles from the route alignment. 
• Glenwood Elementary, 2,600 feet or .49 miles from the Lockheed Building 360 site. 
• Washington Irving Middle School, 1,800 feet or .34 miles from the route alignment. 
• Ribet Academy, 1,150 feet or .22 miles from the route alignment. 

Each of these campuses, by virtue of the close proximity to the proposed rail line, could 
experience impacts related to air, noise, traffic, and public safety. Each of these impact 
categories are discussed in greater detail in their respective sections: Population and Housing in 
Section 3.1, Air Quality in Section 3.3, Traffic in Section 3.4, and Noise in Section 3.5. In 
addition to these impacts, public safety issues and the safety of students in the vicinity of 
proposed facilities represent chief considerations in the development of the project. Safety and 
circulation problems could arise from persons walking to and from classes. In its description 
of potential school impacts, the Final EIR documented how some students use the SP'TC right-of­
way as a pedestrian passageway to travel from school to home. This scenario could potentially 
be of concern where streets lack sidewalks and the rail right-of-way is clearly visible and open 
to pedestrians. Examples of this exist near the Burbank Airport and in the South Glendale­
Atwater Village neighborhoods just north of Taylor Yard. 

Mitigation Measures 

• MT A has developed safety criteria to protect students from rail lines, substations, and 
construction activities. In an effort to heighten rail safety awareness, the information 
should be distributed to students and teachers close to the rail line. 

• Pedestrian rights-of-way near the rail line should be clearly marked to Inlmmize 
trespassing, vandalism, and short-cut attractions. Methods of demarcation could include 
signage, landscaping, and fencing. In addition, areas which endanger public safety, i.e., 
power substations, crossings, and construction sites, should deter unauthorized access. 

• Construction sequencing should be coordinated with local community officials to 
minimize conflicts with school walk routes, school buses, and carpools. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

None anticipated. 
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3.8 BIOWGICAL AND RECREATIONAL RESOURCES 

As part of the Final BIR, biological and recreational resources were researched in order to 
determine potential impacts to plant and animal life, as well as to open spaces, parklands, and 
recreation areas. Although the proposed rail transit project traverses highly urbanized areas in 
the East Valley and Northeast Los Angeles, the project study area. still showed evidence of the 
presence of a number of special flora and fauna and recreational resources. For the purposes 
of this SEIR, a similar impact analysis has been conducted to asses the effects on biological and 
recreational resources in the vicinity of Taylor Yard and the proposed LRT Maintenance Facility 
site alternatives. 

Environmental Setting 

Biological and recreational resources consist of plant life, animal life, public open spaces, and 
recreation facilities. In the areas surrounding Taylor Yard and the proposed LRT Maintenance 
Facility site alternatives, much of the existing resources have been disturbed, removed, or 
hindered by urban development. In order to determine the environmental setting for the 
proposed project, the California Natural Diversity Data Base has been consulted, with additional 
field investigations supplementing the findings from the data base. Table 22 below highlights 
the wide mix of natural communities, special animals and plants, and recreational areas found 
within the study area. 

TABLE 22 
Biological and Recreational Resources 

Common Element Federal State 
Name Name Type Status Status Location 

California 
Po/ioptils cs/ifomica Animal Threatened None 

Sun Valley near 
Gnatcatcher Burbank Airport 

Southwestern 
Clemmys marmorats ps/lida Animal Category 1 None 

Suppressed Information 
Pond Turtle Location not identified 

Davidson's 
Malacothamnus Davidsonii Animal Category 2 None 

Cabrini Canyon, upstream 
Bush Mallow from siltation dam 

Least Bells 
v;reo Bel/ii Pusil/us Animal Endangered Endangered City of Burbank 

Vireo 

San Diego 
Phrynosoms Coronatum Blainvillei Animal Category 2 None 

Tujunga and Verdugo 
Horned Lizard Mountains in Burbank 

Cypress Park, 3.4 acrBs in size in the City of Los 
West of San Fernando 

Park -- - Road between Poplar and 
Angeles near Tsy/or Ysrd 

Pepper Streets. 

Sources: California Departmant of Fish and Game, Natural Diversity Data &se, August 1993, and Field Reconnaissance in 
July and August 1993. 
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Environmental Impacts 

Plant and Animal life. Development of the proposed rail alignment would not result in the 
removal or loss of any rare, threatened, or endangered plants, animals, or natural communities. 
Potential impacts arising to plant and animal life as a result of the proposed project components 
could include disruption of existing habitats, potential decline in the sighting of species, and 
alteration of the landscape. However, because of the urban nature of the corridor and, more 
specifically, the industrial and manufacturing-oriented character of Taylor Yard and the 
maintenance facility site alternatives, the presence of significant plant life and habitat for 
sustaining animal life would be rare. 

Nevertheless, because of their mobility and capacity to survive in an urban environment, species 
known to exist in the project study area may be subject to impacts related to project construction 
and operation. The California Gnatcatcher, Davidson's Bush Mallow, and Least Bells Vireo 
have been sighted within the general vicinity of the project, and could potentially be impacted 
by the proposed LRT maintenance facility and storage yard near the Burbank Airport. The 
following description depicts the general location of each of these species: 

• California Gnatcatcher: Recently redesignated as a federally "threatened" species, this 
bird has been sighted near the Burbank Airport. It typically inhabits arid coastal scrub 
regions, and prefers a low, dense habitat in arid washes and mesas. The Gnatcatcher has 
been mapped as close as one mile from the proposed project at the Roscoe Elementary 
School in Sun Valley. 

• Davidson's Bush Mallow: This species has been sighted in Cabrini Canyon, east of the 
Burbank Airport. Designated a federal candidate (Category 2) species, the Davidson's 
Bush Mallow prefers a habit.at of coastal sagebrush scrub and/or riparian woodland. 
Extensive urbaniz.ation and channelization of many of the study area's washes likely make 
for an inhospitable habitat for this species. 

• Least Bells Vireo: Categorized as an endangered species on both federal and state 
protection lists, the Least Bells Vireo is a summer resident of Southern California, 
inhabiting low riparian growth in the vicinity of water or in dry river bottoms. Generally 
located throughout the City of Burbank, the species has been presumed extant, having 
last been seen in August 1913. 

Recreational Resources. The Final EIR identified those recreational facilities in close proximity 
to the proposed rail transit alignment that could potentially be impacted. The project 
components for the SEIR are typically located in predominately industrial and manufacturing 
areas that lack open spaces and recreational resources. However, one park in the vicinity of 
Taylor Yard could experience some environmental effects: 

• Cypress Park: Located on San Fernando Road near the proposed Taylor Yard Station, 
the primary impact to this park would be noise. Impacts would, however, be minimized 
due to the presence of heavy auto and truck traffic on San Fernando Road. 

95 



ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES ANALYSIS _______________________ _ 

Mitigation Measures 

Implementation of the proposed Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project, as amended 
in this SEIR, would not result in significant impacts to existing natural, biological, and 
recreational resources. Although the proposed project would create temporary impacts related 
to construction, the long-term operation of the rail transit alignment and its maintenance facility 
would be in character with the existing activities within the corridor, and therefore would not 
reduce, displace, or disturb any known natural habitats or existing recreational resources. 

The principal impact to be encountered at recreational facilities would be noise. Appropriate 
mitigation measures for minimizing noise impacts are detailed in the Noise section of this SEIR. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

No net adverse effects to recreational resources are anticipated from implementation of the 
proposed rail transit project. 
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3.9 PUBLIC UTILITIES 

As part of the Final EIR, potentially significant utility impacts were identified. These impacts 
entailed the relocation of a number of facilities during construction of the proposed light rail 
alignment, among which included (1) the Southern Pacific Transportation Company freight rail 
tracks, (2) Western Union Telegraph underground lines, (3) MCI, US Sprint, and AT&T fiber 
optic cables, and (4) Southern California Edison Company electric lines. 

For the purposes of this SEIR, utility impacts concentrate on those facilities which may be 
impacted with the implementation of the rail transit alignment through Taylor Yard and the 
Lincoln Heights Jail, and at the proposed LRT Maintenance Facility site alternatives near the 
Burbank Airport. 

Environmental Settin~ 

The project study area is highly urbanized environment, with much of its necessary infrastructure 
in place. Due to the age of the areas studied in this SEIR, there exists instances where these 
areas share many of the utilities that were characteristic of the time period of their development. 
For example, many of the neighborhoods along the SPTC right-of-way possess overhead utility 
poles. Other existing utilities such as electric, gas, water, drainage, and sanitary sewer lines 
cross the proposed alignment. In addition, more recent technology such as fiber optic cables for 
MCI, US Sprint, and AT&T run below the surface of the MTA-owned SPTC right-of-way. 

With respect to the areas being studied, the key sites are the Lockheed Building 360 site, Weber 
Aircraft site, and the Lincoln Heights Jail area. The impacts on public utilities as related to the 
alignment through Taylor Yard and the nearby station site were environmentally documented, 
mitigated, and cleared in the Final EIR. The alignment and the Arvia Street Station studied in 
this Supplemental EIR have the same impacts on the public utilities and have therefore not been 
reexamined. 

Environmental Impacts 

As depicted in the proposed project Engineering Plan & Profile Drawings (under separate 
cover), the three potentially significant impacts caused by the development of an LRT 
maintenance facility would be the relocation of the US Sprint fiber optic cables, the relocation 
of high voltage power lines, and the abandonment of sections of Southern California Gas 
Company lines. Nearly 10,000-feet of the telephone fiber optic cables will be relocated by 
Southern Pacific, which is responsible for a one-time move of the cables at any given point 
along the route where the lines conflict with the MTA construction program. At the Lockheed 
360 Building nearly 660-feet of high voltage power lines will be relocated. In addition, in 
sections of the alignment, the Gas Company's lines will simply be abandoned. 
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In addition to these impacts, the City of Burbank Public Service Department indicated that the 
proposed light rail alignment passes over the City water mains at approximately 17 locations, 
some of which may be located within the study areas of this Supplemental EIR. As discussed 
in the Final EIR, these pipes may require protection against vertical loading and impact. 
Corrosion caused by stray currents resulting from track returns may also be a factor. 
Underground pipes are corroded by electrical currents in the ground. 

Mitigation Measures 

The following mitigation measures should be implemented as part of project construction: 

• To avoid the additional costs of relocating additional phone lines, MT A shall work with 
the Southern Pacific Transportation Company in relocating fiber optic cables, located 
below the right-of-way, when these lines come in conflict with the rail transit alignment. 

• MT A should coordinate with the appropriate agencies regarding water and other 
appropriate utilities in an effort to ensure cathodic protection of underground pipes, and 
that sufficient room is provided for utility maintenance. 

• Overhead electric line construction and underground electric supply and 
communication systems shall meet the State of California Public Utilities 
Commission General Order Nos. 95 and 128 requirements. 

• Where the proposed project crosses over sensitive local jurisdiction water mains, such 
pipes should be protected against the effects of vertical loading and impacts. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

None anticipated. 
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3.10 AESTHETICS 

The Final BIR provided background to the potential impacts of the proposed rail transit project 
on the aesthetic quality of the study area. The environmental setting for this section has been 
reproduced in this SEIR in order to give an overall background for the Burbank-Glendale-Los 
Angeles Rail Transit Project. However, the impacts discussed in this analysis focuses on those 
issues related to the LRT Maintenance Facility Site Alternatives and the alignment through 
Taylor Yard. 

Environmental Setting 

The, East Valley is physically defined by its picturesque setting between the Santa Monica and 
Verdugo Mountains. Although comprised primarily of foothill and flatland areas, the East 
Valley contains other significant landforms such as the San Rafael Hills and Adams Hill in 
Glendale, and Mount Washington in Northeast Los Angeles. The project study area also contains 
other significant natural features that include the Los Angeles River, Elysian Park, and Griffith 
Park. 

With respect to the built environment around the proposed rail transit route, the area directly 
adjacent to the Southern Pacific transportation corridor is predominantly industrial. However, 
the surrounding community consists of many attractive, older residential neighborhoods. Over 
time, the transit corridor has transformed from agricultural lands and low density residential 
neighborhoods prevalent in the early part of the century to its current mix of manufacturing and 
warehousing uses. The rail transit corridor is now highly urbanized, with commercial and 
industrial uses located along the spine of the route and low to medium density residential areas 
adjacent to these businesses. Although the East Valley has a number of visually interesting 
corridors with viewsheds (i.e., Brand Boulevard, Glenoaks Boulevard, Olive Avenue), the scenic 
and visual character of the proposed rail corridor is clearly defined by the existing freight service 
traveling along the rail line and the commerce and industry that surrounds it. Like many older 
neighborhoods that have remained stable over a period of time, overhead utility poles represent 
one of the dominant physical features of the SPTC corridor. 

Among the attractive existing features along this route include the riparian habitat of the Los 
Angeles River west of Taylor Yard; the landscape treatment of the alignment in Northwest 
Glendale and near the Burbank Airport; and architecturally-interesting structures such as Dayton 
Tower in South Taylor Yard, the Van de Kamp's Bakery Building at the Fletcher Drive and San 
Fernando Road, the Old Glendale Rail Depot at the Glendale Municipal Transportation Center, 
and the Glendale Grand Central Air Tower south of Sonora A venue in Northwest Glendale. 
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Environmental Impacts 

In order to assess potential visual and aesthetic impacts, the following factors, as they relate to 
transportation-oriented projects, serve as the criteria to determine visual impacts as perceived 
by both system users and non-users. This set of criteria is derived from the United States 
Department of Transportation's Guidelines for Assessing the Environmental Impact of Public 
Mass Transportation Projects. 

• Scale: The size, proportion, and suitability, or "fit," of a transit improvement to 
the surrounding development. 

• Coherence: The extent to which the improvement allows the continuation, or 
adaption, of existing activities. Coherence also applies to the compatibility of the 
design of the improvement with existing architectural forms and patterns. 

• Visibility: The extent to which the transit improvement can be seen. This 
variable depends upon the configuration of the facility. Visibility from the system 
will often vary in relation to the visibility of the system itself. 

• Color and Light Values: Contrasts between light and dark. A transportation 
facility can be made to blend with surrounding features through approximation of 
existing colors. 

• Speed: Where attention is attracted in contrast with surrounding transportation 
systems, particularly when different transportation modes (vehicular and rail) 
share adjacent rights-of-way. 

The following discussion highlights those aesthetic impacts associated with implementation of 
a LRT Maintenance Facility near the Burbank Airport, development of the Taylor Yard Station 
at Arvia Street, and construction of the alignment at the Pasadena-Los Angeles Metro Blue Line 
Junction. 

Lockheed 360 and Weber Aircroft Sites. Located near the terminus of the Burbank-Glendale­
Los Angeles rail transit project area, the Lockheed Building 360 and the Weber Aircraft sites 
are both surrounded, on a larger scale, by the foothills and the parklike nature of the Verdugo 
Mountains. Although the area directly adjacent to the alignment is dominated by industrial- and 
commercial-oriented uses, older residential communities still exist to both the north and east of 
these sites. With their proximity to the Burbank Airport, and the SPTC right-of-way, however, 
the scenic and visual character of these sites are clearly defined by the existing freight service 
traveling along the rail corridor and the aerospace industries that surround it. 

The only disruption of existing vistas would be the visual barrier created by the construction of 
the alignment's aerial guideway lead over San Fernando Boulevard into the Building 360 site's 
proposed maintenance facility and storage yard. This facility, in addition to the proposed 
pedestrian bridge at the Hollywood Way-Burbank Airport, would create a visual disruption to 
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motorists. These structures, however, are not expected to be visible from the nearby residential 
neighborhoods to the northeast of Building 360. 

The development of a LRT maintenance yard facility at the Weber Aircraft site would not result 
in any significant aesthetic impacts since the area is currently characterized by relatively non­
descript buildings. Nevertheless, efforts should be made to coordinate its development with 
planned land use and design criteria for the Burbank Golden State Redevelopment Project Area. 

Taywr Yard and the Ania Street Station. As depicted in the Chapter 2.0's Project Description, 
Taylor Yard is encircled by Mount Washington, Glassell Park, Elysian Park and Cypress Park. 
Also included in this area is the distinct riparian habitat of the Los Angeles River. Although 
enveloped directly on each side by industrial and manufacturing uses, this area is defined by its 
low-density residential communities. Due to the industrial nature of this area, both the alignment 
and the proposed Taylor Yard Station at Arvia Street would not affect any of these unique areas. 
In addition, every effort has been made to coordinate the rail transit alignment and the station 
design with proposals outlined in the Taylor Yard Developmen.t Study. By coordinating land use 
planning with transportation improvements, implementation of the development study's 
recommendations and the alignment as described in this SEIR could result in a net beneficial 
effects to the aesthetic character within and surrounding Taylor Yard. 

LJncoln Heights Jall: Located less than two miles from the Taylor Yard Station, the Lincoln 
Heights Jail property is also surrounded by such features as Elysian Park, Mount Washington, 
and the Los Angeles River. This site however, is dominated by commercial and industrial 
structures with only small sections of multi-family residential uses. The building itself exhibits 
significant architectural characteristics that make it part of an important vista and eligible for 
designation as a local Historic-Cultural Monument of the City of Los Angeles, and possible 
listing under the National Register of Historical Places. The "Through the Jail" alignment 
alternative and non-revenue connector would result in the demolition of the building and the loss 
of a potentially significant aesthetic resource. The "Front of Jail" alternative would result in 
aesthetic impacts on the jail structure and on the viability of the services occupying the building. 

Mitigation Measures 

• Stations shall be designed to be attractive and non-intrusive on surrounding areas. 
Emphasis should be placed on low building maintenance and graffiti resistance. In the 
case where station platforms and parking structures would be constructed adjacent to 
architecturally-interesting buildings, design standards should be established for rail-related 
facilities in order to be sensitive to the style of the building. 

• The lead agency shall work in conjunction with the Cities of Los Angeles and Burbank 
to create design and development standards for the proposed LRT maintenance yards and 
for the alignment as it passes through the Blue Line Junction and Taylor Yard. 
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• Urban design standards and specific landscape design considerations shall be established 
where the proposed rail alignment comes in close proximity to identified visually 
sensitive land uses. 

• Station lighting should incorporate directional shielding and should be designed to reduce 
spill-over light and glare on adjacent sensitive land uses. 

• A fixed percentage of the construction budget should be set aside, as per MT A policy, 
to provide a budget for public art in station areas. The MTA should also consider 
coordinating with local groups in the Taylor Yard area to establish a design theme and 
appropriate public art program for the proposed station site. 

• The proposed project will also be involved with the design and funding of the San 
Fernando Road and landscaping area program. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

Implementation of the "Through the Jail" alternative would result in the demolition of the 
Lincoln Heights Jail Building which would constitute a significant, unavoidable project impact. 
The "Front of Jail" alternative would include elements to mitigate the aesthetic impact, but due 
to the aerial guideway's height and proximity to the jail, this would still constitute an 
unavoidable adverse aesthetic impact, affecting both the visual surroundings of the jail facade 
and also the viability of the sensitive community services occupying the jail. 
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3.11 HISTORICAL RESOURCES 

The Final BIR for the Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project indicated that "in 
order to provide full disclosure of preliminary engineering conducted for the Pasadena-Los 
Angeles Metro Blue Line Junction, as well as respond to the comments received regarding the 
proposed displacement and demolition of the Lincoln Heights Jail Building, additional 
environmental analysis has been prepared." This environmental analysis focused on the impacts 
created by three alignment alternatives, "Through the Jail," "Front of Jail," and "Behind the 
Jail. II 

As indicated in the Final EIR, the proposed rail transit project could create a number of impacts 
to historic building resources, but specifically, the Lincoln Heights Jail Building. The scope of 
this SEIR includes a similar project description which could create similar impacts to the jail 
building and its occupants. Chapter 2.0 of this SEIR describes the general characteristics of the 
project and this historical resources analysis incorporates the in-depth examination of impacts 
to the Lincoln Heights Jail Building. 

Environmental Setting 

Methodology. The historic and cultural resources documented in Final EIR analysis utilized the 
following survey methodology. A preliminary field review was conducted with the project 
archaeologist to establish a context for the evaluation of historic architectural/cultural resources 
along the proposed rail transit alignment. A subsequent survey was undertaken using the 
boundaries set out in the Planning Context Map, showing the alignment proposed from A venue 
19 to Hollywood Way. The area surrounding the ten proposed at-grade stations was surveyed 
and photographed within one-quarter mile on each side of the SPTC right-of-way. In addition, 
properties impacted by the park-and-ride facilities and residential communities sensitive to impact 
were also surveyed and photographed. These included the areas between Taylor Yard and the 
Northwest Glendale station; the Gardena Avenue neighborhood in South Glendale; the 
"Enclave" located along Thornton Avenue and the residential neighborhood north and east of 
the Hollywood Way-Burbank Airport station. 

From these surveys, 28 properties were identified as potentially significant. These were 
researched using property records, historic archives, and oral interviews. Seven of the 28 were 
deemed to have historic-cultural significance based on the National Historic Landmarks Criteria 
for Evaluation established by the Keeper of the National Register of Historic Places. This 
criteria requires cultural resources to possess integrity; have association with persons/events 
important in the broad patterns of history; retain distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or 
method of construction; display high artistic values; have the ability to yield information 
important in prehistory or history; or exhibit exceptional importance if they are less than 50 
years old. 
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As previously stated, 28 properties in the vicinity of the proposed rail alignment were examined 
by an architectural historian. Seven were more closely analyzed and documented on State of 
California Historic Resources Inventory forms (refer to Cultural Resources- Archaeology a,uJ 
Historic Structures Repon, May 1992). Each of these structures, including Dayton Avenue 
Signal Tower, the Van de Kamp's Dutch Bakery, Glendale Rail Depot, and Lincoln Heights Jail, 
are in close proximity to the rail transit corridor. 

Although none of these structures are currently on the National Register of Historic Places, some 
appear eligible for listing or hold some local landmark status. The Lincoln Heights Jail Building 
at A venue 19 is listed in the City of Los Angeles Northeast Los Angeles District Plan as an 
eligible landmark for local listing. 

Environmental Impacts 

The proposed rail transit project could potentially impact the Lincoln Heights Jail Building. 
Owned by the City of Los Angeles, the Northeast Los Angeles District Plan indicates that the 
Lincoln Heights Jail exhibits significant architectural and cultural characteristics which would 
make it eligible for designation as a local Historical-Cultural Monument of the City of Los 
Angeles. In addition, the 1930 portion of the building exhibits features which may make it 
eligible for listing under the National Register of Historic Places. The demolition of the city jail 
building would constitute a significant impact to local historical resources. 

It derives its principal historic/cultural significance from the interrelationship of its features 
which convey both a visual sense of architectural purpose and a continuity of use. Although the 
Jail appears to be a single structure, it is actually several structures built over time, joined on 
the interior and exterior to create a single facade. Within the context of public buildings 
constructed in Los Angeles during the period 1908-1940, the Jail is significant as a design which 
reflects historic functions and technologies, and thus yields information important to the City's 
municipal and penal history. 

Mitigation Measures 

• To mitigate impacts related to the Metro Blue Line Junction Alternative, MTA would 
relocate displaced businesses into a situation which is, at minimum, comparable with 
what currently exists. This would, however, result in significant impact since the 
displacement of any resident, community service, or business use constitutes an 
unavoidable adverse impact. 

• Should the Front of Jail Alternative be selected, MTA would create new off-street 
parking spaces to replace those developed to construct this project alternative. This 
would be located on surplus property acquired on the east side of Avenue 19. 
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• In an effort to reduce the visual impact of the aerial guideway as it passes in front of 
the city jail building, MT A would enhance the physical appearance of the area by 
dedicating open space on the surplus property acquired on the east side of Avenue 19. 

Should the Through the Jail Alternative be selected, the following mitigation measure must be 
performed. In order to verify that the old Los Angeles City Jail Building site must be taken, 
the following measures should be implemented prior to the demolition of the structure: 

• If demolition cannot be avoided, an Historic Structures Report shall be prepared. This 
report will document the significance of the building and its physical conditions, both 
historic and current, through measured drawings, photographs, written data, and text. 
This measure would not mitigate the impact of demolition to a level of insignificance, 
but is nonetheless important to assure that information regarding the structure's 
contribution to local history is retained. It should be noted that if the jail structure is 
taken, mitigation measures will also be taken to relocate the community service 
organizations currently occupying the building. These measures are described on 
pages 52-53. 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

The taking and demolition of the old Los Angeles City Jail Building may be unavoidable, and 
should be considered a significant historical resources impact. 

--------------------------------105 



ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES ANALYSIS ______________________ _ 

3.12 CONSTRUCTION lMPACTS 

It is anticipated that the construction of the proposed project will have impacts relating to noise 
and air quality. These impacts have been discussed in the appropriate sections. Refer to Section 
3.3 Air Quality and Section 3.5 Noise for more detailed information. 
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CBQA Guidelines require the consideration of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project 
which would: (a) evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives; (b) attain the basic 
objectives of the project; and (c) minimize the significant impacts associated with the project. 
The Final EIR (October, 1992), considered alternatives as related to the proposed Burbank­
Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project. The following is a list of the alternatives considered 
in the Final EIR: 

• No Project 
• Alternative Alignments 
• Alternative Transit Modes 
• Alternative Station Areas 

This report summarizes the various alternatives proposed only to the project elements that have 
been identified in Chapter 2.0. The Final BIR can be referenced for greater detail concerning 
the related implications considered for each alternative relative to the proposed Burbank­
Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project. 

The following lists the project alternatives which have been identified, analyzed, and 
environmentally documented for the SEIR project components: 

• 
• 
• 

Light Rail Maintenance Yard Site Alternatives 
Alternative Rail Transit Station Sites in Taylor Yard 
Alternative Alignments at the Pasadena-Los Angeles Blue Line Junction 

4.1 UGHT RAIL MAINTENANCE YARD SITE ALTERNATIVES 

Project Description: When the Pasadena-Los Angeles Blue Line Suppleme11ta/, EIR was 
completed in January 1993, it revealed that no permanent LRT maintenance facility site had been 
selected to serve both the Pasadena line and the Burbank line. As a result, this Supplemental 
BIR studied two alternative sites for the location of a maintenance facility. Table 23 on the 
following page, provides a summary of the comparative analysis between the two feasible 
maintenance yard facility locations. In addition, a detailed discussion of the potential 
environmental impacts associated with each of the alternatives has been included. 
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Table 23 
Comparative Analysis Between 

Light Rail Maintenance Yard Site Alternatives 

Category Lockheed 360 Site Weber Aircraft Site 

SIZE 22 acres 19 acres 
106 car capacity 94 car capacity 

COSTS1 $99 million $70 million 

ENGINEERING • Requires aerial "fly-over" of San • Requires at-grade yard lead crossings of San 
ISSUES Fernando South Road. Fernando North Road. 

ENVIRONMENTAL • Land Use Displacement • Public Safety 
IMPACTS2 • Property Acquisition • Land Acquisition 

• Construction Noise • Land Use Displacement 
• Hazardous Materials • Hazardous Materials 
• Public Utility Relocation • Public Utility Relocation 
• Visual Disruption 

SOURCES: 
1 MTA-Rail Construction Corporation 2 Gruen Associates. 

LOCKHEED 360 SITE: This LRT maintenance yard location would create impacts with 
respect to land use, noise, hazardous materials, public utilities and aesthetics. 

Land Use: A light manufacturing facility would be displaced. 

Noise: Construction noise could impact residences in close proximity to the site. 

Hazardous Materials: Hazardous materials have been identified at the site, however with the 
implementation of the proposed mitigation measure should leave the site with no adverse effects. 

Public Utilities: Approximately 3,250-feet of existing US Sprint fiber optic cables and 660-feet 
of high voltage power lines would be relocated. In addition, the alignment in this segment of 
the project, may pass over City water mains, as a result, these pipes may require special 
protection. 

Aesthetics: A visual barrier would be created by the aerial guideway lead over San Fernando 
Boulevard. 

WEBER AIRCRAFI' SITE: This LRT maintenance yard location would create impacts with 
respect to population, land use, hazardous materials, and public utilities. 

Land Use: A light manufacturing facility would be displaced. 

Hazardous Materials: Hai:ardous materials have been identified at the site, however with the 
implementation of the proposed mitigation measure should leave the site with no adverse effects. 

Public Utilities: The relocation of US Sprint fiber optic cables would be required at this site. 
In addition, the alignment in this segment of the project, may pass over City water mains, as 
a result, these pipes may require special protection. 
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4.2 ALTERNATIVE RAIL TRANSIT STATION SITES IN TAYLOR YARD 

Project Description: As part of the Final EIR, two station alternatives were explored for this 
station site because both met the selection criteria and were considered deserving of 
environmental clearance (FIGURE 24 on the following page). However, due to efforts to 
coordinate with the land use and transportation planning efforts conducted as part of the Taylor 
Yard Development Study, these two station alternatives, Division Street and north of Arvia 
Street, have been removed from consideration since the development study has identified the 
area closer to San Fernando Road between Arvia and Alice Streets as the one most oriented to 
serving the surrounding community. 

The criteria for selecting station and park-and-ride locations takes into consideration the 
following factors: 

• Ease of pedestrian access to station platforms 
• Availability of land 
• Connectivity to other transit modes 
• Compatibility with adjacent land uses 
• Engineering constraints 
• Safety and security of train passengers 

4.3 ALTERNATIVE ALIGNMENTS AT THE PASADENA-LOS ANGELES 
BLUE LINE JUNCTION 

Project Description: As part of the Final EIR process, a thorough comparative analysis 
examined the engineering feasibility, project costs, and environmental impacts of three 
alternative alignments: (1) Through the Jail, (2) Behind the Jail, and (3) Front of Jail. During 
this process, Alternative #2, Behind the Jail, was removed from further consideration because 
of its significant impacts, engineering constraints, and higher project costs. 

In addition to the rail alignment at this site, a non-revenue connector has also been proposed at 
the Pasadena-Los Angeles Metro Blue Line Junction. The alternatives studied for the location 
of the non-revenue connector closely resemble those studied for the connection of the Pasadena­
Los Angeles Metro Blue Line and the Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Projects. 
Therefore, for the purpose of analysis in this section, the alignment alternatives were considered 
for both the project alignment and the non-revenue connector alignment. Table 24 (page 111), 
provides a summary of the comparative analysis between the two feasible Pasadena-Los Angeles 
Metro Blue Junction and non-revenue connector alignment alternatives. In addition, a detailed 
discussion of the characteristics of each alternative has also been included. 
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Table 24 
Comparative Analysis Between 

Pasadena Line Junction Alternatives 

Category "Through the Jail" Alternative "Front of Jail" Alternative 

ENGINEERING • Best engineering feasibility; maximizes • Requires straddle bent structures above 
FEASIBILITY1 the alignment's at-grade configuration. Avenue 19. 

COSTS2 $55 million $ 54million 

ENVIRONMENTAL • Land Use Displacement • Land Use Displacement 
IMPACT3 • Land Use Relocation • Historic Resources 

• Property Acquisition • Street Displacement 
• Historic Resources Demolition • Impacts to Street Parking and 
• Aesthetics Existing Circulation 

• Conflict with proposed San Fernando Road 
on-ramp, component of proposed LADOT 
Alameda Bypass. 

• Aesthetics 

SOURCES: 
1 Bechtel Corporation. 2 LACTC-Rail Construction Corporation. 3 Gruen Associates. 

NOTE: Project Cost Estimates reflect the amount only for the Pasadena Line Junction to Taylor Yard segment of 
the project alignment. 

Through the Jail Alternative 

Engineerin~ Feasibility. South of Taylor Yard, the existing Southern Pacific right-of-way 
follows the east bank of the Los Angeles River, passing behind the Old Los Angeles City Jail 
Building. In this location, the right-of-way is too narrow to accommodate light rail in addition 
to the existing double-track railroad; furthermore, there is insufficient clearance between the 
jail structure and the railroad to allow construction of light rail on the jail property. For these 
reasons, the Draft EIR proposed removal of the jail structure and LADOT maintenance yard. 
This alternative would provide ample right-of-way construction of the light rail in an at-grade 
configuration. 

Project Costs. Based on estimates prepared by LACTC's Rail Construction Corporation 
Program Management Division, construction of the "Through the Jail" alignment from the 
Pasadena Line Junction to Taylor Yard would cost $55 million. 

Environmental Impacts. As indicated in the Draft EIR, the "Through the Jail" alternative would 
result in significant unavoidable adverse impacts in the categories of land, aesthetics, and 
historical resources. 

• Land Use: The "Through the Jail" alignment would result in the displacement of the 
Bilingual Foundation for the Arts, the Los Angeles Youth Athletic Club, the Lincoln 
Heights Division of the Community Youth Gang Services, and a Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation (LADOT) Maintenance and Storage Facility (with 
mitigation measures to provide relocation for the existing occupants). This property 
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taking would acquire 1 parcel of 4.17 acres, and displace a total of 4 community and 
public facility establishments occupying approximately 88,000 square feet and 
employing nearly 60 persons. 

• Demolition of the Lincoln Heights Jail Building would result in the loss of an 
aesthetically pleasing, architecturally significant building that is part of an 
important vista in the City of Los Angeles. 

• Historical Resources: Construction of this alignment would result in the displacement 
and demolition of the Lincoln Heights Jail Building. While not on any local, state, 
or national roster, the building does exhibit architecturally significant features which 
would make it eligible for designation as a local Historical-Cultural Monument of the 
City of Los Angeles. In addition, the structure may also be eligible for listing under 
the National Register of Historic Places. 

Front of Jail Alternative 

Engineering Feasibility. The findings from the Pasadena Line Junction engineering feasibility 
analysis reveal that the "Front of Jail" alignment would be inferior to the "Through the Jail" 
alternative due to the alignment's tighter curves which would require a reduction in train speed. 
The "Front of Jail" alignment locates the junction closer to Avenue 19, and travels along Avenue 
19 on an aerial guideway, utilizing property located across the street from the jail. Although 
the alignment avoids the jail, it results in impacts as described in this section. 

Project Costs. Because the "Front of Jail" alignment would avoid the taking of the Old City Jail 
Building and the relocation of its tenants, project costs would be reduced by $10 million from 
the base cost of the Taylor Yard segment of the proposed rail alignment. However, the cost is 
increased by $9 million to provide for an aerial guideway and acquire the property across the 
street from the jail. This results in a net project cost estimate of $54 million -- $1 million less 
than the "Through the Jail" alignment -- for this segment of the route alternative. 

Environmental Impact. Because the "Front of Jail" alignment utilizes A venue 19 for a portion 
of its route, this alternative would result in impacts associated with land use displacement, 
aesthetics, historic resources, street right-of-way displacements, and impacts to street parking, 
and existing circulation. 

...... 

• Land Use Displacement: This alignment avoids the old City Jail Building, but results ,_ 
in displacement of the An Hing Corporation, M & M Wholesaling, and Bakery 
Installations, Inc. This would result in the displacement of approximately 40 workers. 
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• Aesthetics: The aerial guideway required for the "Front of Jail" alignment would 
create a visual barrier, impacting the jail structure and the viability of the 
community service organizations located within the building, including the 
Bilingual Foundation for the Arts, the Los Angeles Youth Athletic Club, and 
Community Youth Gang Services. 

• Historic Resources: Because the "Front of Jail" alignment would travel on an elevated 
guideway east of Avenue 19, the building's architectural character of the old Lincoln 
Heights Jail could be considered affected due to the displacements of land uses across the 
street, as well as the construction of an aerial guideway which would dominate the urban 
form along Avenue 19. 

• Street Right-of-Way Displacements: In order to construct this alignment, portions of 
Avenue 19 would need to be vacated or reconfigured. 

• Street Parking and Local Circulation: The construction of straddle bent structures would 
utilize curb area on the east side of Avenue 19, thereby displacing parking lanes and 
impacting Avenue 19's circulation pattern. Because the street experiences low traffic 
volumes, the impacts to the circulation system can be considered insignificant. However, 
the loss of on-street parking along this section could impact community services (uses 
within the Lincoln Heights Jail Building). 

• In addition to these impacts, the aerial configuration of this alignment, as it crosses over 
Avenue 19 near the Arroyo Seco, would conflict with the proposed San Fernando Road 
on-ramp for the Alameda Bypass planned by LAD OT. 
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4.4 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

Based upon the environmental impact categories documented in Chapter 5.0 of the Final EIR 
and the project alternatives proposed in that document, the proposed Burbank-Glendale-Los 
Angeles Rail Transit Project and the Alternative Transit Modes project can be considered 
environmentally superior to the No Project Alternative. The no development alternative of No 
Project can be categorized as not clearly environmentally superior, since many of the proposed 
mitigation measures reduce project impacts to non-significant levels, and since the No Project 
Alternative does not yield the net beneficial effects of the proposed project, including those 
related to air quality, energy conservation, reduced vehicle miles traveled daily, improved 
commuting opportunities, and its overall compatibility with planning efforts in the East Valley 
and North Los Angeles region. 

In addition, this SEIR has explored a variety of project alternatives that have been carried 
forward through the environmental process. Since the alignment at the Pasadena-Los Angeles 
Metro Blue Line Junction and the development of a LRT Maintenance Facility are both integral 
parts of project implementation, they can be considered superior to the No Project Alternative. 
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The following chapter focuses only on the additional environmental effects related to the 
components studied in this Supplemental EIR. Chapter 7.0 of the Final EIR can be referenced 
for the additional environmental effects related to proposed Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail 
Transit Project. The subject matters of this chapter include potential growth-inducing effects, 
cumulative impacts of related transportation-oriented projects, and long term implications of 
these elements. In addition to this discussion, the requirements of a mitigation monitoring and 
reporting program are discussed. 

S.1 GROWTH-INDUCING EFFECTS 

CEQA directs an Environmental Impact Report to discuss a project's potential for fostering 
economic or population growth, or spurring the construction of housing in the nearby 
environment. This level of discussion is important in the cumulative sense since an increase in 
population may further tax existing community service facilities. 

At the regional scale, no evidence exists that the institution of these components of the rail 
transit system will promote a direct net increase in population growth or economic activity. 
Furthermore, these elements of the proposed project are located in areas which are already 
highly urbanized and built out. As discussed in Chapter 3.0 of this report, the proposed 
elements would foster the development of any additional housing units, as a result, the rate of 
population growth is not likely to be effected. The changes proposed in this Supplemental EIR 
do not change those growth-inducing effects associated and approved in the Final EIR. 

S.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The long-term implications of the project in terms of vehicular traffic, air quality, energy usage, 
and transit patronage are based on the Southern California Association of Governments' 2010 
projections for population, housing, and employment. As such, these projections represent the 
best current information for the expected cumulative growth over the next 18 years. Thus, to 
the best of our ability to predict future growth for the region, the information contained in this 
EIR covers all anticipated cumulative impacts. Those impact categories examined in this EIR 
which can be expected to create both project and cumulative impacts include the following: 
Land Use, Air Quality, Transportation, Noise, Risk of Upset, Public Services, Natural and 
Recreational Resources, Energy Consumption, Cultural and Historical Resources, and 
Construction. Chapter 7.0 of the Final EIR discussed cumulative impacts relative to non­
renewable resources, water resources and wastewater, land use intensification, and 
transportation; the project changes proposed in this Supplemental EIR do not change these 
cumulative impacts discussed in the Final EIR. 
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With respect to related transit-oriented projects, several committed and planned projects could 
change the anticipated cumulative impacts of the Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Line and 
the additional components of this Supplemental EIR. However, it should also be noted that 
cumulative development could provide net beneficial effects related to improved mobility and 
commuting capability in the East Valley and North Los Angeles. Net beneficial effects from 
cumulative development in the region would include energy savings related to reduced energy 
and fuel consumption, improved air quality with the reduction of auto-related emissions, and 
increased home-work commuting opportunities. 

Table 25 on the following page describes each of the proposed transit-oriented projects and their 
current status. 

5.3 LONG TERM IMPLICATIONS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

5.3.1 Relationship Between Local Short-Tenn Impacts and Long-Term Productivity 

Construction of the components of the Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project, 
studied in this report, would result in short-term impacts which must be weighed against the 
achievement of long-term objectives. The short-term impacts consist primarily of required 
property acquisitions, displacement of current uses, and construction-related activities, and the 
possibility of creating pressure for land use changes in the vicinity of the proposed rail transit 
corridor. 

In the longer term, implementation of the project components would meet the purposes of the 
Southern California Air Quality Management District's Regional Air Quality Master Plan. If 
developed, the proposed project components would facilitate the operation of the Burbank­
Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project, therefore offering an additional mode of 
transportation for area residents, and could potentially lead to long-term benefits such as shorter 
commuting trips, increased energy savings, reduced levels of pollution, and improved regional 
air quality. 

5.3.2 Significant Irreversible Changes 

The implementation of the proposed components 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. 
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Table 25 
Cumulative Development of Transit-Oriented Related Projects 

# Project Description Status 

1 Glendale Municipal Multi-Modal Transit facility. At full buildout Depot grounds acquired. Preparation 
Transportation Center1 would include LRT, Commuter Rail, Amtrak, of project Environmental Impact 

MT A bus service, Bee Line shuttle, and Report to• begin in Fall 1992. 
Greyhound. Improvements would include 
1,500 parking spaces, restoration of Rail 
Depot, and streetscape enhancements on 
Cerritos Ave. 

2 Burbank Multi-Modal Multi-Modal Transit facility. At full buildout Depot grounds acquired. Preliminary 
Transportation Facility2 would include LRT, Commuter Rail, Amtrak, environmental work in progress. 

Intercity Monorail, and bus bay terminals. 
Improvements would include 1,300 parking 
spaces and pedestrian bridge over 1-5. 

3 Commuter Rail Metrolink:3 Commuter rail lines utilizing SPTC and SP Scheduled to begin operation in 
Moorpark and Santa Clarita to Coast Mainline rights-of-way. Lines would October 1992. 
Downtown Los Angeles connect cities in Ventura and Los Angeles 

Counties with Downtown Los Angeles. 

4 Pasadena-Los Angeles Fundable rail project under MT A's 30-year Funded light rail transit project. 
Rail Transit Project3 Plan. Extends from Union Station to Sierra 

Madre Villa, utilizing Blue Line technology. Expected development schedule: 
1993-1998, with potential opening of 
first segment in 1996-97. 

5 San Femando Valley East-West Fundable rail project under MTA's 30-year Pending completion of Final EIR. 
Rail Transit Project3 Plan. Extends from North Hollywood to 

Warner Center in Canoga Park. Would Expected development schedule: 
utilize either advanced aerial technology on Segment 1: 1996-2001 
Ventura Freeway or rail vehicle along SP Segment 2: 2010-2018 
Burbank Branch on Chandler Blvd. Would be 
constructed in two segments: 
1. North Hollywood to 1-405 
2. 1-405 to Warner Center 

6 Burbank Metro Mover Aerial guideway that would interconnect Initial Feasibility Study completed in 
Monorai12 Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport, September 1989. Continued Planning 

Burbank Media District, Burbank City and Pre-Engineering work expected to 
Centre, and Universal City. be completed in Fall 1992. 

7 Carpool Lane Program:3 Component of MTA's 30-year Plan to build Golden State Freeway (from Route - Fundable Plan- 10-year over 200 miles of carpool lanes to ease 134 to Route 10): 1998-2000 
Implementation Program congestion of heavily used freeways. Plan 
• Golden State Freeway supported by Caltrans. Ventura Freeway: 1995-1999 
• Ventura Freeway 

8 Freeway Express Bus System:3 Component of MTA's 30-year Plan. Express Based on conceptual plan developed 
Ventura Freeway service utilizes carpool lanes. Station by Automobile Club of Southern 
Golden State Freeway planned on Ventura Freeway in Glendale California. Plan and implementation 

near Brand Boulevard. schedule will be updated by MT A. 

9 Bus Electrification Program3 Component of MTA'11 30-year Plan. Would Preliminary engineering and formal 
supplant existing conventional bus service route selection underway. First 
on high-ridership routes. Routes 190/191 electric trolleybus service expected to 
and 92/93 in Glendale and Burbank are begin operation in December 1994. 
candidate corridors. 

SOURCES: 1 City of Glendale 
2 City of B,rbank Advanced Planning Divitoion 
3 MTA 30-y.,.,, ,,,,_,.,,, 7,,.,,_,.,,_,;,,,, ,,,,.,, 
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5.4 MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM 

Effective January 1989, State Legislators amended the California Environmental Quality Act to 
include Section 21081.6, implementing Assembly Bill (AB) 3180. As part of the environmental 
review procedures under CEQA, AB 3180 requires a project's responsible agency to adopt a 
monitoring and reporting program for assessing and ensuring efficacy of required mitigation 
measures applied to proposed projects. AB 3180 provides general guidelines for implementing 
monitoring and reporting programs. Specific reporting and/or monitoring requirements, to be 
enforced during project implementation, shall be defined prior to final approval of the project 
proposal by the responsible decision-making body. 

As the responsible agency for the proposed rail transit project, MT A will establish a Mitigation 
Monitoring Program that carries out the mitigations recommended for eliminating or 
substantially lessening the project's significant impacts. MTA will coordinate the program with 
the Cities of Burbank, Glendale, and Los Angeles to determine which agencies will enforce and 
monitor the program, and at which phase of development the monitoring and reporting will take 
place. The Mitigation Monitoring Program must be prepared prior to project approval. 
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APPENDIX I: 
INITIAL STUDY AND NOTICE OF PREPARATION 

The initial study and Notice of Preparation for the Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit 
Project Supplemental Environmental Impact Report was sent to the State Clearinghouse on 23 
April 1993. The State Clearinghouse assigned the project SCH Number 93051016. The review 
period for the project began in late April 1993 and continued through late June 1993. Responses 
to the Notice of Preparation appear in Appendix II. 





Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

NOTICE OF PREPARATION 

To: State CEQA Clearinghouse 
Office of Planning and Research 
A TIN: Los Angeles County Coordinator 
1400 Tenth Street, Room 121 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Lead Agency: 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
818 West Seventh Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
Contact: Peter De Haan (213.244.6733) 

Consultant Team: 

Gruen Associates 
6330 San Vicente Boulevard 
Los Angeles, CA 90048 
Contact: Rhonnel Sotelo (213.937.4270) 

The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MT A) will be the Lead Agency and will prepare an 
Environmental Impact Report for the project identified below. We need to know the views of your agency 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. If 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 materials. A copy of the Initial Study is also attached. 

Due to the time limits mandated by state law, your response must be sent at the earliest possible date, but not lalt!r than 30 
days after receipt of this notice. All responses to the Notice of Preparation must be in writing. Please send your response 
to Peter De Haan, Project Manager, at the address shown above. We will need the name for a contact person in your agency. 

Project Title: Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Proje.ct Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 

Project Description: Supplemental analysis to the original project examining the engineering feasibility, route refinement, 
and environmental effe.cts of (1) the rail transit route as it passes through Taylor Yard (2) alternative 
alignments in the vicinity of the Old Los Angeles City Jail (Lincolu Heights Jail), and (3) proposed 
LRT maintenance facility sites near the Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport. 

Patricia V. McLaughlin, Director 

San Fernando Valley/North County 

(213) 623-1194 

Date 

Reference: California Administrative Code, Title 14, CEQA S«tions 1058:! (I). 15103, 15375 

. 
818 W. Seventh Street, Los Angeles, CA 90017 
425 S. Main Street. Los Angeles. CA 90013 

Revised Oc1ober 1989 

(213) 623· 1194 
(213) 972-6000 
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Notice of Completion Appendix F s,, NO'I E 1>,10,-

Mail to: Stall! Cle:.ringhcuse. 1400 Tenlh Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 916/445-0613 $ CH , Cf 3c-, s:: ; c; 1 c? 
Project Title: Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project Supplemental EIR 

Lead Agency: Los Angeles Countz Metropolitan Trans. Authority (HTAJ Conw:t Person: Pete De Haan or Judith Schwartze 

StreetAddress: 818 West Seventh Street, Suite 1100 Phone: 2"'1""3a.a-a.:6;.;:2;.;:3...a•.::cla:.19"'"4"--------------

City: Los Angeles Zip: ---"'90:..:0:..:1"'-7 ___ _ Couruy: Los Angeles 

-----------------------------------------
Project Location 
County: Los Angeles Ciry/N~ Community: Burbank, Glendale, and Los Angeles 

Cross Streets: ------------------------------- Total Acres: 

Assessor's Parcel No. Section: ______ Twp. ____ Range: ___ Bue: ___ _ 

Wilhin2Miles: Sta~Hwyt:I-5. 134, 2 Waierways: Los Angeles River and Arroyo Verdugo Wash 

Airports: Bnrhank Railways: Southern Pacific Schook: Elem, JHs. and Htgh School 

-----------------------------------------
Document Type 

CECA: D Supplement/Subsequent NEPA: □NOI Other: @ NOP 
OEarlyCons 
□ Neg Dee 
ODra!tEIR 

DEIR (Prior SCH No .. ,_ ___ _ DEA 
□ Draft EIS 
OFONSI 

D Joint Documem 
0 Final Document 

0 Other _________ _ 0 Other _____ _ 

Local Action Type 

0 General Plan Updaie 
0 General Plan Amendment 
D General Plan Element 
0 Community Plan 

0 Specific Plan 
0 Master Plan 
O Planned Unit Development 
D Site Plan . 

0 Rezone 
0 Prezone 
0 Use Permit 
D Land Division (Subdivision. 

Parcel Map, Tract Map, eic.) 

O Annexation 
0 Redevelopment 
D Coasw Permit 
[!] Other Rail Transit 

-----------------------------------------
Development Type 

0 Residential: Unils ___ Acres __ _ 0 Water Fac:ilities: Type _________ MGD __ _ 

O Office: Sq.ft. ___ Acres Employus_·__.--'-_ (x] Transponauon: Type...a.;R.aaaiaala....aTa.ara.aaaanaas.::ci.aat ______ _ 
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION 

BURBANK-GLENDALE-Los ANG~ RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT 
SUPPLEMENTAL ENvlRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

I.i Project History and Planning Background 

In 1988, the Glendale City Council requested that a feasibility study be conducted of the Los 
Angeles-Glendale route alignment. With 50 percent of the study funded by the City of Glendale, 
the Los Angeles County Transportation Commission (LACTC) agreed to examine the potential 
for light rail transit and other alternatives between the City of Glendale and Downtown Los 
Angeles. In April 1990, the City, in conjunction with LACTC, completed the Glendale/Los 
Angeles Corridor Route Planning Study. The study examined an array of north-south routes that 
utilized 1) the SP Right-of-Way, 2) Brand Boulevard, and 3) Central Avenue-Orange Street. 
As a result of the study, the SP Right-of-Way was recommended as the preferred route and light 
rail (similar to the Metro Blue Line) as the preferred technology. 

While the City of Glendale and LACTC conducted this analysis, other planning studies were also 
being prepared. In the Summer and Fall of 1990, LACTC, in conjunction with the City and 
County of Los Angeles, prepared the Downtown Los Angeles to Sylmar/Santa Clarita Rail 
Transit Study. The study encompassed 22 miles from the Los Angeles Union Passenger 
Terminal to the City of Santa Clarita, analyzing 17 LRT stations, 5 Commuter Rail stations, and 
3 High-Speed Rail/Maglev stations. The feasibility study was primarily undertaken to assess the 
relative merits of light rail and high speed passenger rail service along the Southern Pacific 
Railroad right-of-way, which included the proposed rail alignment route. Because the alternative 
rail services reviewed in this study would be part of the County's larger 400-mile Metro Rail 
System Plan, the study examined the alternatives as separate entities for purposes of providing 
a relative comparison and staging analysis since the County's rail network had yet to be 
completely defined. 

In September 1990, the City of Burbank completed its Burbank Metrolink Monorail Feasibility 
Study. Because the City has three commercially- and geographically-distinct areas, this study 
examined the potential of linking the City's three redevelopment areas via an intracity monorail 
system. The alignment's initial phase proposes to connect Burbank's Media District with its City 
Center, while utilizing the Old Rail Depot site as a multi-modal station and parking reservoir 
that would interface with rail transit projects along the SP Right-of-Way. In March 1991, 
Burbank completed its Multi-Modal Feasibility Study for the Burbank City Centre Transportation 
Facility. 

Based on these previous studies, LACTC and the Cities of Glendale and Burbank agreed to 
further evaluate the merits of the proposed project in the hopes that it could gain inclusion in the 
Commission's 30-year plan as a funded project. In an effort to pool the rail transit planning 
efforts of these various jurisdictions, LACTC and the Cities of Glendale and Burbank 
commissioned. in July 1991. the Gruen Associates Consultant Team to prepare environmental 
documentation, route refinement. and station site planning services to study a Burbank-Glendale­
Los Angeles Light Rail alignment that would operate as a branch of the Los Angeles to Pasadena 
Rail Transit Project. 



The rail transit project's Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was completed and approved 
for circulation on June 24, 1992, with its 45-day public comment and review period concluding 
in August 1992. During this timeframe, LACTC conducted three public workshops and hearings 
in July 1992, one each in the Cities of Burbank, Glendale, and Los Angeles. In October 1992, 
LACTC completed and approved the project's Final EIR. The environmental process was fully 
completed in January 1993 when the document and its associated Findings and Mitigation 
Monitoring Program received certification. 

Because of issues related to other projects, the Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit 
Project Final EIR, Findings, and Mitigation Monitoring Program indicated that supplemental 
environmental analysis would be necessary to document potential effects associated with the 
results of the Taylor Yard Transit Development Study, originally scheduled to be completed in 
the Spring of 1993. In addition, the completion of the Pasadena-Los Angeles Blue Line 
Supplememal EIR (January 1993) revealed that no permanent LRT maintenance facility site had 
been selected to serve both the Pasadena-Los Angeles line and the proposed project. Instead, 
the Midway Yard would be utilized as an interim facility for the Pasadena-Los Angeles Blue 
Line. This decision left the Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project without a 
maintenance facility, necessitating the analysis of a permanent LRT yard for the proposed rail 
transit project. In order to study each of the issues associated with Taylor Yard and the LRT 
maintenance facility, the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA), 
successor to LACTC, commissioned the Gruen Associates Consultant Team to prepare a 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for the scope of services outlined in Section I. iii of 
this Notice of Preparation. The project Draft SEIR is expected to be completed and available 
for public circulation in August 1993. 

I.ii Proposed Rail Transit Project and the Surrounding Area 

Extending from the Pasadena-Los Angeles Blue Line Junction in south Taylor Yard to 
Hollywood Way in the vicinity of the Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport, the 11.9-mile 
Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Corridor would travel within the former Southern 
Pacific Railroad right-of-way that parallels San Fernando Road. Rail service along this 
alignment would serve the Cities of Glendale and Burbank, as well as the Sun Valley and 
Northeast communities of the City of Los Angeles. The right-of-way is currently occupied by 
the Moorpark and Santa Clarita Metrolink Commuter Rail lines. Both these lines are utilized 
by Southern Pacific freight transportation to Northern California; in addition, the Moorpark line 
is used by Amtrak for passenger train service to Santa Barbara and Northern California. 

Major economic activity centers served by the rail transit route include the Glendale Central 
Business District, Glendale Civic Center, Burbank Media District, Burbank City Centre, and the 
Burbank Media City Center. In addition to the residents and employees that would gain greater 
mobility through light rail service along this alignment, the Planning Context Map illustrates 
other centers that would be served by the proposed project, including the Burbank-Glendale­
Pasadena Airport, Griffith Park, and Los Angeles Zoo. 

The built environment that surrounds the rail alignment is comprised primarily of industrial land 
uses, but also includes a number of sensitive residential communities. The area between Taylor 
Yard and the Northwest Glendale Station location is characterized primarily by low density 
industrial uses and small businesses. Throughout this section of the corridor, the rail alignment 
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· is at-grade while major arterials and highways are grade-separated above or below the right-of­
way. With respect to sensitive land uses, the Gardena Avenue neighborhood in South Glendale 
represents the only residential pocket directly adjacent to the route corridor. Nevertheless, 
residential neighborhoods surrounding the proposed Glendale Transportation Center and the 
Northwest Glendale stations as well as educational institutions in the Cypress Park, Glassell 
Park, and Atwater communities of the City of Los Angeles could be affected by the proposed 
project due to their relative proximity to the rail line. 

The Burbank ponion of the project passes through an industrial corridor. With regard to 
potentially sensitive land uses, the City of Burbank and the Sun Valley community of the City 
of Los Angeles have two distinct residential pockets that may be affected by the proposed 
project: 1) The Enclave, located in the City of Burbank's Golden State Redevelopment Area 
along Thornton A venue, and 2) the single-family residential neighborhoods located north and 
east of the Hollywood Way-Burbank Airport station. 

I.iii Scope of Analysis of the Supplemental EIR 

Traversing portions of the Cities of Burbank, Glendale, and Los Angeles in the East San 
Fernando Valley and Northeast Los Angeles area, the proposed rail transit route forms part of 
the larger regional transportation system that would link these centers with Metro Rail service 
in Downtown Los Angeles and beyond. The Planning Context Map illustrates the general 
alignment of the proposed Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project. The project's 
Final EIR, certified in January 1993, identified, described, analyzed, and evaluated the 
environmental effects associated with the rail transit route's alignment, station locations, and 
other ancillary facilities. Due to factors related to the planning and development of associated 
projects such as the Pasadena-Los Angeles Blue Line and Taylor Yard Transit Development 
Study, supplemental environmental documentation is required to specifically address the 
following issues: 

• 

• 

• 

Possible alternative rail transit alignments through Taylor Yard which may exacerbate 
potential land use, noise, air, and traffic impacts in the vicinity. 

Analysis of potential impacts related to the development of an LRT maintenance and 
storage facility in the City of Burbank. 

Comparison of alignment alternatives at the Pasadena-Los Angeles Blue Line Junction, 
including the Lincoln Heights Jail and a non-revenue connector. 

• Assessment of possible haz.ardous waste materials and construction impacts m the 
proposed LRT maintenance yard sites. 
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Because the SEIR's major analysis issues lie within a developed urban setting, the proposed 
project has the potential to create varying degrees of adverse environmental impacts. Some of 
the probable impacts of these issues can be mitigated via the incorporation of specific design 
and/or operational features. The Draft Supplemental Impact Report (SEIR) will discuss such 
mitigation measures and their effectiveness in reducing the impacts. The following key impacts, 
as well as others to be identified during the formal environmental process, will be assessed in 
the Draft SEIR for this project: 

• Land use, including property acquisition and potential pressure for land use changes and 
economic impacts. 

• Circulatwn and parking, including cross-street traffic conflicts, loss of existing street 
capacity, and possible spillover of station-area parking demand into nearby areas. 

• Visual and aesthetic considerations related to new facilities and potential privacy effects. 

• Noise and vibration associated with rail transit and maintenance facility operations. 

• Safety and security effects, including pedestrian/vehicular accident potential and security 
at station areas. 

• Cultural resource impacts, including potential effects on archaeological, historical, and 
cultural resources that may be Jiste.d as national, state, or local landmarks of significance. 

• Construction impacts, including the temporary c1osure of traffic lanes, utility relocations, 
and noise and dust associated with heavy construction. 
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II. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 

The following checklist of environmental issues complies with Section 1 5063 of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEOA) guidelines. 

11.i Background 

Name of Proponent: 

Address/Phone Number: 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) 

818 West 7th Street 

Date Checklist Submitted: 

Agency Requiring Checklist: 

Name of Proposal: 

II.ii Environmental Impacts 

Suite 1100 
Los Angeles. California 90017 
213.244.6733 

12 April 1993 

MTA 

Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 

The environmental impacts checklist consist of two key components: ( 1) the initial study environmental 
impact evaluation and (2) Attachment A which provides an explanation for all the answers given in the 
checklist table. 

Environmental Impact Category YES MAYBE NO 

, . EARTH: Will the proposal result in ... 

a. Unstable earth conditions or changes in geologic 
D □ ■ substructures? 

b. Disruptions, displacements, compaction or overcovering of 
■ □ □ the soil? 

c. Change in topography or ground surface relief features? u □ ■ 

d. The destruction, covering, or modification of any unique " D ■ geologic or physical features? 
L., 

e. Any increase in wind or water erosion of soils, either on or ~ 

■ 0 off the site? -' 

f. Changes in the deposition or erosion of beach sands. or 
changes in siltation. deposition, or erosion which may [J D ■ modify the channel of a river or stream or the bed of the 
ocean or any bay, inlet. or lake 7 

g. Exposure of people or property to geologic hazards such 

I 
as earthquakes, landslides. mudslides, ground failure, or 

~ 

■ 0 -
similar hazards? 
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Environmental Impact Category YES MAYBE NO 

2. AIR: Will the proposal result in ... 

a. Substantial air emissions or deterioration of ambient air 
□ ■ D quality? 

b. The creation of objectionable odors? D D ■ 

C, Alteration of air movement, moisture, or temperature, or 
□ D ■ any change in climate, either locally or regionally? 

3. WATER: Will the proposal result in ... 

a. Changes in currents, or the course of direction of water 
□ D ■ movements, in either marine or fresh waters? 

b. Changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the rate 
□ D ■ and amount of surface runoff? 

c. Alterations to the course or flow of flood waters? □ □ ■ 

d. Change in the amount of surface water in any water 
□ □ ■ body? 

e. Discharge into surface waters, or in any alteration of 
surface water quality, including but not limited to D ■ D 
temperature, dissolved oxygen, or turbidity? 

f. Alteration of the direction or rate of flow of ground 
D D ■ waters? 

g, Changes in the quantity of ground waters, either through 
direct additions or withdrawals, or through interception of D □ ■ 
an aquifer by cuts or excavations? 

- h. Substantial reduction in the amount of water otherwise 
□ D ■ available for public water supplies? 

i. Exposure of people or property to water related hazards 
□ D ■ such as flooding or tidal waves? 

4. PLANT LIFE: Will the proposal result in ... 

a. Change in the diversity of species, or number of any 

■ 
species of plants (including trees, shrubs, grass, crops, D ■ □ 
and aquatic plants I? 

b. Reduction of the numbers of any unique rare, or D ■ □ endangered species of plants? 

c. Introduction of new species of plants into an area, or 
result in a barrier to the normal replenishment of existing r D ■ -
species? 

d. Reduction in acreage of any agricultural crop? 
,...., 

D ■ w 
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Environmental Impact Category YES MAYBE NO 

5. ANIMAL LIFE: Will the proposal result in ... 

a. Change in the diversity of species, or numbers of any 
species of animals (birds, land animals including reptiles, D ■ □ 
fish and shellfish, benthic organisms or insects)? 

b. Reduction of the numbers of any unique, rare, or 
D ■ D endangered species of animals? 

c. Introduction of new species of animals into an area, or 
result in a barrier to the migration or movement of D ■ D 
animals? 

d. Deterioration to existing fish or wildlife habitat? □ ■ D 

6. NOISE: Will the proposal result in: 

a. Increases in existing noise levels? • D D 

b. Exposure of people to severe noise levels? D ■ D 

7. LIGHT & GLARE: Will the proposal ... 

a. Produce new light or glare? D ■ D 

8. LAND USE: Will the proposal result in ... 

a. Substantial alteration of the present or planned land use of 
□ ■ □ an area? 

9. NATURAL RESOURCES: Will the proposal result in ... 

a. Increases in the rate of use of any natural resources? D D ■ 

10. RISK OF UPSET: Will the proposal involve ... 

a. A risk of an explosion or the release of hazardous 
substances Oncluding, but not limited to, oil, pesticides, 

□ ■ D 
chemicals, or radiationl in the event of an accident or 
upset conditions? 

b. Possible interference with an emergency response plan 
□ • D or an emergency evacuation? 

, , . POPULATION: Will the proposal ... • 
a. Alter the location. distribution. density. or growth rate of 

0 ■ D 
the human population of an area' 

12. HOUSING: Will the proposal ... 

a. Affect existing housing. or create a demand for ~ • D additional housing? ~ 
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Environmental Impact Category YE& MAYBE NO 

13. TRANSPORTATJON/CIRCULA TION: Will the proposal result in ... 

a. Generation of substantial additional vehicular movement? • D D 

b. Effects on existing parking facilities, or demand for new • D D parking? 

c. Substantial impact upon existing transportation systems? • D D 

d. Alterations to present patterns of circulation or • D D movement of people and/or goods? 

e. Alterations to waterborne, rail, or air traffic? D • D 

f. Increase in traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists, 
D ■ D or pedestrians? 

14. 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. Fire protection? D • D 

b. Police protection? D • D 

c. Schools? □ • D 

d. Parks or other recreational facilities? D ■ D 

e. Maintenance of public facilities, including roads? D • D 

f. Other governmental services? D D ■ 

15. ENERGY: Will the proposal result in ... 

a. Use of substantial amounts of fuel or energy? D • □ 

b. Substantial increase in demand upon existing sources of D D • energy, or require the development of new sources? 

16. UTILITIES: Will the proposal result in ... 

a. A need for new systems. or substantial alterations to 
□ • □ utilities? 

17. HUMAN HEALTH: Will the proposal result in ... 

a. Creation of any health hazard or potential hazard 
□ • D 

(excluding mental health)? 

b. Exposure of people to potential health hazards? D • D 
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Environmental Impact Category YES MAYBE NO 

18. AESTHETICS: Will the proposal result in ... 

a. Obstruction of any scenic vista or view open to the 
□ ■ □ public? 

b. Creation of an aesthetically offensive site open to public 
□ ■ D view? 

19. RECREATION: Will the proposal result in ... 

a. An impact upon the quality or quantity of existing 
□ □ ■ recreational opportunities? 

20. CULTURAL RESOURCES: Will the proposal result in ... 

a. Alteration of or the destruction of a prehistoric or 
I □ ■ □ historical archaeological site? 
I 

b. Adverse physical or aesthetic effects to prehistoric or 
□ ■ □ historic building, structure, or object? 

c. The potential to cause a physical change which would 
□ □ ■ affect unique ethnic cultural values? 

d. Restrictions to existing religious or sacred uses within 
□ □ • the potential impact area? 

21. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE: Does the project have ... 

a. The potential to degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife 
species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below 
self-sustaining levels. threaten to eliminate a plant or 

□ ■ □ animal community, reduce the number or restrict the 
range of a rare of endangered plant or animal or 
eliminate important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory? 

b. The potential to achieve short-term, to the disadvantage 
of long-term environmental goals ta 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)? 

c. Impacts which are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable ta project may impact on two or more 
separate sources where the impact on each resource is □ • □ 
relatively small, but where the effect of the total of 
those impacts on the environment is significant)? 

d. Environmental effects which will cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or □ ■ □ 
indirectly? 

10 
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II.iii Discussion of Environmental Evaluation 

The narrative description of the environmental impacts appear in Attachment A. 

II.iv Determination 

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, and a 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

I find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

Patricia Mclaughlin 
Director, San Fernando Valley/North County Area 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

Date 

11 
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ATTACHMENT A: 
Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project Supplemental EIR 

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM - Responses to Yes, No, and Maybe answers: 

1. Earth 

a. No: Because the proposed project would be constructed entirely above grade, unstable earth 
conditions or changes in the geologic substructure along the route are not expected during 
construction. 

b. Yes: Construction of the proposed project would require earthwork for the proposed LRT 
maintenance facility and in the area of Taylor Yard. Paving of previously undeveloped areas 
would represent a disruption to existing soil conditions. 

c. No: Topographic or ground surface relief feature changes would be minor in sloped portions 
of the corridors. No significant changes to the topography or ground surface relief features 
are expected as a result of the proposed project. 

d. No: Construction of the proposed project would not involve destruction, covering, or 
modification of any unique geologic or physical features. 

e. Maybe: Earthwork required during project construction may create the potential for soil 
erosion during the construction period. The SEIR will examine the erosion potential and 
recommend erosion control measures. 

f. No: The scope of analysis for the proposed project would not involve possible impacts to 
rivers, creeks, and washes. Although the Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project 
crosses significant water features such as the Los Angeles River and Arroyo Verdugo Wash, 
potential effects on these waterways have been discussed in the project's Final EIR. 

g. Maybe: There may be the potential for damage resulting from surface soil abatement during 
project construction, as well as from the construction of buildings and overhead structures. 

2. Air 

a. Maybe: The proposed rail transit project would potentially create a beneficial impact to 
regiona1 air qua1ity by diverting vehicular trips to transit. However, the proposed project 
could potentia1ly create substantia1 localized air emissions around station areas and the LRT 
maintenance facility, where slight decreases in ambient air quality may occur. In addition, 
a temporary, construction-related increase in air emissions may occur from use of heavy 
construction equipment. Mitigations for potential increases in emissions during construction 
activities will be explored in the SEIR. 

b. No: The proposed project would not create objectionable odors. 

c. No: The proposed project would not alter air movement. moisture, or temperature, or 
change climate at a local or regional level. 
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ATTACHMENT A (continued) Responses to Environmental Impact Checklist 

3. Water 

a. No: The proposed project would not affect the direction of water movements. 

b. No: The proposed project would not result in changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns, 
or the rate and amount of surface runoff. Although the Los Angeles River is directly 
adjacent to Taylor Yard, impacts to this feature would be minimal since the proposed 
construction zone would be further east of the River. 

c. No: As the proposed project has the potential to impact drainage flow, so too does it have 
the possibility of altering the course or flow of floodwaters during construction phases. 

d. No: The proposed project would not increase or decrease the amount of surface water in any 
water body. 

e. Maybe: The quantity and flow of surface water discharge could be affected by the increase 
in impervious surface areas associated with station parking facilities and the construction of 
the LRT maintenance facility. 

f. No: The direction or rate of ground water flow would not be altered by the proposed rail 
transit project. 

g. No: The rail transit route is not expected to alter the quantity of ground waters through 
interception of an aquifer by cuts or excavations. 

h. No: The proposed project would not include any element(s) that would reduce the amount 
of water available for public water supplies. 

1. No: The proposed project would not contain water, does not affect the flow of groundwaters, 
and would not be located within water-related hazards such as floodplains or tidal waves. 

4. Plant Life 

a. Maybe: Since the scope of analysis for the proposed project would examine issues in a 
largely urban area, the possibilities of impacting plant species would still be possible due in 
part to the study area's extensive natural features that include the Los Angeles River, Arroyo 
Verdugo Wash. and nearby San Rafael Hills. 

b. Maybe: Refer to the response for 4a. 

c. No: The proposed project would introduce landscaping along portions of the route. This, 
would. however, not constitute a significant impact to the environment and may even be 
considered a beneficial effect to the area· s relatively nondescript landscape. 

d. No: The proposed project would not result in a reduction of acreage of any agricultural crop. 
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A TIACHMENT A (continued) Responses to Environmental Impact Checklist 

S. Animal Life 

a. Maybe: As identified in the Final EIR, the proposed project would be developed in an area 
that contains a wide variety of animal species that may be impacted by the construction of 
the project and its associated facilities. 

b. Maybe: The State Natural Diversity Database will be consulted to determine whether any 
state- or federaJly-designated rare, threatened, or endangered animal species exist within the 
study area of the SEIR. 

c. Maybe: Although the proposed project would not include any component(s) that would 
introduce new species of animals into an area, its presence in the corridor could potentially 
become an intermittent or temporary barrier that affects the migration or movement of 
animals in the East San Fernando Valley and Northeast Los Angeles area. 

d. Maybe: Refer to the response for 5a. 

6. Noise 

a. Yes: Existing freight, Amtrak, and Metrolink Commuter Rail use along this line affects the 
baseline noise levels for communities along the right-of-way. The proposed project and 
associated LRT maintenance facility would, because of more frequent service and the addition 
of a non-existing facility, result in increases in existing noise levels along the route in areas 
particularly sensitive to noise such as residential neighborhoods, recreational resources, and 
medical and educational facilities. 

b: Maybe: Because of the close proximity of the alignment to some residences, schools, and 
recreational resources, there exists the potential that some persons may be exposed to high 
noise levels. In addition, the use of certain types of construction equipment could potentially 
expose people adjacent to construction sites to substantial increases in noise levels during 
construction periods. Such construction will adhere to City ordinances affecting construction 
equipment noise and hours of operation. 

7. Light and Glare 

a: Maybe: New sources of light and glare may be created by the proposed project for parking 
and operation of stations, as well as the proposed LRT maintenance facility, near residential 
and other sensitive areas. 

14 
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ATTACHMENT A (continued) Responses to Environmental Impact Checklist 

8. Land Use 

a: Maybe: Although the proposed project area is currently used primarily for rail-oriented and 
associated industrial/warehousing uses, the potential exists for the rail transit route to create 
potential land use changes. Actual zoning changes, however, can only be enacted by the 
responsible jurisdictions. 

9. Natural Resources 

a. No: The proposed project would increase the rate of electrical energy consumption, but the 
rate of use is not expected to be at significant levels. In addition, gasoline consumption can 
be expected to decline from reduced automobile usage thereby offsetting the increases 
associated with electrical energy consumption. 

10. Risk of Upset 

a. Maybe: Safety measures would be implemented to reduce the likelihood of conflicts, but 
the possibility exists for conflicts 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. Maybe: Because the transit route would increase the number of delays at at-grade crossings, 
local emergency response or evacuation plans could be affected. 

11. Population 

a: Maybe: The proposed project, particularly in the vicinity of Taylor Yard, could alter the 
location, distribution, density, or growth rate of the human population due to greater access 
to the areas served by the proposed alignment. The rail transit system, particularly at 
station areas, may encourage more intensive commercial and/or residential development. 
Many of these factors, however, are dependent on growth and planning policies of the 
affected municipalities. Impacts which directly affect the population of an area include 
changes to safety conditions and pedestrian access movements. 

12. Housing 

a: Maybe: No residential displacements are anticipated with the implementation of the 
proposed project. However, impacts to adjacent residences and schools may occur in the 
vicinity of Taylor Yard and at proposed LRT maintenance facility sites near the alignment's 
northern terminus. Such impacts include noise, light and glare, and aesthetic quality 
effects. 

15 



ATTACHMENT A (continued) Responses to Environmental Impact Checklist 

13. Transportation 

a. Yes: The proposed project would likely generate additional vehicular movement in highly 
localiz.ed areas to and from station locations. The proposed project would, however, also 
likely reduce the overall vehicle miles travelled in the study area. 

b. Yes: The proposed project would create a demand for new parking facilities at rail transit 
stations. 

c. Yes: There would be an increase in vehicular traffic around stations during peak period 
operation and during construction of the rail transit system. 

d. Yes: The proposed rail line would alter the present pattern of circulation as a result of 
traffic traveling to and from station locations. 

e. Maybe: Because the proposed project would share the right-of-way with freight and 
passenger train services, the the rail transit route could alter the serving capacity of these 
services. 

f. Maybe: Because the proposed rail alignment would be at-grade at some locations, the 
possibility exists for increased traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists, or pedestrians. 
In addition, the development of rail stations and parking structures could create conflicts 
between rail transit users and pedestrians and motorists. 

14. Public Services 

a. Maybe: Refer to the response for 10b. 

b. Maybe: Although transit security personnel would be available, existing police protection 
may have to be enhanced. 

c. Maybe: Because of the relatively close proximity of elementary, junior high, and high 
school students, the proposed project has the potential to affect both pedestrian circulation 
and the classroom environment at a number of educational facilities in the vicinity of Taylor 
Yard and proposed LRT maintenance facility sites. 

d. Maybe: The scope of analysis for the SEIR indicates that Seymour Cypress Park adjacent 
to Taylor Yard may be impacted by the proposed project. 

e. Maybe: The proposed project, particularly during construction, could impact maintenance 
of public facilities such as roads. 

f. No: The proposed project would not affect any other governmental services. 

16 
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A TI ACHMENT A (continued) Responses to EnrironmenJal Impact Checklist 

15. Energy 

a. No: Refer to the response to 9, Natural Resources. 

b. Maybe: Operation of the proposed project would result in an inc~ in electrical use, and 
the level of this demand will be examined during the research and preparation of the SEIR. 

16. Utilities 

a: Maybe: Construction of the proposed project may require the relocation of utilities. 
Electrical utility substations will also be required to provide electric power to the transit 
system. 

17. Human Health 

a. Maybe: The historical industrial use of Taylor Yard and proposed LRT maintenance facility 
sites in the City of Burbank could include elements that may create a health hazard or a 
potential health hazard. 

b. Maybe: During its construction period, the proposed project may result in the exposure of 
persons to potential health hazards associated with the abatement and remediation of 
hazardous sites. 

18. Aesthetics 

a: Maybe: The proposed alignment and its ancillary facilities could affect vistas, potentially 
creating shadow effects and disrupting the privacy of adjacent properties. 

b: Maybe: The subjective nature of aesthetic quality requires that the proposed project be 
analyzed from the perspective that the facilities (stations, catenary wires, train vehicles) 
associated with the project may be offensive to some persons. 

19. Recreation 

a: No: Refer to the response for 14d. 

17 



ATTACHI\1ENT A (continued) Responses to Environmental Impact Checklist 

20. Cultural Resources 

a. Maybe: A previous se.arch conducted as part of the Draft and Final EIRs revealed no 
prehistoric or historic archaeological sites in close proximity to rail transit route. Although 
it is not expected that construction of the proposed LRT maintenance facility would affect 
undiscovered prehistoric or historic archaeological sites, an archaeological record search for 
these site should be conducted to verify its construction would not affect significant sites. 

b. Maybe: The proposed project could affect the physical or aesthetic integrity of various 
buildings, the most significant being the Old Los Angeles City Jail Building near the Blue 
Line Junction in South Taylor Yard. 

c. No: The proposed project would not affect unique ethnic cultural values along the rail 
transit route. 

d. No: The proposed project is not anticipated to restrict existing religious or sacred uses 
along the rail transit route. 

21. Mandatory Findings of Significance 

a. Maybe: Initial review of the proposed project reveals that it may create possible significant 
impacts that degrade the overall quality of the environment. Effects on the habitat of fish, 
animal, and plant life will be examined in greater depth during the research and preparation 
of the Draft EIR. 

b. No: While short-term impacts during construction may be significant, the proposed project 
will assist in the long-term goal of creating a balanced transportation system, with attendant 
contributions to air quality, transportation choice, and possible energy savings. 

c. Maybe: When considered in the development and buildout context of the Northeast Los 
Angeles and the Cities of Glendale and Burbank, the cumulative impact of the proposed 
project may reach significant levels. 

d. Maybe: The proposed project may produce environmental effects which cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. Among these include 
localized degradation of air quality, exposure to higher noise levels, exposure to health 
hazards and risk of upset, and disturbance of aesthetic views and vistas. 
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APPENDIX II: 
RESPONSES TO THE NOTICE OF PREPARATION 

The following is a list of government agencies, officials, and citizens that have voiced their 
concerns and comments regarding the Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report. The letters from these correspondents have been 
arranged in chronological order below. 

Correspondent 

1. City of Los Angeles Cultural Affairs Department 
2. Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport Authority 
3. County of Los Angeles Department of Health Services 
4. Los Angeles Unified School District 
5. South Coast Air Quality Management District 
6. City of Burbank Public Service Department 
7. City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
8. State of California Department of Transportation 
9. City of Los Angeles Department of Fire 
10. City of Burbank Public Service Department 
11. Los Angeles Conservancy 
12. City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 

Date 

4 May 1993 
10 May 1993 
11 May 1993 
13 May 1993 
17 May 1993 
19 May 1993 
25 May 1993 

2 June 1993 
2 June 1993 
2 June 1993 
2 June 1993 

25 June 1993 
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CULTURAL AFFAIRS 
COMMISSION 

ELYSE 5. GRINSTEIN 
?REStOE"li 

JOSEPHINE RAM1REZ 
VlCE•PRESIDE'.NT 

JOSEPH R AUSTIN 

MICHAEL C.F. CHAN. AIA 

BETTE COX 

ELAINE POUNDS 

JULIE A. SGARZI 

CULTURAL HERITAGE 
COMMISSION 

DR AMARJIT 5 MARWAH 
PRESIDENT 

HELEN MADRID.WORTHEN 
VICE-PRES!OENT 

BILLIE BEASLEY JENKINS 

DR. REYNALDO R LANDERO 

TAKASHI SHIDA. AIA 

C1Tv OF Los ANGELES 
CALIFORNIA 

TOM RRADLEY 
11,,,,YOR 

May 4, 1993 

Peter De Haan, Project Manager 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
818 West seventh street 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF PREPARATION: BURBANK-GLENDALE­
LOS ANGELES RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT 
SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

Dear Mr. De Haan, 

CULTURAL AFFAIRS 
DEPARTMENT 

433 S SPRING ST. 1 0TH FLOOR 

LOS ANGELES. CA 90013 
<21 3) 485,2433 

1213) 485,6835 FAX 

ADOLFO V NODAL 
GENERAL MANAGER 

The Cultural Heritage Commission wishes to have physical and 
aesthetic ~mpacts of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monuments 
addressed in the subject document. A list of these sites is 
enclosed for your use. 

If you have any questions, please call me at (213) 485-8690. 

JMO:lm 

Sincerely, 
CULTURAL HERITAGE COMMISSION 

/~:! //71. (t~ 
0AY M. OREN 
staff Architect 

Enclosure: Monument List by Address 

Ooc:JM0109/Disk:LM7 
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:, HISTORIC-CULTURAL MONUMENTS 
1-575 

LISTED BY ADDRESS 
Monument Full Architect, Date or D11e of Council 
Number Addre11 Designation Type & Style Building lnclu■ion Con■truction Di11rict 

110 !ISON. Academy Dr, Los An~elee Police Academy Rock Oarden, Francois Scolti, Archilect rrype Bldg: n/aJ (n/•) 1mm 1937 
Waterfa ~ Pool ind Clubhouse with the •~tcenl 
landacap area■ devel%ed in the ravine be incl tho 
m■jor L.A. Police Aca emy Facilitiee in Ely1i1n Part 

S16 S14 W. Adams Bl, St. John'■ Epl■c7i11 Church, (Excluding Social Hall) Pierpont & Walter Davis, An:hiteell rrype Bldg: lnl/91 1924 I 
(Lot 2, Tract II I) Church! (Rom■ne■que 1tyle} 

90 621 W. Adams Bl. St. Vincent De Paul Church Alber1 C. Martin, Architect rrype Bldg: Church! 1mm 1924 I 
{Spanish Ren1i111nce 1tyle) 

72 650 W. Adams Bl. Auto Club of Southern California (Primary Addre11: Silu R. Bum■ and Sumner P. Hunt {Hunt & Bum,), 2/03/71 1923 I 
2601 S. Fi,ueroa St.I • Architec11; ~nd■cape b_t Roland Coate) rrype Bldg: 

Office Building! {Spani Colonial ■tyle} 

456 139 W. Adams Bl, Ezn T. StimlOR Hou■e Frederick L. Roeh'tf • Architect rrype Bldg: Single 10/24/119 1901 
Family Dwelling! CraftJman/Tudor ■tyle} 

S7 930- 9411 W. Adams Bl. Second Church of Chrill Scientill or L.A. Alfred F. Rosenheim, Architect rr~e Bldg: Church! 7/17/61 19IO II 
{Beaux Atta/Italian Rennai■unce lly e) 

141 954- 1001 W. Adams Bl, Sun■hlne Miuion [Primary Addre11: 1600 S. Hoover Sumner P. Hunt, Architeel rrype.Bldg: Boarding 4/09/11 1191 
St.I School! (Early Mi11ion llyle) 

195 1140 - 1156 W. Adams Bl. A. E. Kelly Re1idence An:hiteet unknown (Type Bldf Single Family 7/12/IIS Jll9S g 
Dwelling! (Queen Anne ■tyle 

297 1151- 1176 W. Adams Bl. Residencea L. A. Smith, Architect [Type Bldg: Single Family 8/13/85 1920 I 
Dwelling] (Tudor Revival 1tyle} 

3S0 II 80 • ll 90 W. Adams Bl, Ecung-Jbbetaon Hou11e & Moreton Bay Fig Tree Robert lbbetaon, Archileel [Type Bli: Single Familfc 3129/18 1199 I 
(Alternate Addre11: 1612 Magnolia Ave.I Dwelling) (Vletorlan/R.iehard■onian omane■que ■ty e) 

341 1439 • 1457 W. Adams Bl, Firll Arric■n Methodill Epiacopal Zion Calhednl & H. M. Pattenon & Geo2e H. Kelham, Architect■ 1/22/1111 1930 II 
Community Center llcype Bldg: Church & ommunity Center! (Italian 

omane■que ReviYII ■tyle) 

197 1141 W. Adams Bl. M■n■ion ■nd Form1I Oarden■ [Altemale Addre■1: Alfred F. Rosenheim, A~iteet rrype Bldg: Man■ionl llf13n& 1910 10 
2528 Gramercy PI.J (Cl■11ie1l Revival ■tyle) 

451 2146 W. Adams Bl. Well1-Hallid1y Man,lon ill i, not Council'• intention Architect unknown [Type. Bldg: Single Family 11/03/89 1901 10 
lo prohibit conatn1clion o building 11 rear or house Dwelling] (Dutch Colonial Revival ■tyle} 
or acce11 thereto, 11 lonJ II proper procedure■ are 
met.) . 

21 2153 - 2215 W. Adams Bl. William Andrews Clark Memorial Library [Primary Robert D. Farquhar, Architeet rrype Bldg: Ubnryl 10/09/64 11134 10 
Addren: 2SOO - 2S10 Cimm■rron St.] (Ren■i111nce ■tyle} 

151 311S - 312.S W. Adams Bl. Fitzgen.ld Houae [Alternate Addre11: 2S2S Arlington Jose~h Cather New■om, Architeet [Tije Bldg: Single II/0S/82 1903 10 
Ave.I · Family Dwelling] (Italian Gothic 1lyle 

419 3300 W. Adams Bl. Walker Mansion Buildins & Front Seellon of Charles F. Whittle■eri, Architect [Type Bldg: Manaionl 3/03/19 1908 10 
Ground, Only {Mi11ion Revival 1ty e) 

496 3424 W. Adams Bl, ~curgua Linduy Mansion (Poliah Parish) - Charles F, Whilllese,, Architeet rryr Bldg: M■naion 5130190 1900 10 
1n1ion, Carriage Hou11e, & Ground, (excluding & Carriage HouseJ Mi11ion Rev1v1 1tyle) 

exiatinf church building and covered walkway in 
front o the buildinJ and all building■ and proper1y to 
the rear of the carnage house) 



Monumenl Full Archilccl, Date or D•le or Council 
Numlier Addre11 De1ign1tion Type & Slyle Building lnclu1ion Conslniclion Di11ric1 

478 3500 W. Adams Bl. Guasti Vi111/Bual,y Berkeley Estale Gange & Frank D. Hudaon & William A. Munsell (Hud■on & 1130/90 1910 10 
Ground, (excluding lhe recent additions 11 1pecilied Munsell), Archilecu rrype Bldg: Mansion) {Italian 
on attached ■ite) Renaissance Revival) 

478 3S00 W. Adams Bl, Busby Berkeley Estate G■ r■ge & Ground■ Frank D. Hudson&. William A. Munsell (Hud1on & 1/30/90 1910 10 
Munsell), Archilect1 rrype Bldg: Mansion) (Italian 
Renaissance Revival) 

479 3721- 3716 W. AdAms Bl. Dr. Grandville M1cOow1n Home Frank D. Hudaon & William A. Munsell (Hudaon & 1/30/90 1912 10 
Munaell), Archi1ect1 [Type Bldg: M1n1ion) (Alpine 
Craf\Jman llyle) 

477 3734 W. Adams Bl, Brigg■ Reaidence Prank D, Hudaon & William A. Munaell (Hudaon & 1/30/90 1912 10 
Munsell), Architccla rrl{r Bldg: Single Family 
Dwelling! (Alpine Cr■ man 11yle) 

511 4976 - 4990 W. Adams Bl, Church Of The Advent [Alternate Address: 2614 Arthur B. Benion, Architccl [Type Bldg: Church) 1/16/91 1925 10 
l.onJwood Dr.) {Golhic Cnlhman ■lyle} 

542 2373 Addison Wa7 Swanson Houae Emil Swanson, Architect [T~e Bldg: Single Family 7102/91 1921 14 
Dwelling) {Cnl\lrnan/Log ■bin llyle} 

463 6141 Afton n. Afton Anm Apartment■ Leland A. B'lant, Architect [Type Bldg: Apartments) 11/00/89 1924 IJ 
{Mission Revival ■tyle) 

140 611 Agatha St, C111 Iron Commercial Building (Primary Addre11: Architect unknown fypc Bldg: Commercial[ (Queen 3119ns 1903 14 
740 - 748 S. San Pedro St.) Aooc/flalianatc 11ylc 

64 Alameda St. Plaza Part (Primary Addre11: Suntet Bl. &. Plaza) Architect not applicable rrypc Bldg: n/a) (n/1) 4/01/70 9 

101 1100 - 850 N. Alameda St, Union Station and Ground, !Alternate Addre11: 357 Parkinson & P1rlinaon, Architects; Tommy Thompaon, 8n1/72 l93J 14 
Aliao St.) Landac■F.c Archilect [Type Bldg: Train SI.Ilion) 

(Sll'Cllm me Modcrne/Spaniah ■tylc) 

442 1801 - 11113 Albion St. Albion Cottage• & Milagro Market Architecl unknown rrypc Bldg: C01tage1 & Market) 6/20/89 11170 
(Italianate Jtylc) 

101 357 Aliso St. Union SI.Ilion & Ground, JPrimary Addre11: Parkinson & Pukinaon, Architecla; Tofflllly Thomp1on, 8122/72 l9J3 14 
1100 • 8SO N. Alameda St. LandscaP.e Architect [Type Bldg: Train Station) 

(Stream me Modcme/Sp■nish 11ylc} 

191 61114 - 6836 Alla Loma Terrace "Zhl1nd.Camro1e Burf alow Vi':f_• (Primary Architect unknown [Type Bldg: Bungalowl ralifomia 4123/85 1923 4 
A drc11: 1101 -1131 • Highla Ave.) Craftsman & Dulch Colonial Bungalow ■ty c■ 

444 179 - 1111 S. Alli Vista 81,d, Octaviua Morain Rcaldence Mo~r,-n Wall, &. Clcmcn11, Architecll [Tf'R Bldg: 6/20/119 1929 s 
Sinfe e Family Dwelling) {Spaniah Colonia cvival 
lly c) 

100 601 - 631 S. AJ,ando St. MacArthur Park IPrimtry Addre11: 1100 -1310 
W. 6111 SI.) 

Archite1:l not applicable [Type Bldg: n/aJ (n/1) S/01112 

546 636½ AIHndo SI. We1tl1ke Theatre BuildinJ Richard D, Ba1csf Architect re-r Bldg: Theater! 9124/91 1926 
{Spanish Colonia Revival sty e 

317 I 135 - 1141 S. AJ,arado St. Thom11 Potter Residence Hudaon& Mun■cll, Architects [Type Bldg: Single 9/ll/87 1907 
Family Dwelling] {Tudor Revival style) 

323 1147 S. AJ,ando St. Auguat Winatel Reaidence John Paul Krempel, Archilect ffype Bldg: Single 9/22/87 1906 
Family Dwelling) (Tudor Rcv1v1I llyle) 

119 1366 S. Alurado St. Cantnl S111nillh 71h Di Adventist Church (Alternate Albert C. Martin or Elmer Orc7i• Architect [Type 7/07nl 1924 
Addrc11: 1447- 1459 vandoTerT.f Bldg: Church! (Beaux Altl/fta ian/Spaniah 

Romanesque tty e} 

-2-



·t,.1onumem Full An:hitect, Dale of Date of Council 
Number · Addre11 De■ign■tion Type & Style Building lncluaion Conshvclion District 

83 1311 • 1321 Alnndo Temice Boyle-Barmore Re■idence Charle. B. Shalluck, Architect [Type Bldg: Single 7/07nt l90S 
Family Dwelling) (English & German Cliateau ■tyle) 

84 132.S AJyarado Terrace Cohn Re■idence Hudaon &. Mun■ell, Architecll ~ype Bldg: Single 7/07/71 1902 
Family Dwelling) {Cnft■man S ingle/Chateau llyle) 

IS 1333 Alnndo Terrace Gilbert Re■idence Architect unknown [Ty~ Bld~ngle Family 7107/71 1903 
Dwelling) {Cnft111111n/ cen e ttyle) 

86 134.S Alnndo Terrace Powen R.eaidence Arthur L. Haley, Architect fr~e Bldg: Single Family 7/07171 1904 
Dwelling) {Mi11ion Revival 1ty e} 

17 1353 Abarado Ten-ace Raphael Re■idence Sumner P. Hunt & A.. Wesley ~l:;r, Archllect1 frype 7/07/71 190S 
Bldg: Sin~le Family Dwelling) gliah Country 
Hou~ ■ty e) . 

Bl 1401 Alnndo Terrace Kenny-Enlharcly Hou■e Sumner P. Hunt & A. Wesley Er~er, Architect■ (Type 7/07nt 1902 
Bldg: Single Family Dwelling} nft■man/Qucen 
Anne ■tyle) 

89 1447 • 1459 AIY1ndo Ternce Central Spani■h 71h Day Adventill Church [Primary Albert C. Ma11in or Elmer Grefi• Architect frype 7/07nt 1924 
Addre■1: 1366 S. Alvarado St.) Bldg: Church) f Beaux Aru/111 ian/Spani■h 

Romane■que Illy e) 

279 1040 An&elo Dr, Greenacre1 (Fonner Harold Uord Estate) (Alternate Sumner Spaulding, Architect frype Bldg: M1n1ion) 7n4/84 1928 s 
Addre11: 1740 Green Acre, Dr. {Italian Renai111nce 11yle) 

276 15301 • 1Sl21 Anliod1 St. Pacilic Pali11de■ Bu1ine11 Block [Primary Addre11: Clifton Noune1 Architect [Ty6e Bid~: Shopping Center 4/24/84 1924 II 
15300- IS318Sun■et Bl.) &. Office Building] (Spani■h olonia Revival 111yle) 

· 64 Arcadi• Plaza Pirie [Primary A.ddre11: Sun■et Bl. &. Pl~I Architect not applicable [Type Bldg: n/1) (n/1) 4/01/70 9 

193 1709 • 1715 Argyle Terrace Panllge■ Theater [Primary Addreu: 6125 • 6249 B. Marcus Priteca, Architect [Type Bldg: Theater) 110S118 1930 13 
Hollywood Bl.I ( Al1 Deco atyle) · 

561 1750 N. Argyle AYmue Little Country Churi:h of Hollywood Paul Kin~abu~, Architect frype Bldg: Church) 10/02/92 1934 13 
{Cl111ica Revival style) 

420 II 00 • 1130 Artmston A•e. Milb■ nl:/McFie Eatate [Alternate Addre11: 3340 G. Lawrence Stimaon, Architect [Type Bldg: M1naion] IVIJ/89 1913 10 
Country Club Dr.) (Meditemnean llyle} 

258 252.S Arlin1ton A.e. Fitzgenld HOll■e [Primary Addre11: 311 S • J 125 Jo■eeh Calher Newaom1 Architect lTiP.e Bldg: Single I l/OS/82 1903 10 
AdamaBI.] Fanuly Dwelling! (Italian Gothic 11y e} 

307 1803 s. Arlington AH, W11hington•INln1 Branch Library !Allernele Alli10n &. Alli10n, Architecll [T~pe Bldg: Ubnry) 6/27/86 1926 10 
Addreu: 2S08 W. 18th St.] (Lombarclic Romaneaque Reviv■ 1tyle) 

106 6201 • 6211 Armyo Glm San Encino Abbey IAllernate Addre11: 6204 Warner Mar■h1 ~de Browne, Architecll [T~e Bld1: 11/ISnl 1925 
Marmion Way) Abbey) (Mi1110 p1nilh Colonial Reviv■ l lly e} 

564 5660Asb St, E. A. Spencer Eatate Charlea C. Dodge,· Architect; ~redericlc 8/25/92 18911 
M. Amly • Ganie) [Type B dg: Sin~e Family 
Dwelling {Amencan Four■qu1re 1tyle 

378 5676 • 5681 Ash St. Wheeler-Smith Houee Howard & Tnin, Architect■ fr~e Bldg: Single 7/15/88 1897 
Family Dwelling) (Eclectic 11yle 

342 221 • 217 N. AHloa Bl. M■aonic Temple Architect unknown r;ype Bldg: Pralern■IJ 1/22/811 1882 IS 
{Renai111nce Reviv1 11yle) 

:m 650 S. A,eaue 21 Edi■on Electric Company Loa Angele■ 13, Steam John Parkinson, Architect frype Bldg: Power Pl■ nt) 10/21/88 1904 
Power Plant (Brick & Reinrorced Concrete 11yle) 

. J. 



· Monument Full Archilect Dale of Date of Council 
Number Addre11 Designation Type & Style D11ildlng lnclualon Cu1111ruc1lun Dlal11ct 

68 201 - 231 E. AYenue 42 Charle■ Lummi, Re■idence and Sum>11nding Gardena Charles Lummis (initial concept) with Hunt & Eiaen, 9/01/70 1900 
iEI Ali11I) (Primary Addre11: 100 - 212 E. Avenue Archilecta rrype Bldg: Single Family Dwelling! 
3) (Slone Conatruclion) 

503 315 W. An11ue 43 Wachtel SIUdio-Home &. Eucalyptus Grove Elmer Wachtel, Architect rrnie Bldg: Reaidence & 10/09/90 1906 
(E11:cluding the Garage) Studio) (Craftsman style) 

68 200 - 211 E. Anuue 43 Charle, Lummis Residence and Surrounding Garden, Charle, Lummis (inilial concept) with Hunt &. Eisen, 9101/70 1900 r Ali11I) (Alternate Addreue,: 101 • 231 Architecll [Type Bldg: Singh~ Family Dwelling! 
Avenue 42, and '4201 • 413 I Carloll Blvd.I { Stone Construction) 

269 200 - 102 A•enue 43 Mount Waahington Cable Car Station Fred Dom, Architect rype Bldg: Cable C■r Station] 6128(83 1909 
(Minion Revival ■tyle 

'482 161 • 169 S. A,mue 49 Arthur S. Bent Houae Sumner P. Hunt & A. We■ley Er~er, Architect■ [Type 3/23(90 1904 
Bldg: Single Family Dwelling) raftsmanfl'udor 
llyle) 

539 211 S. A•enue 52 J.E. Maxwell Residence Arthur B. Benton, Architect [Type Bldg: Single Family 7119/91 1907 
Dwelling) {Craftsman ■tyle) 

541 215 S. A•enue 52 Reverend Williel Thomson Residence Architect unknown !Type Bldg: Single Family 7/19/91 1898 
Dwelling] (Late Queen Anne ■tyle) 

379 215 N. A.-enue 53 Mo=II Houte Charle, E. Sh■lluck, Architect f!refe Bldg: Single 7/15188 1906 
Family Dwelling! {Craftaman lly e 

380 219 N. A,enue 53 Reeve• Hoo,e Architect unknown 11;,pe Blda: Single Family 7/ISl88 1905 
Dwelling] {Colonia Revival 11yle} 

540 326 N. A,enue 53 Piper Houae Architect unknown !Type Bldg: Single Family 7/19/91 1905 
Dwelling( (Craftsman 11yle) 

554 369 N. Annue 53 La Paloma RHidence Edward Symonds, Architect [Tyce Bldg: Single Family 3/11191 1907 
Dwelling) (Tudor Craftsman aty e) 

282 104- 112 N. An11ue 56 Masonic Temple (Highland Park) (Alternate Addre11: Jeffery & Schaefer, Architecll rrype Bldg: Fraternal] 8129/114 1911 
5S61 N. Figueroa St.) {Ren1i11ance Revival a1yte) 

S1S I0S N. A,enue 56 Security Trull &. S1ving1 Bank - Hi,hland Park John & Donald Parkin10n (Parkin■on & Parkin■on) U09/9J 1923 
Branch (Primary Addrcu: 5601 N. igueroa SI.) !Type Blda: Commercial I (Renai■unce Revival 11yle) 

550 141- ISO S. Annue 56 A. J. M1di11011 House Arthur G. Lindly, Architect rc;ype Bldg: Sin,le 10102/91 1920 
Family Dwelling (Prairie lty e} 

556 211-214 N. AYenue 57 Charley and Neuie William■ Home Henry W. Coma, Architect (re■ r hooae), Architect '4/111/92 11192 
unknown tront house) rrype Bldg: Single Fami~ 
Dwellini• {Board&. B■tttn llfi'e {rear, ca. 190 ), 
Tum·O -The-Centul')'Collage ( ront, ca. 1892)) 

284 125 • lJS S. Anuue 57 Highland P1rlt Ebel! Club Sumner P. Hunt & Si111 R. Burn, (Hunt & Bum■), 8/29184 1913 
Architecta rrype Bldg: Social Club) {Mi11ion Revival 
1tyle} 

376 140 - 142 S. Atenue 57 William U. Smith House & Arroyo Stone Wall William U. Smith, Architect !Ty~e Bldr Single 
Family Dwelling) {Greek Reviva ■tyle 

7/15/88 1908 14 

366 137 - IS I S. A,enue 51 Lauer Hoose & Arroyo Stone Wall Architect unknown IT(e'e Bldg: Single Family 
Dwelling] (Gothic ■ty e 

6n111111 1889 
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Mo11umept Full Archilect, Date of Dnte or Coum:il 
Number Addrea1 De1i1nation Type & Style Buildin1 lnclu1ion Con1t111c1ion Di11ric1 

377 179 - 199 s. A.-enue 57 Ollie Tract {E11cludin1 Lot 7) ind Environ15 lncludin1 John R. Seoll, Architect {Tfpe Bldg: Single Family 7/15/88 1906 
Struclure on 199 S. Avenue 57 ~xcludinl, tructure Dwelling) (Craftlman style 
on 5727 Benner SI.) (Aftem■te ddre11: 701 - 5731 
Benner St.) 

287 140 - 154 S. A.-mue 59 Yoalcum House Architect unknown rrrpe Bldf Single Family 1/18/85 1915 14 
Dwelling) (Tudor Revival ■ty c) 

338 110 - 110 s. At"mue 60 Drake Hou■e An:hiteel unknown rr~e Bldg: Single Family 1/16/81 1894 14 
Dwelling) (Eattl■ke lily e) 

558 125 N. AYmue 61 l>epartment or Water and Power Distributing Station Fn:derick L. Roehrig, An:hilecl (Type Bldg: Power 4/11/91 1916 
No. 2 (Alternate Addreu: 6112 Monie Viata Street) Station) {Greek Revival atyle) 

339 162 S. Annue 61 1t 110 Freeway Santa Fe Am,io Seco Railroad Brid,e (Alternate An:hitect unknown rrype Bldg: n/1) (nfa} 1/22/118 1895 14 
Addre■■: 110 recway 11 Avenue 61 

412 420 N. AYmue62 Garvanu Pumpln, Station &. Sita or the Highland Architect unknown (Type Bldg: n/a) 0 1/10/89 1886 14 
Retervolr 

61 200 - 204 S. Annue 66 Judaon S1udio1 Tnin & Willi1nt1, An:hitect1 (Type Bldg: Studio) 8/13/69 1909 14 
(Craftlman llyle) 

107 432 • 498 N. AYeaue 66 Re1idence (aka McClure Ruidence) Architect unknown (Type Bldg: Sin~Je Family 
Dwelling) (Queen Anne cl. Ellllake 

ll/JSn2 1890 14 

418 616 N. A,mue 66 Sile ofGeorse W. Wi110n E&tlte (Burned down Eiaen & Hunt, An:hitecll; Train & William■, An:hitect 2/17189 1897 14 
12/15/1989) \1906 pon:h) fl'yf° Bld1: Single Family Dwelling) 

Cl1111cal Rev1va atyle) 

402 740 • 742 N. Afenue 66 Ashley Hou■e Frederick M. Alhle{c, Architect rrype Bld1: Single 12/09/811 1906 14 
Family Dwelling) Clmieal llyle) 

411 140 N. A,enue 66 Robert Edmund Wllliam1 Hou• (Excludin~ A~•cent Train & Williama, Architect, ~• Bldg: Single 1111/89 1905 14 
Orounda) (AKA Th11 Halhaway Home (or hil ren) Family Dwelling) (Craft■man aty e) 

343 4400 Atocado St, Avocado Tree, (Entire Block) Architect not applicable (Type Bldg: n/a) (n/1) 1112/81 1860 4 

4611 2101 Baldwin St, Sacred Heart Church (Primary Addre11: 2210 • 2212 Frank Capitan, Architect {Type Bld1: Chuich) (Golhic 12/0.S/89 1893 
Sichel St.) Revival 1tyle) 

387 llO S. B■rrin&ton A'fe. Ou Station (Brentwood Vill11e) Raymond A. Stockdale, Architect (T~e Bldg: Gu 9/02/88 1939 II 
St.ation) (Spaniah Colonial Revival 1ty e) 

20 Beachwood Dr. Two Stone Galea (lnter1ection or Weatshire and Architecl unknown (Type Bldg: n/1) 0 5/24/63 1923 4 
Beldon) [Altemate Addre11e1: Wellshire Dr,, Beldon! 

252 907 - 945 Beacon St, Harbor View Hou■e (San Pedro) (Allemate Addre11: ~• Ronan, & Stevenaon &. A110eiatea, An:hitecl1 8/lS/82 1926 IS 
912 - 928 Paloa V crde■ St. J ype B dg: Athletic Club) (Spani■h Colonial Revival 

llyle) 

253 1541 Beacon St. The Muller Reaidence (Relocated from 575 19th St.) Architect unknown flype Bldg: Single Family BllS/82 1899 15 
Dwelling) (Colonia Revival 1t7le) 

20 Beldon Dr, Two Stone GatH (Primary Addre11: Beachwood! Architect unknown rrype Bldg: n/1) () 5/24/63 1923 4 

215 1222 - 1234 lle&rue A,e. Bob't Market Architect unknown ffype Bldg: Market) 0 6106119 1910 

377 570 I - 5 731 llmner St. Ollie Tract (Primary Addre11: 179 - 199 S. Avenue John R. ScoU, Architect (Tr Bldg: Single Family 7/IS/88 1906 
57h(The Structure on Benner St. i, excluded from the Dwelling) (Craftaman atyle 
C •. c. De1ig1111ion) 
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Monumeill Full Archi\ccl, Date of Date o( Council 
Number Addrc11 Designalion Type & Style Building lnclu■ion Con11ruction Di1tric1 

529 4 IIS Berenice Pl. Mon1eci10 View Hou• Lester S. Moore
8 

Architect [fype Bldg: Single Family 4/23/91 1909 
Dwelling] {Cn 1man ■tyle) 

146 Berth 84, Foot or 6th St. (Maia Municipal Feriy Building, 1 .le. ■• l..o1 Angeles Archilecl unknown [fype Bldg: Ferry Dock) 9/17n5 1941 15 
Channel, Su Pedro) M■rilime Mu■cum {Streamline Modeme style} 

154 Berth 227, foot of Old Dock St, Fireboal ll & Site or Firehou• 1112 (San Pedro} 
(Firehouae Demolished In 1986) 

Architect unknown [fype Bldg: n/1) (n/1} 5/05n6 192S IS 

552 4350 - 43521h BeYert:, Bl. Ein■ r C. Pelenen Studio Court Einar C. Petenen, Architect [fype Bldg: Artist Colony 11/13/91 1922 4 
Lofts) (Period Revival atyle} 

275 '1415 - 742'1 Benrly Bl. Hcin■bergen Building Claude Beelman1 Architect ITJ!e Bldg: Office 1/17/84 1927 5 
Building) (Medieval Gothic, omanesque, & French 
■tyle} 

183 7600 BHerl)' Bl. Site of Pan Pacific Auditorium (Burned Down on Welton Beckel&: Walter W■rdeman (Wardeman & 3/01/78 1935 4 
6/89 and all that w11 left waa lhe Well Facade and Becbt), Architects [Type Bldg: Theater) (Streamline 
then on 4/92 that w11 Demoli■hed under dircc1ion or Moderne llyle} 
the State Buildin1 Safcl)' Board} 

465 Bie■1Yened1 An., South ol Sunset Sycamore Tree■ Architect not applicable [fype Bldg: n/a) (n/a} Ion1119 1927 11 
DI. to die Cul-de-Sac 

2111 1253 Bishops Road (Street n11D1e Cathednl High School Archilecl unknown [Type Bldg: School! (Italian 8107/84 1923 
changed rrom Stadium Way) Renai111nce 1tyle} 

.521 5423 Black Oak Dr • Ta{gart Hou• (Primary Addreu: 2150 - 2158 Uve Uoyd Wright, Architect ~pe Bldg: Single Family 3/IS/91 1922 4 
Oa Dr.I Dwelling) (Expreuioni■t odcm ■lylc} 

so Bleeker & ll1nn1 Ses, Minion Well■ &. lhe Sculina B■ain Architect unknown [fype Bldg: n/aJ (n/1) 5/10/67 1800 7 

557 4020 - 4026 DlulT n. Wilbur F. Wood Hou■e (aile only, excluding all Architect unknown [fype Bldg: Single Family 4n8/92 1920 IS 
Improvements) Dwelling} {n/a) 

333 403 S. Bonnie Bne St. Orier-Mu1aer Hou■e Architecl unknown [T)'~e Bids: Single Family 12/18/87 1898 
Dwelling) (Ea■tlake aty e) 

4.5 118 - 122 S. Bonnie Brae St, Residence (aka Moon, Frederick Residence) Architecl unknown [Type Bldf Single Family 1/08/67 11180 
Dwelling) (Queen Anne ■t)'le 

491 124 -126 S. Boruue One St. Charle■ B. Boothe Re1idenc:e and Carri■,re Hou■e Jame, H. Bndbeer, Architect ITJpe Bldg: Single 7/30/90 1&93 
(Excluding Non-Hi■toric Interior Altent1on1} Family Dwelling} {Colonial Revival 1tyle} 

99 I 036 - I OJI S. Bonnie Brae St. Re■idenc:e Archilecl unknown [fype Bid~ Single Family 4/05n2 1896 
Dwelling] (Chateauesque ■tyle 

433 1047 S. Bonnie Brae St. Alphon■e J. Forget Reaidence Robert Brown Younf;.. Archhec1 ITr,pc Bldg: Single S/OS/89 1890 
Family Dwelling) { een Anne lly e} 

501 1970 Bouallo ATe, Michael Shannon Residence Architect unknown [fy~e Bldg: Single Family 6/11/90 1893 
Dwelling) {Ea■tlake ■ty e} 

499 19&2 Bonsallo AYe, Agne■ B. Heimganner Reaidence Architect unknown rr~e Bldg: Single Family 6/12190 1893 
Dwelling] (Ea■tlalce/ eenAMe 1lyle} 

560 2111 - 2123 Don.wlo ATt. The Wriaht Houae (Type Bldg: Sinale Family Dwelling] (Eastlake 11yle} 5n6192 1889 

500 2122Bon.wloAH, John B. Kane Re■idence Fred R. Dom, Arehitect [Ttpe Bldg: Single Family 6/12/90 1892 
Dwelling) (Queen AMe 1ty e} 

497 2124 Bonullo Afe. Charles Clifford Gibbon• Houae Architect unknown [Type Bldg: Single Famil)' 
Dwelling) {Queen Anne} 

6/12/90 1892 
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Monu111e11t 1:1111 An:hitccl, Date of Dale nf Council 
Number Addre11 Duignalion Type & Style Building lnclu1ion Con■lruclion Di■tricl 

561 2115 Beas.Uo An. The Allen Houae [Type Bld1: Sinale Family Dwellin1] (Shinale 11yle) 5n6t92 1889 I 

219 1239 • 1247 Boston SC, Re■idence Architect unknown [Type Bldf Sinale Family 5/16/79 1987 
Dwellin1] (Queen Anne 1tyle 

359 241 • 247 N. Breed SC. Con1reg1tionT1lmud Torah A. M. Edelman & Leo W. B■mctl, Archilect■ [Type 6/07/88 1923 14 
Bldg: Church] (Ren■iaunce llyle} 

544 249 -159 s. Broadway Irvine/Byrne Buildin1 Sumner P. Hunt, Architect rru: Bld1: Office 8102/91 189S 14 
Building] (Beaux Art, Cl111ica ■tyle) 

6 :mo -310 S. Broadway B111dbu'J Buildins IAltem■te Addre11: 216. 224 Oeo~e H. Wyman, Architecl [Tn,e Bldg: Office 9n1161 1893 14 
W. 3rd t.J Buil mg] (ll.llian Renai1unce llyle) 

526 512 - 524 S. Broadway Roxie Theater John M. C~er, Archicect rrype Bids: Theater) (Art 3120/91 1931 14 
Deco 11yle} 

524 526 - 530 S. Broadway Cameo The■ler (ronnerly Clune'■ BrD1dw1y) Alfred F. lloaenheim, Architect rype Bids: Theater) 3120/91 1910 14 
(l1.1li1n Ren1i1unce Revinl atyle 

525 532 • 536 S. Broadway Arcade Theater Mo1111n & W1ll1, Architect, rrype Bldg: Theater] 
{Beaux Art■ llyle} 

3120/91 1910 14 

215 609 - 619 s. Broadway Lo■ Angele■ Theater S. Charlea Leef Architect rrype Bldg: The11erJ 8/l5n9 1931 14 
(Baroque llyle 

449 630 S. Broadway Palace Theater 0, Albert Lan■buJh, Domin10 Mor■ & Robert Brown 8/16/89 1911 14 
Youn1 (Landabu111 , Mon & YoonJ), Architect■ 
rrnie Bld1: Theater) (Italian Rena111ance Revival 
1tyle} 

522 701 • 713 S. Broadway State Theater Buildina IAllern■te Addre11: JOO• 314 Weeki & Day, Architect, [Type Bldg: Theater) 3nom 1921 14 
W. 71h St.) (Spanish Renai1unce/Platereaque ■tyle) 

450 1100 S. Droadwa7 Tower Theater [Altem11e Addreu: 218 - 2J0W. 8th S. Charle■ Leef Architect rrype Bldg: Theater) 8/16/89 1927 14 
St,) (Baroque llyle 

459 801 - 829 S. Broadway H1mbu111er'a Department Store (May Alfred F. Roaenheim, Archilect [Tr.~e Bldg: 10/17/89 1907 14 
Compan! • Downt01111nuAltema1e Addre1ae1: Departmenl Store) {Beaux Art■ II)' e 
JOO· 33 W. 8th Sc., 0 S, Hill St.) 

472 808 • 812 s. Broadway Rialto Theatre Buildins Marquee, Box Office & William Lu Wollelt, Architecl [Type Bldg: Theater} 12no1s9 1930 14 
Original Martile Entry Floor Only (Neon Marqui■ llyle} 

294 843 • 85.S S. Broadway Ea■tem-Columbia Building !Alternate Addre11: 211 Claude Beelman, Architect rru: Bld1: Office 4/17/BS l89S 14 
W. 9th St.) Building) {Art Deco/Zis-Zag oderne 1tyle) 

523 927 • 939 S. Broadway United Artill■ Theater Buildin1 C.H. Crane, Architect (Jbe■ter); Walker cl. Eiaen, ln0/91 1927 14 
Architect■ rsuilding) [T)'l>C Bldg: Theater & Office 
Building] Spanilli Gothic Revival ■tyle) 

178 1111 • 1131 S. Broadway Herald Examiner Buildins (Alternate Addre11: 146 Julia Morgan, Archilecl f.ype Bids: New1p1per) 8117/77 1915 9 
W. 11th St.) {Spanish Colonial Reviv■ acyle} 

396 2201 N. Broadway Federal Bank Buildins Octo Neher & C.F. Skillins reher & Skilling), 11/23/88 1912 
Architect [Type Bldg: Bank (Italian Ren■i111nce 
llyle} 

157 Jll0N. Broadway Re1idence Architect unknown [Type Bldf Sin,le Family 7/07176 1880 
Dwelling! (Queen Anne atyle 

1110 1424 - 1456 Broman An. Site or the Filmi's\ of Pint T1lkin1 Film [Primary 
Addre11: 5800 - 58 Sunael Bl.) 

Archicect not applicable [Type Bldg: n/1) {n/1) 9/llm 1927 13 
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. Monumt111 Fun Arehilect, Date of Date of Council 
Ninnber Addre■■ De■ign■lion Type & Style Building lnclu,ion Con.1lruc1ion Di11ric1 

361 926 - 9.50 Brextoo A ff, Fox Bruin Theater (Altemale A.ddre11: 10935 - 10943 S. Cherie■ Lee, Arehitect rrype Bldg: Thealer) 6n11s8 1937 s 
WeybumAve.) {S1re1mline Modeme 11yle) 

362 949 • 961 Brexton Al'e, Fox Villa&6Thc■ter (Allern■te Address: P. P. Lewi,, Architect (Type Bldg: Theater) 6121/88 1931 s 
10953 • I I Weybum Ave.] {Spanish/Classical Revival ■tyle) 

364 1072 - 1080 Brextoo A.,e, Jans■ lnvellmenl C:;t,•ny Building f Primary Allison & Alli1on, Arehilects rrype Bldg: Office 6/21/88 1929 s 
Addren: 1045 -1099 e1twood BI.J Building! {Cla11ical ■tyle) 

211 Bruno St. Between Alameda Granite-Block Paving Arehitect not '&f.lictble rrype Bldg: n/a) {Htnd 3/07/79 
St. and N. Maia. St. Hewn Granite ocksJ 

510 S426 Budlong Ate. Re1idence !Primary A.ddres■: 1 IS7 W. SSth St.I Fred E. Edmiaon, A.rehitect (Type Bldg: Single Family 1111/91 1913 9 
Dwelling) {Craftsman ■tyle) 

18S 7151 Budlon1 A,e. Site or Preaidenll' Houae (Demoli1hed) A.n:hitect unknown (Tyce Bldg: Single Family 4119178 1912 8 
Dwelling) {Minion aty c} 

27 325 s. Dunker um ""'· Site or The C111le (De■troyed by Fire) Architect unknown (Ty~e Bldg: Single Family 5108164 11182 
Dwelling] (Ea■llake, 11y e) 

s 339 s. Dunker 1111 A.,e, Site of The Stll Box (De■troyed by Fire) An:hllect unknown r'°l,pe Bldg: Single Family 8/06162 1880 
Dwelling] {Cla■■ica evival ■tylc} 

199 12014 - 12024 Burhuk Bl. David Ftmilian Chapel [Primary Addre11: 5540 Architect unknown (Type Bldg: Church! O 9/20/78 1949 2 
Laurel Canyon BJ.) 

423 607 Bun1Side A'le, Apartment Buildin1 Architect unknown !Type Bldg: Apartmen11) 3131189 1931 4 
(Chateaueaque atyleJ 

424 626 Burmide AH, Apartment Building Max M1ltzm1n, Architect !Type Bldg: Apartments] 31311B9 1930 4 
(Art Deco llyle} 

42S 636 Burnside AYe. Apartment Building Max Maltzman, Architect 
( Art Deco ■tyle} 

!Type Bldg: A.pertmenll] 3131/119 1930 4 

426 654 Burnside AH. Apartment Building Milton Black, Architect r;ype Bldg: Apartment■) 
(Spani■h Colonial Reviva style) 

3131/89 1933 4 

16S 1355 N. Cabuen1a Bl. Fire Slltion 121 P. K. Schabansm, Architect rrype Bldg: Fire Station) 10/20/76 1930 13 
(Ren1i1Ance Revival atyle) 

334 1108 Cabueo1a Bl. Security Tn1111 & S•~• Building (Primary A.ddreu: Parkinaon & Partin■on, Architects IJ;Ype Bldg: Bank 12118/117 1921 13 
6367 - 6385 Hollyw Bl.I & Office Building! (Beaux Art■ ■ty eJ 

23537 Calabasas Rd. Leoni, Adobe A.rchilcct unknown (Type Bldg: Adobe) (Monterey 
atyle} 

11/06/62 1840 II 

285 11147 &. 11146 Camino Palmero C. E. Toberman £■tale Russell, AleauE'w& D1waon, Architect, fl)&e Bldf 10/03/114 1924 4 
Single Family elling) (Spaniah Colonial eviva 
llyle) 

291 61109 - 6819 Camrose Dr. ~hland-C1mro1e Bui;y•low Vi'!:fe (Primary Architect un.lcnown (T)'pe Bldg: Bungalow/. jC■lifomia 4nl/8S 1923 4 
clre11: 2101 - 2131 . Highla Ave.) Craftsman & Dutch Colonial Bungalow 11y ea 

93 Cuo11 An. Between Ventura Pepper T'"• (Woodland Hills) Architect not applicable [Type Bldg: n/1) {nla) I/0S/72 11 
DI. and Saltillo St. 

68 4201 - 4231 Carlota 81-,d. Charlea Lummi1 Re■idence and Surrounding Garden, Charle■ Lummia (initial concept) with Hunt & Ei11en, 9102/70 1900 
~El Aliul) (Pri11111ry Addre11: 200 • 212 E. A.venue A.rchilecll (Type Bldg: Single Family Dwelling! 

31 (Slone Construction) 

4-41 5552 Carltn Way Dunning H01111e Architect unknown r.ype Bldg: Single Family S/31189 l90S 13 
Dwelling] (Pre-Cra 1m■n Ranch 1lyle} 
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Monum!nl Full Architect, Dile of Date of Counci 
Number Addre11 De1i1n1tion Type & Style Building lnclu1ion Con1lruction Di111k 

SI 1300 Carroll An. Re1idence Architect unknown [Ty~ Bldg: Single Family 5n4t67 1880 
Dwelling) {Eastlake 11y e} 

76 1316 Carroll An. Re1idence Architect unknown [Trvre Bldg: Single Family 1103m 1880 
Dwelling) {Ea1tl1lce lly e) 

n 1310 Carron An. Re1iclence Architect unknown [Type Bldr Single Family V03/7J 18811 
Dwelling) {Queen Anne llyle 

176 1311 Carroll A•e. Re■idenco (Alternate Addre1■: 1310 - 1316 Kellam Architect unknown [Trv\'.e Bldg: Single Family 7/IJ/17 1880 
Ave.) Dwelling) {Ea11l1ke lly e) 

78 1314 Carrol AYe, Ruidence Archilect unknown [Type Bldf Single Family l/03nl 1880 
Dwelling) (Queen Anne llyle 

109 1321 - 1325 Cam,U An, Re■idenee (Alternate Addre11: 1314 - 1320 Kellam Archilect unknown [Ty~• Bldg: Single Family 1103/73 11187 
Ave,) Dwelling) {Eastlake lly e w/Stick ■tyle inOuence1) 

73 1329 Carrol AYe, Re■idence Architect unknown [Ty~e Bldg: Single Family 2/03111 1887 
Dwelling) {Eastlake ■ty e) 

52 1330 Carrol An. Re■iclence (ab Se11ion1, Ch1rle1 Re■iclence) 1o1Cf.h Cather Newaom, An:hitect [Tre Bldg: Single 5/14/67 1880 
Family Dwelling) {Queen Anne ■tyle 

I 1337 - 1341 Carron An. The FoJ Hoo• [Altemale Addre11: 4401 8th SI,, Ezra F. Kyaor, Architect rype Bldg: Single Family 9/12/62 11173 
627 • 6 S Witmer Street --4heae were the acldreue1 Dwelling! {llllianate 1tyle 
or t1i:;:revi0111 location or the houae, which w11 
mov to ill current location on December 7, 
1991-) 

79 1344 Cam,U An. Re■idence Architect unknown [Type Bid,= Single Family 2/0lnl 1895 
Dwelling) {Oay Ninellea 1tyle 

74 1345 Carroll ATe. Re1idence Architect unknown [T~ Bldg: Single Family 1103171 11187 
Dwellin,g) {Ea1tlal:e w een Anne, Chine■e, &. 
French 1nnuenced atyle) 

75 13.SS Carroll An. Re■idence Architect unknown lTYl'8 Bldg: Single Family 2/0lnl 1887 
Dwelling) {Ea11l1ke Style} 

189 1,407 • 1409 Carrol AYe, Re1idence Joae~h Cather Newsom, Architect [Type Bldg: Single SI0lnB 188S 
Family Dwelling) {Ea1tlakc aeylc} 

190 1,411 • 1439 Carroll A,e, RHidence and Cani11e House Architect unknown (T&l'e Bldg: Single Family s,oons 1185 
Dwelling) (Ea1tl1kel een Anne llyle) 

399 W5 Carroll An. Bate■ Hou■e Architect unknown [Type Bldf Single Family 11119/88 1893 
Dwelling) {Queen Anne ■tylc 

191 l"'41 - 1,4O'1.i C1m1U An. Rc1idence Architect unknown !Type Bldr Single Family SIOlnB 1887 
Dwellin1J (Queen Anne 1tyle 

267 610 • 614 Carondelet Part Pina Hotel [Primary Addre11: 603 - 607 Park 
View St.) 

Aleck Curlett & Claude Beelman, Architecta (Type 6124183 192S 
Bldg: Hotel) {Romanesque inOuenced 1tylc} 

261 637 - 641 Carondelet La Fonda Reuunnt Building !Primacy Addre11: Morgan, Walla & Clementi, Archilect1 [Tyr Bldg: 6114/83 1926 
lS0I - 2S II Wil■hire Bl.) Re111ur1ntl (Spaniah Colonial Revival 1tyle 

11 JOSI - I0SS Cary An. Drum Bamclcl (Wilminglon) Captain Swazey & Major Morton or Phine11 BIMing, 6/07163 1862 IS 
Architects !Type Bldg: Bamckl) {Oreck Revival 
aeyle} 
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Monume111 Full Arehitec1, Date of Date or Council 
Number Addreu De■ignalion Type & Style Building lnclu1ion Con11ruc1ion Dillricl 

570 201 Center Way, LAX Airport Theme Building (exlerior and lobby only) Charle■ Luckman, William Pereil'II, Welton Beckel, 12/18/92 1961 6 
Paul Williama, Arehi1cct1 rrype Bldg: Re■laul'llnl) 
{Futuristic atyle) 

313 109 - 119 N. Central AYe. Homp■ Honr.•1i Buddhitt Temple (Primary F.dgar Cline, An:hilecl rrype Bldg: Church) () 10n4/86 1925 9 
Addreu: 35 • 3 9 E. ht SI.) 

1311 1200 • 1334 S. Central An. Coca-Cola Buildini iAltemale Addre11e1: Robert V, Demh, Archilcct rrype Bldg: Faclory) 2/05nS 1939 14 
1211 • 1259 Naomt t., 1300 • 1422 E. 121h St., (Streamline Modeme atyle) 
1415 B. 141h SI,] 

289 1401 S. Central AYe. Fire Station 130 Jame, B1cku1, Archilect rrype Bldg: Fire Station) 2/15/85 1942 9 
{Cl'lllllman ■tyle) 

131 4225 • 4233 S. Ceatrll An. Dunbar Hotel (Alternate Addre11: 1067 42nd 1'1.J Architect unknown frype Bldg: Hotel) () B/04n4 1928 9 

306 4504 S. Central An. Site of lhe Ori1ln■I Vernon Bl'llnch Library Archilect not applicable rrype Bldg: Library) (nla) 6/27186 9 
(Excluding lhe Preaenl 1975 Building) 

92 S. Chatsworth Park Old Stage Coach Trail Property Architect not applicable rrype Bldg: n/a) (n/a) 11osn2 12 

132 N. Cllatswortb Stoney Point OU!croppings Architect not applicable rrype Bldg: n/a] (n/a) 11non4 12 

133 Cb■tswortb Park South Minnie H. Palmer Re,idencc Architect unknown frdpe Bldg: Sin~e Family 11non4 1912 12 
Dwelling) (Home■tea Cottage atyle 

381 203 Chaulluqua Bl, Caae S1udy Hou• II, The E■me■ Hou,e & Studio & Charle■ E■me■, Architccl ,J!a,pc Bldf.: Single Family 7115/88 1949 II 
Ground■ Dwelling) (lnlern■ lion■ I em ■ty e) 

530 205 Chautauqua DI, Cite S1udy Houae 19, The John En1enza Route Charle, E■mea & Bero Surinen Architecla f,JP• 4/30191 1949 II 
(Excluding Non-Hi■toric Non-Ori11inal Addilion■) Bld1: Single Family Dwelling) bntemaliona odem 

llyle) 

530 20S Cb■ulluqu■ Bl. John Entenza The, Ca■c Study Houac 19 Ch1rle1 E■mea & Eero S■arinen, Architect• ~ype 4130191 II 
Bldg: Single F■mily Dwelling) (lntcrnationa Modern 
■tyle) 

30 I CbmerPI. Doheny M■nalon Theodore A. Eiaen & Sumner P. Hunt, An:hitccla 
rrype Bldg: Manaion) (Victorian llyle) 

1/01165 11199 8 

28 2500 • 2S20 Clmam,a St. William Andrew, Clark Memorial Library IAllemate Robert D. Farquhar, Architect frype Bldg: Ubnry) 10/09164 1834 10 
Addn1■c1: 2152 • 2200 W. 251h St., 2153 • 2215 (Ren■i111nce llyle) 
W. Adama Bl., 2501 Gnmen:y Pl.) 

19 I IOIS Clo,er Ate. Moreton B•r Fis Tree (Primary Addn11: 11000 Architect not applicable rrypc Bldg: n/1) {n/a) SII0/63 II 
National Bl. 

427 364 Clonrdlle AYt, Apartment Building Clarence J. Smale, An:hitect ffype Bldg: Ap1rtmcnl1) 4/07/89 1930 4 
{Art Deco ■tyle} 

421 430 Clonrdlle AYe, Villa Cintra An:hitect unknown frype Bldg: Ap■rtmenla) {Spani■h 4/07/89 1928 .. 
Colonial Revival atyle} 

429 601 Clonrdlle An. Apartment Building Lcl■nd A. Bryan!, Architect rrype Bldg: Apartment,) 
(French Revival llyle) 

4/07/89 1928 4 

430 603 Cocbr■n An. Cornell Apat1mcnll Mn: M1ltzman1 Archilcct rrype Bldg: Apartments) 4/07/89 1928 4 
(Tudor Revival llyle} 

32 3700 - 3946 Coldwater Canyon St. Saviour'• Chapel, Harvard School Re1ir1ald JohnlOR, Architect frype Bldg: Chapel) 0 2/0S/65 1914 5 
Ate. 

• 10-
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Monumtnl Full Architect, Date of Date of Council 
Number Addreu De1ign1tion Type & Style Building lnclu1ion Con11111ction Dialrict 

471 1760 Colorado Bl. Argu• Court Taylor & Taylor, Architect (Type Bldg: Cott■ges] 12/20/89 1923 14 
(Tudor Revival atyle} 

S37 11141 • ISSS Colorado Bl. E■ile Rock Women'■ Twentieth Century Clubhoute Architect unknown (Tripe Bldg: Clubhoute &. Banque! 7/02/91 191S 14 
(Primary Addreu: 5101 • SI0S Hennou Ave..] Hall] (Cralbm■n ■lye } 

S9 2031 • 2035 Colorado Bl. E■1le Rock CitJ Hall (Allemate Addre11: SI 10 Architect unknown (Type Bldg: City Hall] (Spanillh 2126/69 1922 14 
Maywood Ave. llyle} 

292 2225 Colorado Bl. Old Eagle Rock Bnnch Ubnry Newton&. Mum[i, Architect■ (remodeling) (Type 4/10/85 1914 14 
Bld1: Library] ( panillh 11yle} 

2 IOI 16 Commerce Ate. Bolton Hall rjunga) (Alternate Addre11: 7157 George Harris, Architect (Type Bldg: Clubhoute] 11/06/62 1913 2 
Valmont Dr. (Slone Construction) 

167 1126 S. Corva■do St. Re1idenc1 (moved from) (Alternate Addre11: 633 Architect unknown (Type Bldg: Sin1,le Family ll/17n6 1880 9 
W. _15th St.I Dwelling] (Queen AMe in the Cambean 1tyle} 

420 3340 Country Club Drin Milban\/McF'ie E■t■ te (Primary Addre11: 1130 O. Lawrence Slimson, Architect (Type Bldg: Mansion! 11/13/89 1913 10 
Arlington Ave.] (Meditemnean atyle} 

445 1803 • 181 I Courtne,r An. Counney Deamond E■tate Frank Hardina &. George Adam■, Archilect1 (Type 6120/89 1927 4 
Bldg: Villu) (Meditearanean 11yle} 

18 6501 • 6505 Cnasbaw Bl, Site of '!lde Part Con1regational Church Architect unknown (Type Bldg: Church) {Shingle Sfl0/63 1901 6 
(Demoli ed) (Alternate Addre11: 3408 • 3416 Hyde 1tyle} 
Part Bl.I 

5211 6434 CnKent St. Dr. Franklin S. Whaley Re■idence Architect unknown (Type Bldg: Single Family 4123/91 1890 14 
Dwelling] {Italianate llyle} 

134 !SOIi - 1597 Crouroacb or the Cro11road1 or lhe World I Primary Addre11: Robert V, Demh1 Architect (Ty~e Bldg: Shopfing 12/04/74 1937 13 
World 6671 • 6679 SunMI Bl.) Center) (Streamline Modeme & eriod Reviva 1tyle} 

401 4730 Crystal Sprinp Dr, Feliz Adobe Paco Feliz & Antonio Feliz, Architect (Type Bldg: 11/30/81 1853 4 
Single Family Dwelling) (Adobe ltyle} 

3114 2417 Daly St. Water & Power Buildln1 S. Charles Lee, Architect (Type Bld1: Water & Power 1!05/88 1937 
Building) {An Deco llyle} 

511 70S3 • 7067 De Longptt AYe. A&. M Record■ Studio [Primary Addre11: 1416 Archilect unknown (Type Bids: Studio! (Tudor 2105169 1919 ◄ N, LI Bru Ave.) Revival 1tyle} 

438 445 S. Detroit A,e. Apanment Building Architect unknown vype Bldg: Apartment■) S/19/89 1932 4 
(Meditemnean style 

439 450 s. Detroit Ate. Aranment Building Archilecl unknown (Type BldJ: Apanmenl1l (Tudor 5119189 1926 ◄ Revival llyle) 

484 111650 DeYonshire St. Oakridge & Ground• Paul R. Willi1m11 Architect rrype Bldr Single Family 3/23/90 1937 12 
Dwelling) {Enghllh Manor Hou■e llyle 

133 22360 DeYOMhire St. Minnie H. Palmtr Reaidence (Chauworth) Architect unknown (Tdpe Bldg: Sin~• Family 
Dwelling) (Homettea Cottage 11yle 

11non4 1912 12 

487 3725 Don Felipe Dr. Sanchez Ranch (Adobe Structure■ Only) Architect unknown (Type Bldg: Adobe] {Adobe ■tyle) S/01/90 1790 g 

216 915 - 917 Douglas St. Residence Architect unknown (Trle Bldg: Single Family 
Dwelling] (E■atlate sty e} 

6/06n9 1888 

217 1101 Douglu St. Re■idence [Alternate Addre .. : 874 • 886 
W. Kensington Rd.) 

Architect unknown (Type Bldg: Single Family 
Dwelling] (Queen Anne/E■■tlate style) 

6l06n9 1896 

• II • 



Monume11I Full An:hitect, Date of Date or Council 
Number Addre■■ Deaignation Type & Style Building lncluaion Con•lruction Di11ricl 

171 9901 Dronfield St. Stonehunl R.ecreation Center Building Manlel■ngo, Stone Ma1on ITre Bldg: Recreational 3Ir»n1 19]0 l 
Facility) (Stone Construction 

l2l 4616 Dundee Dr, Lovell Heallh Houae Richan! J. Neutra, Architect ITf!:e Bids: Single ln0n4 1929 4 
Family Dwelling! {lnternationa llyle} 

261 2700 Eagle St. Reaidence An:hitect unknown ffype Bldg: Single Family 6/02/83 1890 14 
Dwelling) {Queen AMe/Ea1tl1ke ■tyle} 

461 4340 Eagle Rock Bl, Sile of Meyers Hou1e (De■troyed by Fire: 4/30/92) Architect unknown Pi;ype Bldg: Sin1le Family I I/0J/89 1896 14 
Dwelling) {Colonia Revival atyle} 

10 701 • 5499 Eagle Rock View Rd, The Ea1le Rock [Primary Addre11: N. Fi1ueroa St.) An:hilect not applicable ffype Bld1: n/1) (n/a} 11/16/62 14 

10 700 , 5498 Eagle Rock View Rd. The Ea1le Rock [Pri11111ry Address: N. Figueroa St.) Architect not applicable ffype Bldg: n/a) {nla} 11/16/62 14 

536 l 100 Eagle Vlsb Dr. Eagle Rock Playground Clubhouae Richard J. Neutra, Architect Pe;ype Bldg: Playground 
Clubhouse] (International aty e} 

7/02/91 195] 14 

494 5019 F.c:hD St, Kelman Reaidence & Carriage 8am Charles Barkelew & Carl Gould, Archi1ect1 tType 7/13/90 1911 
Bldg: Bungalow) (Craftsman style} 

389 5907 F.c:bo St, C. M. Church House Hen~ J. Knauer, Architect [Type Bldg: Single Family 10/04/88 1912 14 
Owe ingJ {Craftsman 11yle) 

]74 5915 • 5919 F.c:ho St. G. W. E. Griffith House Architecl unknown n;ype Bldg: Single Family 7/15/88 190] 14 
Dwelling! (Colonie Revival style) 

5.59 17.50 N. F.dgemonl St, 13th Chun:h orChri■t Scientist Alli10n & Alli■on, Architect■ [T~pe Bldg: Church) ◄n1192 1926 4 
(Italian Renaissance Revival slyle 

206 724 E. F.dgew■re Rd, Residence Architect unknown 'iUfn Bldg: Single Family l/03n9 1887 
Dwelling] (Eastlake anS1rd style} 

211 945 E. E'Algeware Rd. Residence Architect unknown [Type Bldg: Single Family 6/06n9 1908 
Dwelling) {Craft■man atyle) 

321 1093 W. F.dgew■re Rd. Ealltlake Inn [Primary Addrea■: 1442 Kellam Ave.) Architect unknown IType Bldg: Duplex) snoI81 IS87 
(Ea■tlake/Queen Anne atyle) 

142 5905& 5910 D Mio Dr. Ruidence (ab El Mio) Architect unknown (Typo Bldg: Single Family 4/l6n5 IIBS 
Dwelling) {Queen Anne/Ea1tl■ko llyle) 

4113 815 Flyri■ Dr. J. B. Merrill Houae H. M. PatteraonftJArchitect (Type Bids: Single Family 3/23/90 1909 13 
Dwelling) (era man ■tyleJ 

48 fJysian Parle The Chavez Ravine Asbo~lum Architect not applicable [Type Bldg: n/a) {n/1} 4n6161 1193 

213 Eum1d1 {Moico} S.S. Catalina (u■t Known Location - 11 or 1991 - IType Bldg: n/a] (n/1} .5/l6n9 1924 
En■enada MeXJco) 

202 14401 • 14441 Erwin St. Mall Valley Municipal Buildins, Van Nuy■ City Hall Peter K. Schabanim, Architect [Type Bldg: Office 10/18178 1932 II 
f Primary Add~a■: 14410 • 14440 Sylvan St.] Building) (An Deco style} 

4911 1978 Eatrella Awe. Loi■ Ellen Arnold Reaidence Architect unknown IType Bldg: Single Family 6/12/90 1888 9 
Dwelling) {Queen Anne) 

507 2110 F..sln!lla An. Hiram V. Shon Residence Architect unknown (T~e Bldg: Single Family 11/02/90 1888 9 
Dwelling) (E111Jake ■lye) 

489 1119 F.strella Awe, Richard H. Alexander Reaidencc Architect unknown (Ty~c Bldg: Single Family 
Dwelling) (Eaallake sty e) 

.5/30/90 1888 9 
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Monumeni Full Archilecl, Date of Dale or Council 
Nu111ber Addr&11 Designation Type &. Style Building lnclu1ion Conslruction Dislricl 

2◄9 1001 F.ubank ,be. Powder Magazine (Wilmington) (Alternate Addre11: Archilect unknown ITnie Bldg: Adobe) () 8110182 1861 IS 
561 E. Opp St.I 

486 204 N. EYef'lrten Ate. Nineteenth Cemua; Lo, A:felea Chine■e Cemetery Architect not applicable (Type Bldg: nfa) {) 8/31/90 1877 14 
Shrine - on lhe round■ o the Evergrun Cemelery 
(198 aqu■R foot parcel within) 

566 Fllirfu & Wibblre M6 Company Wih1hire (Oritn•I Wilahire, Fairfax, A. C. Martin &. Samuel A. Marx, An:hitecl1 ffype 9/30/92 1939 4 
&. nnie Orove Ave. Fae■ u) (Primary Addres1: Bldg: Commerci1II {Mode~} 
6067 Wlllhire Bl.f 

5◄3 Fairfu & 3rd St. Fa11Mn Martel (Primary Addre11: 3rd &. Fairfax) Architect unknown [T~e Bldg: Varied) {Spanish 7n4/91 1851 ◄ 
Colonial Adobe style ( ilmore Adobe)) 

Ill FenaDtll Oabrielino Indian Sile (Griffith Park) Architecl nol applicable (Type Bldg: n/1) (n/1} 10/19/74 4 

66 611 • 625 S. f11ueroa St. Sile of SI. Paul'■ Cathednl (Demolithed) (Altemate John10n, Coate, Kaufman, & Winalow, Archi1ect1 s106no 1883 9 
Addre11: 901 • 915 Willhir& BI.J {Type Bldg: Church) {) 

348 644 - 646 S. f11ueroa St, Fire Station 128 J. P. Krempel & W. E. Ereke1, Architect, (Type Bldg: 3/19/88 1912 9 
Fire Stalionl (Ecl«tic 11yle) 

356 700- 726 S. flgueroa St Barker Brothen Building (Primary Addreu: Curlelt & Beelman, Architecll (Type Bldg: Office 4/16/88 192S 9 
800- 898 W. 7th SI.) Building] {Beaux Altl Renai1unce Revival 11yle) 

2SS 1173 - 871 S. Fi1ueroa St. The Orifinal Pantry (Allemate Addre11: 1109. 817 
w. 9th 1.1 

Architect unknown (Type Bldg: Re111urant) {nla) IO/0S/82 1924 9 

196 931 - 9◄0 S. Figueroa St. Variely Altl Center Building Allison & Alli10n, Architect, (T~pe Bldg: Theater) 8/09/78 1924 9 
{Italian Renai1unce Revival atyle 

212 2421 S. Fiaueroa St. StiffllOn Re■idence Carroll H. Brown, Architect rrype Bldg: Single l/16n9 1891 II 
Family Dwelling) (Richardaonian Romanesque ,1yle) 

72 2601 s. Figueroa St. Auto Club of Southern California (Allemale Si111 R. Bum, and Sumner P. Hunt (Hunt & Bum■), V0l/71 1923 I 
Addre1se1: 650 W. Adams Bl., 661 W. 27th St.) Architecll; ~ndacape bat Roland Coate) (Type Bldg: 

Office Building) (Spani Colonial style) 

469 4100 N. figueroa St. Ivar J. Phillip• Dwelling Ivar I. Phil!~•• Archilect (Type Bldg: Single Family 12/20/89 1907 
Dwelling) Cnfttman style} 

470 4204 N. Figueroa St. Ivar I. Phillipa Re1ldence Ivar I. Phillrc•• Archilect IType Bldg: Single Family 12/20/89 1907 
Dwelling) CnR,man 1tyle) 

416 4601 N. flgueroa St. Ziefiler Elllte (Main Hoo1e, Grounds, Arroyo Slone Charles Hornbeck&. Atrred P. Wil■on, Architecll V21/88 1904 
W■ I) (Tyre Bldg: Single Family DwcllingJ {Queen Anne 

llyle) 

493 4605 N. fig11troa SI. Casa De Adobe Theodore Eisen, Architect (Type Bldg: Adobe) 7/13/90 1917 
{Adobe 1tyle) 

105 ◄1SS - 4757 N. fig11eroa St. Hiner Houae Carl Boller, Architect rryfte Bldg: Single Family I IIIS/72 1922 
DwellingJ {Chalet style w Oriental innuence■) 

373 4939 N. Figueroa St. Arroyo Stone Hou1e & Arroyo Slone Wall (Street Architect unknown [Type Bldg: Single Family 7/IS/88 1900 
Renamed Sycamore TemceJ Dwelling] O 

372 4967 - 4973 N. Fiaueroa St. Mary P. Field Houae & Arroyo Stone Wall (Street Architect unknown [Type Bldg: Single Family 7/15188 1903 
Renamed Sycamore Temce) Dwelling) (Cr■fttman 1tyle) 
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Monumen1 Full Archilecl, Dale of Dale of Council 
Nuri1ber Addren Deeignalion Type &. Style Building Inclusion Con1lruclion Oi1tricl 

371 4967 • 4973 N. Figueroa St. Tu1tin Houae & Arroyo Stone Well {Street Renamed Meyer&. Holler reilweulcee Buildinf Co.), Architects 7/IS/88 1912 
Sycamore Temce) {Type Bldg: Sing e Family Dwellin1 {Craftsman 

llyle) 

370 4979 • 4985 N. F'agueroa St. Herivel Houae & Arroyo Stone Wall (Street Renamed Meyer & Holler reilwaukee Buildinf Co.), Architect■ 7/15/88 1912 
Sycamore Temcc) rry~ Bldg: Sing e Family Dwelling {Craft1man 

11yle) 

369 4915 N. Figueroa St. Johneon Hou■e A Arroyo Slone Wall (Street Meyer & Holler rilwaulcee Buildinf Co.), Architect■ 7/IS/88 1911 
Renamed Sycamore Temce) (Type Bldg: Sing e Family Dwelling (Craftlman 

1tyle) 

281 5567 N. Figueroa St. M■aonic Tesfile (Primary Address: 104 - 112 Jeffery & Schaefer, Archilect■ {Type Bldg: Fraternal) lln9/84 1922 
N. Avenues J (Ren■ i1unce Revival style) 

S7S 5601 N. Figueroa St. Security Trull & Saving• Bank - Highland Park John & Donald Parlcinaon (P1rlcin1on &. Parlcinaon) 2/09/93 1923 
Branch (Allem■ te Addreu: 10S N. Avenue 56) rrype BldJ: Commercial) (Renai11ance Revival 1tyle) 

549 5600- 5601 N. fisuerpa St. Highland lbeatre Buildins L. A. Smith, Architect rrype Bldg: Theater) {Sp1ni1h l0/02/91 1924 
Revival 11yle) 

492 630 I - 63 II N. F11ueroa St. Arroyo Seco Bani: Buildina (Alternate Addre11: Austin & Aahli, Architect■ {Type Bldg: Commercial) 7/30/90 1926 
6169 • 6199 York Bl.) {Rennaiuance eviv■I llyle) 

10 N, fi111eroa SI, The Easle Rock (Nor1h Tenninu■ of Figueroa~ Architect not applicable rrype Bldg: n/al {n/a) I 1116/62 14 
kAltemate Addre11e1: 700 • 54911 Eagle Rock iew 

d., 701 • 5499 Ea/Jt Rock View Rd., 72 Patrician 
W1y, 77 Patrician •YI 

136 4510 flnley An. St. Mary oflhe An1el1 Church Carleton Winalow Sr., Architect rrype Bldg: Church! 12/04174 1930 4 
{Spaniah Revival 1tyle) 

322 fletcher Dr. at the Los An,eles Fletcher Drive Brid~ Over The lo• Angele■ Rinr Menill Butler, Engineer rrype Bldg: Bridge) () 7121/87 1928 13 
Rinr (Altemale Addreu; • Anacin River) 

569 2900 - 2930 fletcher Dr. Van de Kamp'■ Holl■nd Dutch B1keg (F1c1de Only) J. Edwin Hoplcin1, Architect rrrpe Bid~: Commercial 5'12/92 1930 
!Primary Addre11: 3016 - 3020 San emando Rd.) Bakery) (Dutch Renai111nce Rev1v1I 1ty e) 

43 531 • 5311 S. Flower St. C1lifomi1 Club Building (Alternate Add,·e■1: Robert D. F■giuh■ r, Architect rry~e Bldg: 11/12/66 1929 9 
539 - 553 S. Hope St.) Oentleman'1 C uh) {Beaux Ar11 tty e} 

355 650 • 652 S. flower St. Rooaevelt BuildillJ (Primary Addren: 723 - 735 Curletl & Beelman, Architecll rrype Bldg: Office 4n6/88 192] 9 
W. 7th St.J Building) {Beaux Arts Renai■unce Revival 1tyle} 

356 709 - 715 S. Flower St. Barter Brother■ Building !Primary Address: Curlell & Beelman, Architect• rrype Bids: Office 4/26/88 1925 9 
BOO - 198 W. 7th St.J Building) (Beaux Arta Ren1i111nce Revival 1tyle) 

319 5930 • 5936 Franklin Aft, Chateau EIAsee !Alternate Addre11e1: 1806 - 1830 Arthur E. Harvey, Architect rrype Bids: Ap■r1ment1) 9nJ/87 1928 4 
Tamarind ve., .5925 • 5939 Yucca St.) (French Normandy llyle) 

315 5959 Franklin Ate. Villa Carlona (Alternate Addre11: 1913 - 1915 
Tamarind Ave.J 

Arthur E. Harvey, Architect rrype Bldg: Hotel! 10/28/86 1926 4 
(Sp1niah Churriguereaque 1tyle} 

241 6817 Franklin AYe. Firll United Melhodill Chruch of Hollywood Th011111 B. Barber, Architect rrype Bldg: C11hedr11) 12/04/81 1929 4 
(Engliah Gothic llyle) 

126 Franklin A•e. Between SI Georae Franklin Annue Bridge (Shake1pc■re Bridge) J.C. Wright, Architect rrype Bldg: n/1) (Gothic 4/17/74 1925 4 
St. & Myra A,e. llyle) 

192 6915 • 6933 Frankliu An. Site of Franklin 01rden Apartments (Demoliahed) L. ff. Baldwin, Architect 
(Spaniah Revival 1tyle) 

rrype Bldg: Apartment■) 6/07/78 1920 4 
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M11nume111· Full Arehl1e,1 Dato or Dile or Cuuncil 
Nuni'itr Addrtu Dc1i1n11ion Tyre .t. Style Bulldlng lnclu,lon Con1ln.1c1lo11 Ol11rlcl 

406 7001 Fruklin An, Maaic Culle DeMi1 & Farwell, Architect■ rrype Blda: Sin,ie 
Family DwellinaJ {French Chateauesque 1tyle 

1/17189 1902 4 

308 1001 - 1007 N. Fri~ An. Wilminaton Branch Library (Primary Addreu: 309 ~■nut Manton! Garrell Van Pelt & Edgar Maybury 6n7/86 1927 IS 
W. Opp St.) anton, Van Pe I & Matbury}, Architect■ \!{pe 

Blda: Libnry) {Sp1nilh olomal Revival ■ty e 

436 146 S. Fuler An. Howard/Nagin Re■idence Paul R. William,, Architect rrype Bldg: Single Family Sll9f89 1929 s 
Dwelling) (EngbJh 11yle} 

SIS 3601 Gaffey St. (San Pedro] Battery 01good-F1rley, Folt MacArthur Upper Architect unknown rrype Bldg: Coallll Defence) () 1/22/91 1919 IS 
Reurvation (bounded by Paaco del Mar, Roxbu';J. 
Street, Leavenwoith Dnve, and line nol1h from e 
foot of Ta~t Rln~e Road lo the Intersection with 
Leavenwo Drive (Allemate'a li ■ted on lhese 
1tree11 loo I 

187 Gaffey & 31th Sts. Korean Bell & Belfry of Friendship (Alternate Kim S~un" Maker (Bell), unknown (Belfry) ffype 5f03n8 1976 15 
Addrm: 37th St.J Bldg: 1) n/a) 

129 757 - 767 Garland AH, Re■idence DeMi■ & Farwell, Architect. rrype Bldg: Sinele 6fl9n◄ 1905 
Family Dwelling] (Queen Anne ■tyle} 

363 9.59 Gayley Ate. Gayley Terrace Laurence B. Clap,i, Archilcc:I rype Bldg: Apartmental 6/21/38 1940 s 
(Spanilh Colonia Revival atyle 

122 10.5 S. Genesee An. Buck Houae (Alternate Addreu: 59.50- 59.511 W. 81h Rudolph M. Schindler, Architect (Type Bide: Si1111le 312on4 1934 4 
St.] Family Dwelline] {Streamline Moderne llyle) 

42 738 - 744 Gibbous St. San Antonio Winery (Primary Addre11: 72S - 749 Architect unknown rrype Bldg: Winery! (Spanish 9/14166 1917 14 
Lamar St.! Revival atyle} 

1118 Gillson Uobn Jr.) Park U.S.S. Lo■ Angele■ N■val Monument (S■n Pedro) rrype Bldg: n/a] {n/a} .5/0Jnll 1977 IS 

543 Gilmore Lane Farmen Market (Primary Addreu: 3rd SI. & Architect unknown (T.;fie Bldg: Varied! (Spani■h 7/24/91 11152 4 
Fairfax) Colonial Adobe ■tyle ~ tlmore Adobe)} 

394 4200 Glenalbyn Dr. Eme■t Bent &. Florence Bent-Hal■tud Houae & Architect unknown rrype Bldg: Sinele Family 11/04188 1906 
Grounds Excluding Non-Landacaped Area Facing Dwelling] (Crafttman ■tyle} 
Avenue42 

J9S 4201 Glenalbyn Dr. H. St■ nley Bent House, C1rria1e House & Front Edward Leander Ma~berry &. Uwellyn Bixby Parker 11/04/88 1912 
Fountain CM•~rry & Parter , Architect, ri;ype Bldg: Sin1le 

F1m1ly Dwelling & Carriage H.J Prairie atyle} 

J92 4211 Glenalbyn Dr. Treehaven, Ouelt Houae & Ground, Architect unknown (Type Bldg: Sin,le Family 11/04(88 1908 
Dwelling & Oueat Houae) {Craft■m■n ■tyle} 

393 4224 Glenalbyn Dr. Wile■ Houae Architect unknown rrype Bldg: Single Family 11/04/88 1911 
Dwelling) {Cnlhm■n ■tyle} 

247 1962 Glencoe Way Freeman House Frank Uoyd Wrifht, Architect rrrpe Bide: Single 11/25/81 1924 ◄ Family Dwelling (Mayan Reviva atyle) 

257 1117 - 821 N. Glendale Bl. Residence John Victor Maclca, Architect ff~ Bld5; Sinele II/OS/82 1937 13 
Family Dwelling) {Meditemnea Sp1ni Colonial 
Revival llyle} 

256 1712 Glendale Bl, Mack Sennett Studio, Architect unknown ffyre Bldg: Studio) {} 11105/82 1912 13 

149 2607 Glendewer An. Enni1-Brown Houae Fnnk Uoyd Wrif hi, Architect ff['!e Bldg: Sin1le 
Family Dwelling (Concrete Bloc ■tyle} 

JtoJn6 1924 4 
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Monumenl Full An:hitecl Date of Date of Council 
Number Addre11 De1ignalion Type &. Style Building Jncluaion Conatruction Di11ric1 

IS 10611- 10626 Graham An. Towen of Simon Rodia (Primary Addre■■: Simon Rodi■, Builder rrype Bldg: n/a) (n/a} 3/01/63 1954 15 
1711 - 1765 E. 107 St.) 

28 2501 Gramm:y "• William Andrew• Clark Memorial Librsry (Primary Robert D. Farquhar, An:hitcct rrype Bldg: Library) 10/09/64 1834 10 
Addre11: 2500 • 2520 Cimarron St.) {Renai111nce atyle} 

197 2528 Gramen:y "· Mansion and Pom11I Oarden■ (Primary Address: Alfred F. Rosenheim, Architect frype Bldg: Mansion) 8/l3n8 1910 10 
2141 W. Ada1111 Bl.) (Cl111ical Reviv1l 11yle} 

347 455 S. Grud An. One Bunter Hill Buildin1 (Primary Addre11: Alliaon & Allieon, Architect■ ~pe Bldg: Office 3/25/88 1930 9 
601 • 611 W. 5th SI.) Building) (Art Deco (Zig-Zig odeme) 11yle} 

286 S3I • S35 S. Grand A,e. MayRower Hotel Charle, Whittlealet, Architect rr,pe Bldg: Hotel) 10/05/84 1927 9 
(Rococo Spanish olonial Reviva llyle} 

60 514 • 530 S. Grud A,e. Biltmore Hotel (Prim■ry Addre11: S0J - 539 S. Olive Schultze & Weaver, Architecll [Type Bldg: Hotel] 1/(Yl.169 1922 9 
St.) {Beaux Arta alyle) 

357 703 • 719 S. Grand An. Boston Storel/J, W, Robinaon'• (Primary Addre11: Mayberry, Alli1on & Alli■on, Architect, rrype Bldg: ◄n6tBB 1934 9 
600 • 632 W. 7th SI,) Department Store) (Art Deco (Art Modern) llyle) 

299 839 • 861 S. Gruel Ate, Emb111y Auditorium & Hotel (Alternate Addrea■: Thornton FilZhulh, Architect frype Bldg: Theater&. 10104/85 1913 9 
501 W. 9th SI.) Hotel) {Beaux 111 llyle) 

317 1615 • 1631 Grand ,he. You, Apartment■ (Alternate Addre11: 303 • 311 Robert Brown Young, Architect IType Bldg: 1/07/87 1921 9 
17th t.1 Apartments] (Beaux Art, Cla11ic11m llyle) 

53 2330 - 2338 Grand A,e. Saint Peter'• Eplacopal Church (24th and San Pedro! Archilecl unknown rrype Bldg: Chun:h) (American 12106/67 1884 15 
Gothic llyle) 

454 743 s. Grand,lew St. Chouinanl lnllitute of the Art■ Morgan, Wall■ & Clement,, An:hilecll (Type Bids: 10n4tR9 1929 
School) (Art Deco llyle) 

279 1740 Green Acres"· Greenacre1 (Primary Addre11: 1040 Angelo Dr.) Sumner Spaulding, An:hilect (Typo Bldg: Manaion] 7n4/84 1928 s 
(lt■ lian Renai111nce 11yle} 

506 175 G,-field Ate Tiachler Reaidence Rudolph M. Schindler, Architect frJ'PC Bid~: Single 10/09/90 1950 II 
Family Dwelling) (lnlematlonal Modem lly e} 

ISl 111531 Gresham St. Faith Bible Church Architect unknown (Type Bldg: Church) {Gothic 4/07n6 1917 12 
atyle) 

l44 l0S4 • 2056 Grifrm A,e. Re1idence Architect unknown rrype Bldg: Single Family 5/lln5 1887 
Dwelling) (Queen Anne/Ea1l11ke llyle} 

443 2425 Griffin An. Bowman Re■idence Architect unknown (Type_ Bld1: Single Family 6no1s9 118S 
Dwellin1l (Queen Anne/Ea■tlalte llyle) 

145 3537 Grifrm Ate. Residence Architect unknown rry~e Bldg: Single Family S/llns 1886 
Dwelling! {Eaatl1lte 1ty e} 

200 2408 -1412 Griffith Ate. Second B■pti .. Church [Alternate Addrc11: 1100 Paul R. Williama, Architect rrype Bldg: Church) l0/18n8 1925 9 
W. 241h St.) (Lombard Ro1111neaque 1tyle} 

1611 G riffltb Park Griffith Ob■ervatory [Primary Addre11: 2500 Aullin & Aahl"J• An:hitecll frype Bldg: Ob■ervatory] 11111n6 1933 4 
E. Ob■ervatory Rd.J ( Art Deco 1tyle 

163 2710 • 1746 Griffitb P■rk Bl, Site or Finl Wall Di1ney Studio [Prim■ry Addre11: Architect unknown rrype Bldg: n/■J {n/1} l0l06n6 1926 4 
1701 • 2739 Hyperion Ave.) 

203 14603 - 14607 Hamlin St. Baird Houee Architect unknown (Type Bldg: Single Family I0/18n8 1921 II 
Dwelling) (Bungalow 1tyle) 
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Monume1,t Full Archi1cc1, D11e or Dale or C(lllncil 
Number Addre11 Deaign■tlon Type &. Style Building lnclu,ion Con1t111ction Ditlricl 

lH Harbor Bl. Between 5th and 6th U.S.S. 1..o1 AnJelea Naval Monument (S■n Pedro} (Type Bldg: n/al (n/1) 5/03nB 1977 IS 
Streets 

SJ ll1rbor View Man, Park St. Peter'• Epiacopal Church Architect unknown !Type Bldg: Church] {American 12/06/67 188◄ IS 
Oochic 11ylc} 

116 625 - 647 S. llanard Bl. Wil■hire Boulevard Teri3le !Primary Addre11: A. M. Edelman, S. Tilden Norton{ David C, Allison, lfllnJ 1929 10 
3641 • 3663 Willhire Bl. Architecla (Type Bldg: Church] Byzantine 1tyle} 

551 2215 S. Han■rd Bl, Thomas W. l'hillip• Re■idence Hunt&. Ea,er, Architects [rype Bldg: Single Family 11/13/91 1905 I 
Dwelling) Cral\aman 1tyle} 

117 2211 S. Hanard Bl, Reaidence IAltemale Addre11: 1216 - 2122 LaSalle Architect unknown [Tt!:e Bldf Single Family ◄IO◄m 1905 I 
Ave.J DwelliRBJ (American olonia Revival ltyle) 

95 2247 • 2271 S. Hanard Bl. Rindf:e Houae~Altemate Addre11e1: 1941 W. 2Sth Frederick L. Roehritc• Archilect (T~ Bldg: Single V23n2 1906 I 
St.,_ 256 -12 6 S. Hobart Ave.J Family Dwelling! Chateaueaque 11y e) 

172 1139 S. 1lan1rd Bl. Peet Hooaa Architect unknown ITlJ' Blda: Sin1le Family 9121183 t889 
Dwelling! (VictnriH Ian Book" 1tyle) 

50 111,au & Bleeker SU, Miulon Well■ & the Seulina B11in Architect unknown [Type BldJ: n/a) (n/a) 5/10/67 1100 7 

31 IIHeafonl An. Bet- Sunset Site of the Founden' Oak (Cut Down Due To Architect nol applicable !Type Btd1: n/aJ (n/a} 3/15/66 II 
Bl. and Antioch St. Termite Infellltion) 

435 1471 • 1475 ll1nnh11nt Dr. Andalu1ia Apartmenll &. Gardens Arthur Zwebell &. Nina z-bell, Architecll (Type S/16/89 1926 5 
Bids: Ap■rtmenll) (Spanish Revival ltyle) 

37S 5944 • 5941 Hayes A..-e. PutmanHooaa Geo~r H. W7man, Architect [Type Bldg: Sinfle 
Fami y Dwellm1l (Craft1man/Colonial Revive 1lyle) 

7/151811 l903 14 

143 6021- 6030 Hayes ATe, Re■idence Architect unknown [Type Bldf Single Family 4/l6n5 11137 14 
DwellingJ (Queen Anne 11yle 

131 1117 • 1123 N. Hayworth El Orcco Apartmentl (Weatwood) (Relocated From Pierpont F. Davia & Walter S, D1vi1, Architect■ !Type 6130/80 1919 5 
102B Tiverton St.) Bld1: Ap1rtment1J (Spaniah Colonial Revival ltyle) 

537 5101. SIDS Hermosa An. E.■ftle Rock. Women'• Twentieth Century Clubhouae Architect unknown IT)'pe Bld1: Clubhou■e &. Banquet 7/02/91 191S 14 
(A temate Addre11: 1841 - 111.55 Colorado Blvd.I H■IIJ (Cr1ll1man llyle} 

SOI 159 N. lliplmd Me. Oilmore 0110li111 Service Slation (lncludinJ Structure R. J. Kadow, Dui1ner (Type Bld1: 011 Station) (Art 11/02/90 l93S s 
and Site) Deco ltyle) 

475 1910- 1928 N. Hi1hlud A,e, Hi1hland Towen Apartmen\1 Selkirk & Sr.anbe1sfMorg■n, Wall, &. Clements, 10/16/90 1927 4 
Architecta !Type ldJ: Apartment,] (Mediterranean 
1tyle) 

397 2000 N. lli&hlmd An. Roman Gardena Walter &. Pie{Jont Davi 1, Architecll (Type Bldg: llnJ/88 1926 4 
Apartment,] } 

462 2035 N. lli1hland A..-e. Hollywood American Le1ion Polt 43 Weston & Wetton, Architecta (Type Bld1: Fralemall 11103/89 1919 4 
(Egyptian Revival 1tyle} 

291 2101. 2131 N. Highland An. H:fihl1nd-C1mro1e Bu?■low Villa\y I Alternate Architect unknown [Type Bldg: Bungalow) f alifomia 4123/BS 1923 4 
A dre1aa1: 2110- 211 Woodland •~ 6809 - 6819 Craftsman &. Dutch Colonial Bungalow atylea 
Camro1e Dr., 6814 - 6836 Alta Loma err.) 

94 llighlud An. Between Wibhire Palm Tree■ and II!• Median Strip Architect not applicable !Type Bld1: n/a] (n/a) 1126m 4 
DI. 111d MeJrose Me. 

94 llighl.ud An. Between Wilsblre Palm Trees and the Median Slrip Archilecl not 1pplic1ble !Type Bldg: n/1) (n/1) in6m s 
DI. and Mel.rose An. 
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Monument Full Architect, Date of Date of Council 
Nun,ber Addre11 De■ignation Type & Style Building Inclusion Con1truction District 

160 Highway 395 M111Z1nar (Inyo County) Architect unknown [Type Bldg: BamckaJ () IJll5n6 1942 

480 S. Hill St., Penhlng Square Spanilh-American War Memorial (Primary Addre11: S. M. Goddard, A11i1t [Type Bldg: St■tue with Ba■eJ 3/23/90 1900 9 
Penhing Square) (n/1) 

4 Hill & Jnl Angel'■ Fli1ht (Primary Addren: 3rd St. &. Hill) J. W. Eddy, Architect [Type Bld1: n/1) {n/1} 8/14/61 1901 9 

177 415. 01 s. um St. Subw'J. Terminal Bulldi111 (Alternate Addre11: Schullze & Weaver, Architect■ [T~e Bldg: Subway 7n7/77 1915 9 
416 • 14 Olive St.J Station &. Office BuildingJ (Beaull rt■ llyle) 

278 453 • 451 s. nm St. Title Ouanintee &. Trull Co. Building (Primary Parkinson & Parkinson, Architect■ [Type Bld1: Office 7/11/84 1931 9 
Addren: 401 - 411 W. 51h St.) Buildin1J (A11 Deco ltyle} 

121 151 • 161 S. HID St. Garfield Building (Primary Addreu: 401 • 415 Claude Beelman, Architect [Type Bldr: Office 8nl/7J 1918 9 
W. 8th St.J Building) {Alt Deco llyle) 

459 110 S. Hill St. Hamburrer'■ Dept. Store (Mal Co. Downtown) Alfred F. Roaenheim, Architect [Tle'}e Bldg: 10117/89 1907 14 
(Primary Addre11: 801 • 829 • Broadway) Department Store) (Beaux A111 ■ty e 

346 IS5 S. Hill St. Co■ at Fedenil Savina■ Buildin1 (Primary Addre11: Mo111n, Walla & Clement■, Architect■ IT)'l'e BldJ: 3/11/88 1926 11 
JIS W. 9th St.J Office Buildin1l {Beaux Aitll'Italian Rena11aance atylc) 

460 1036 - 1044 S. Hill St. Mayan Theater Morran, Walla & Clement■, Architect■ [Type BldJ: l0/17/89 11127 9 
Theater) (Mayan ■tyle} 

476 1046 - 1054 s. mo St. Beluco Theater (Now Metropolitan Community Morganj Walls & Clement■, Architect■ [Type Bld1: 1/30/90 1916 9 
Church) Theater {Spanish Revival ■tyle} 

349 2616 S. Hobart Bl. Fire Station 118 John Parkinson, Architect [Type Bld1: Fire Station! 3n!l/BII 1904 I 
{Mi11ion Revival ■tyle} 

116 618 - 646 S. Hobart Bl,-d. Wilshire Boulevard Te~le (Primary Addren: A. M. Edelman, S. Tilden Norton( David C. Alli10n, 3121173 1929 10 
3641 • 3663 Wil■hiro Bl. Architect• [Type Bldg: Church) Byzantine ■tyle) 

95 1156 - 2276 S. Hobart Bl,-d. Rindge Hoo111 ,Primary Addre■s: 2147 • 1171 Frederick L. Roehritc• Architect [Tyf,e Bide: Sin1le 1/23/71 11106 8 
S. Harvard Bl. Family DwellinJ) Ch■te■ueaque ■ty e) 

54 llolenbeck Patil Lake Site of Old Sixth Street Wooden Bridge (Removed) Architect unknown [Type Blda: Bridge) () S/11168 1898 14 

160 5641 lloOy Oak Dr, Edward■ Hou■e Greaory Ainf Architect [T~e Bld1: Single Family 5111183 1936 4 
Dwelling! ( nlemational 11y e} 

Ill Hollywood (The City oQ The Hollywood Si1n Alop Mount Lee Architect unknown [Type Bldr: nl1J (n/a) vo1m 1923 4 

34 4100 lloOywood Bl. Barnsdall Art Part Rudolph M. Schindler, Land1eape Architect [Type 1/16165 13 
Bld1: nlaJ (n/a) 

11 4100 lloUywood Bl. Hollyhock Hoo111 Frank Uoyd Wrirh•~lrchitect rype Bldg: Single 
Family Dwelling ( 1yan 1tyle 

1/04/63 1919 1l 

33 4100 lloDywood DI. Art■ and Craib Buildin1, B■msd■II Park Prank Lloyd Wri1ht & Rudolph M Schindler, 2126165 19111 1l 
Architect■ vype Bldg: Studio • Re1idence) {Romanza 
Period 11yle 

336 5500 - 5510 lloUywood Bl. Hollywood-Weatem Building S. Charle■ Lee, Architect [Type Bldg: Office Building) 1/06/88 1928 13 
{Art Deco atyle) 

381 SS24 Hollywood DI. Falcon Studio, Fnink Rasche, Architect IType Bldg: Studio■J () 7n6/88 1919 I) 

1113 6125 • 6149 lfoDywood Bl, Pant■ gea Theiler (Alternate Addren: 6215 • 62411 B. Marcu■ Pritec■, Architect (Type BldJ: Theater] 7/05/78 11130 13 
Hollywood Bl.) (Art Deco ■tyle} 

- 18 • 



• I ~ 

' 

Monumeni Full Archilect, Dale or Dale or Council 
Number Addre11 De■ignation Type & Slyle Building lnclu1ion Constroclion Diatrict 

334 6367 • 6385 JloUywood Bl. Security Tnill and Saving■ Building (Alternate Parkinson & Parkinson, Architecll Pejype Bldg: Bank 12/111/87 1921 13 
Addre11: 17011 Cahuenga Bl.I & Office Building! {Beaux Art■ 1ty eJ 

572 6433 Hollywood Bl. W■mer Brothen Hollywood Theatre Building G. Albert Lan■burgh (Type Bldg: Theater] (lt■lianate 2/09/93 1928 13 
Beaux Art ttyle) 

316 6439 lloUywood Bl, William Strombers Clock Architect unknown (Type Bldg: n/11 {n/a) 1/07/87 1927 13 

127 6541 lloUywood Bl. Jane, House Oliver P. Denni■ & Lyman Farwell, Architect■ (Trpe 4/03/80 1903 13 
Bldg: Single Family Dwelling! {Queen Anne 11yle 

453 6727 - 6733 HoUywood Bl. Artiun'■ Patio Complex, (lncludin11 ()pen Sfcace and Morgan, Wall■ & Clementi, Architect■ (Type Bldg: l0/17/89 1914 13 
Palm Tree) (Bxcludins the 1969 Building A dition) Courtyard Shop•I {Moorilh 1tyle) 

495 6834 Hollywood Bl, El Capit■n Theater Mc:r;an, Walla & Clement■, Architect■; G, Albert 7/12/90 1926 13 
La ■burg (interior) (Type Bids: Theater) {Ea11 
Indian Revival llyle} 

177 6840 Hollywood Bl. Hollywood Ma■onic Temple John C. Au■tin} Architect (Type Bldg: Fntemal) 6/12/84 1921 13 
{Cla11ic1I ■tyle 

ss 6915 • 6917 Hollywood m. Onuman'a (Now MaM'I) Chinese Theater Mendel Merr & Phillip W. Holler (Meyer & Holler), 6/05/68 1927 13 
Architect, Type Bldg: Theater} {Orient■! 1tyle} 

545 7000. 7016 Hollywood Bl, Hollywood Rooaevelt Hotel H. B. Tnver1 Architecll (Type Bids: Hotel) {Spanilh 8/ll/91 1926 13 
Colonial Revival atyle} 

143 7011 Hollywood Bl. Site of Garden Court Apartment,, (Demolillled) Fnnk L. Meline, Architect (Type Bldg: Apartment•] 4nB/11 1919 13 
{Cl111ic1I ■tyle} 

96 8161 Hollywood Bl. StorerHOIIM Fnnk Uoyd Wrirht, Archilect (Tr;e Bld1: Single 1mm 1925 4 
Family Dwelling (Concrete Bloc 1tyle} 

194 lloU~ Bl, Between Gower Hollywood Walk of Fame (Alternate Addre11: Vine A!chitect unknown (Type Bldg: n/1) {n/a) 7/05/78 1950 13 
St. Sycamore A.-e. and Vine St.J 
St. Between Yucca St. & Sunset 
Bl, 

535 llollywoodladd Ho1tr:,oodl1nd'1 Hiatoric Granite Ret■ining Wall, The Engineerinr Service Corp., Builder (Type Bldg: 6/11/91 1913 4 
and nterconnectin1 Oninite Stain n/aJ 0 

311 1111 & 1213 llolmby AH, Holmby Hause (Weatwood) P. P. Ferri■, Architect 1Type Bids: Duplex} 2/13/87 1929 s 
(Mediterranean llyle} 

IOI 3100 llomtr SC, Be1udl)' Avenue House Architect unknown ITJre Bl;,: Single Family 1/0lnl 1885 
Dwelling) {Italianate/ ltlak QueenAnne) 

40 3800 Homer St. Hale House, Herit■1e Square W.R. Norton, Architect (Type Bldg: Single Family 6/IS/66 11180 
Dwelling) (Queen Anne/Eastlake atyle) 

12 31100 llomeT SC. Palnu Southern Pacific Railroad Depot Architect unknown (Type Bldg: T..-in Station) 11/09/63 l117S 
(E■atlake atyle) 

98 31100 Homer St. Mount Ple111nt House Ezra F. Kysor, Architect rype Bldg: Single Family 3/15171 1876 
Dwelling) (lt■lianate ■tyle 

245 31100 Homer St. Lincoln Avenue Church Buildin11, Heritage Square Oe~::r W. Knmer, Architect [Type BldJ: Church) 6/04/81 1897 
{O ic atyle w/Queen Anne & Neo-clH11c influences} 

413 3100 Homer St. Oct■1on Houae, Herit■se Square Oilbert Longfellow, Architect 
Family DwellinsJ {} 

(Type Bldg: Single ln0/89 1893 
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: Monument 
Number Addre11 

6S 3800 Homer St, 

198 1327 • 143.S N.9 HooTer St. 

241 2600 s. IIOOTel' St. 

519 265l S. llooTer St. 

240 2703 • 2707 S. Hoo•er St, 

103 2801 - 2BOJ s. llooYer St. 

214 7011 S. Hoonr St. 

◄3 539 - .SSJ S. Hope St. 

323 550 S. Hope St. 

357 710 • n2 S. Hope St. 

3◄0 953 S. Hope St. 

'404 2640 Huron St. 

18 3408 - 3416 Hyde Park Bl. 

163 2701 • 2739 Hyperion AH, 

164 Hyperion Bl. 1t the Los Aqelts 
RiYer 

164 ll7perioa Bl. 1t the Los Anaelts 
RiTef' 

.... 5701 W. Imperial Hwy • 

139 647 - 665 W. Jefferson Bl, 

541 1368 W. JerTenoa Bl. 

229 2226 -1230 W. Jeffenon Bl. 

Full 
Designation 

Valley Knudien Garden Re1idence 

KCET S1udi01 (Primary Addre11: 4391 • 4421 Sun1el 
Bl.I 

Sun■hine Minion IAllemate Addre11: 954 • 1008 
W. Adame Bl.) 

The Cockin■ Hou■e 

Re1idence (Allernate Addn:11: 1110 W. 27th St.) 

ForthmaM H011ae (Primary Addre11: 1102 • 1114 
W. 28th St.J 

Site of Mount Carmel H~h School (Demoli■hed) 
!Alternate AddrHI: 814 0th St.) 

California Club lluildint (Primary Addre11: 532 - 5l8 
S. Flower Sc.) 

Site or Church of the Open Door, (Demoli■hed} 

Bo■ton Storea/J. W. Robln■on'• !Primary Addre11: 
600 • 632 W, 7th SI.) 

Standard Oil Building (Primary Addre11: 601 • 605 
W. Olympic Bl.) 

Huron Sub■tation, Loa Angelea Railway 

Site or Hyde Park Con~reg1tion1l Church (Primary 
Addre11: 6501 - 6505 renlhaw Bl.) 

Site of Finl W■lt Dianey Studio (Altemate 
Addre1ae1: 2710 • 2746 Griffith Park Bl., 
3616 • 3618 Monon St.) 

Olendale-Hyperion Bridge ~llle Freewa0 & 
Rivenide Dnve, Between trick St. & lenreliz Bl,) 

Cllcnd■le-HyPerion Bridge (Sllle Freew,0 & 
Rivenide Dnve, Between Ettrick St. & lenfeliz Bl.) 

Hangar II Building 

Shrine Auditorium !Alternate Addre11e1: 3116 - 3244 
Royal St., 700 W. 2nd S1.J 

Korean Independence Memorial Buildin1 

Wettminater Pre1byteri■11 Chun:h 

. ·, 
' 

- 20-

An:hilecl, Date or Daleo( C<luncil 
Type & Style Buildinr lnclu■ion Con■tl\lction Di ■tricl 

Richard Sh1M Arc:hitecl rype Bldg: Single family 411.sno 1890 
Dwelling) { anurd atyle 

An:hitect unknown (Type Bldg: Studio■) 0 9nons 1912 4 

Sumner P. Hunti/rc:hitecl (Type Bldg: Boarding 4/09/81 1892 
School) (Early inion 11yle) 

Bradbeer & ferri1, Arc:hitecc, (Type Bldg: Single 2/01/91 1894 
family Dwelling] (Queen Anne atyle) 

Bradbeer & Ferri, Arc:hltecll (thi1 partnenhlp w11 4/09/81 1891 8 
fonned in 1894, after the build•i WH built) (Tyree 
Bldg: Single Family Dwelling) Queen Anne aty e) 

llurgeH J. Reeve, An:hitect (!fr.e Bldf Single Family I0/04n2 1885 9 
DwellinJJ (Eastlake 1tyle w/ la 11nate Second 
Empire mfluence■) 

An:hitect unknown (Type Bldg: School) {Spani■h 6/06/79 1934 9 
1tyle) 

Robert D. P1c1uhar, Arc:hilect (T~e Bldg: 11/12/66 1929 9 
Gentleman'• C ub) {Beaux Art• 11y e) 

Walker&, Vawter, Architect■ (Type Bldg: Hotel &. 7/28117 1915 9 
Theater (Chun:h)J {lllli■n Renai1unce 1tyle} 

Mayberry, Allison & Alliaon, An:hitecte (Type Bldg: 4/26/88 1934 9 
Derartment Store) {Art Deco (Art Modem) 1tyle) 

Cleorge Kellam, An:hitecl (Type Bldg: Office Building} 1126/811 192.S 9 
(Beaux Art1 style) 

Edward S. Cobb, An:hitect (Type Bldg: Train Slltion) 12/20/88 1906 
0 
An:hilect unknown (Type Bldg: Chun:h) (Shingle S/I0/63 1901 6 
llyle) 

Architect unknown (Type Bldg: n/a) (n/1) I0I06n6 1926 4 

Architect unknown (Type Bldg: n/a) 0 1012on6 1929 4 

Architect unknown (Type Bldg: n/1J 0 10/20/76 1929 13 

Gable & Wyant, An:hitect (Type llldg: Hangar! (n/a) 11116/66 Ii 

John C. Au1tin, An:hitect (exterior); G. Albert 3/0Sns 1926 8 
Lan1burg, Architect (interior) (l'~e Bldg: Theater! 
(Spanish Coloni■l/Moori■h Rev1va llyle) 

Architect unknown (Type Bldg: Church} 0 10/02/91 1937 8 

An:hilect unknown (Type Bld1: Chun:hJ 
Revival 1tyle) 

{Spanilh 6/11/80 1904 10 
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Monument Full Archilecl Date or Dale of Council 
Nun:ber Addre11 De1ignallon Type & Style Building lnclu■ion Con11ruc1ion Dimkl 

239 350 - 354 N. June St. La Cua De La■ C1n.,1n11 Leiter Scherer, Archi1ect [Type Bldg: Mansion] 4109181 1928 4 
{Sp■niah Colonial Revival 1tyle} 

JI 23555 Juslke St. Rancho Sombra del Roble (Orcull Ranch) (Cano1a Architect unknown [Type Bldg: Ranch Houae] 1122165 1920 3 
Park) {Spanish ttyle) 

176 1310- 1316 Kellam An. Reaidence [Primary Addre11: 1321 Carroll Ave.) Architect unknown [T~e Bldg: Single Family 1113111 1180 
Dwelling) (Eastlake tty e} 

109 1314 - 1320 Kellam An. Re1idence (Primary Addre11: 1321 - 1325 Carroll Architect unknown [Ty~e Bldg: Single Family • 1/03173 11187 
Ave.I Dwelling) (Eastlake 1ty e w/Stick ■tyle inffuences} 

207 1334 Kellam ,be. Re1idence Architect unknown [T~e Bldg: Single Family 1/17119 1890 
Dwelling) (Ea■tlake/ een Anno 1tyle} 

220 1343 Kellam A•e. Re1idence Architect unknown [Type Bldf Single Family 6/06/79 11187 
Dwelling) (Queen Anne ttyle 

221 13•'7 • ll49 Kellam An. Re1idence & C1nia1e Hou■e Architect unknown [Type Bldf Single Family 6t06n9 1887 
Dwelling] (Queen Anne 1tyle 

222 1405 • 1411 Kl!Bam An. Reaidence Atchitect unknown [Type Bldg: Single Family 6/06119 190S 
Dwelling) (Mi11ion Revival atyle} 

166 1411 • 1417 Kellam An, Carriage Hou■e Architect unknown [Type Bldg: Carriage Dam) ll/03n6 1880 
(Victorian 1tyle} 

321 1441 Kellam AYe, Ea11late IM [Alternate Addrc11: 1093 W. Edgew1re Architect unknown [Type Bldg: Duplex! sno1s1 1887 
Rd.J (Eaatlake/Queen Anne 11:,le} 

3611 6311 • 642 Kellon 1be. Elka:, Apartment• Richard J. Nuetra. Architect 
(International Modem 1tyle} 

[Type Bldr: Apartment■ ! 6nl/BB 1948 s 

365 644 • 6411 Kellon Awe. Kelton Apartmenta Richard J. Nuetra, Architect [Type Bldg: Ap1rtrnent1J 6n1188 1941 s 
{International Modem ttyle) 

223 122 - 126 Kensington Rd, Re1idence Architect unknown [Type Bld1: Sj;zle Family 6/20n9 1894 
Dwelling) (Queen Anne/Ea1tlake oori■h 1tyle) 

217 1174 -11116 W. Kemln11011 Rd. Rc■idence (Primary Addre11: 1101 Dougl■1 St.) Architect unknown [Type Bld1: Single Family 6106179 1896 
Dwelling! (Queen Anne/E.a1tlake ■tyle) 

266 190 · 1192 W. Keaslngton Rd. Collin• Re■idence {Relocated From 2930 Whitter Bl.t Architect unknown rype Bld1: Sin1le Family 6110/83 1188 
Dwelling! (Eastlake 

31) 1203 & 1207 Kipllq An. Re■idence, Pl■yhou■e & Studio H. A. Edward1, Architect [Type Bldg: Single Family 11/05/88 1925 14 
Dwelling, Studio) (Crall■man style) 

51 1416 N. La Bru Me. A & M Record1 Studios'. a.t.a. Charlie Chaplin Studio Architect unknown [Type Bld1: Studio) {Tudor 2/05169 1919 4 
IAllemate Addre11: 70 3 • 7067 De Longpre Ave.) Revival ttyle) 

316 310- 3l2 S. LaFayette Park Pl. McKinley Man1ion Sumner P. Hunt&. Silu R. Bum• (Hunt & Bums), 9/09/87 1917 
Architect, [Type Bldg: ManaionJ (!Illian Renai11ance 
atyle) 

2311 666 - 678 LaFayette Park Pl. Granada Building Franklin H13er, Archilut [Tn,e Bldf Office 4(09/81 1927 
Building] ( editemnean Revival lly e) 

.509 1100 Lalone An. (Bloc:k of) Camphor Tree■ Architut not applicable [Typ11 Bldg: n/a) (n/a) IVlll/90 1930 15 

421 2460 Lake Hollywood Dr. Late Hollywood Reaervlor (Including Mulholland William Mulholland, Engineer [Type Bld1: n/aJ (n/a} J/31189 1923 4 
Dam) 
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208 1141 • 1145 S. Lake St. Reaidence & C■rri11e Houae John B. Parkinaon( Architect rrlJ:e Bldg: M1n1ion & l/17n9 1902 
Carri■1e Houae] Alt Nouveau olhic atyleJ 

42 725 • 749 Lamar St. San Antonio Winery (Allerna1e Addreu: 738 • 744 Architect unknown (Type Bldg: Winery] {SpaniJh 9/14/66 1917 14 
Gibbon, St.) Reviv1l 11yle> 

29 3919 Lankershim Bl. Campo De Cahue'lfa (diainlegrated by 1900 and • Erected by Dom Tom■- Feliz (Type Bld1: Adobe] t 1/13/64 IB4S 4 
structure with the tcade re-ercted) (AdobeJ 

232 SI06 • 51011 Lankenhilll Bl. Dep11tmenl of Water & Power Buildin1 S. Charlea Lee, Architec'oI'e;ype Bldr Water &. Power 7/14/80 1939 4 
Building! (Streamline M erne atyle 

573 S26S - 5271 Lankenhlm Bl. El Portll Tilcatte (Alternate Addreas: t 1200 • 11220 L. A. Smith (Type Bldf Theater] {Spani■h 2109/93 1926 4 
Weddington St.) Renaissance Revival II)' eJ 

565 1102 Lantua Dr, Charin H. Greelllhaw Reaidence Jo1erh Cather Newaom, Architect p;ype Bldg: Single 8/25/92 1906 14 
Fanuly Dwelling) (Million Reviva 11yle> 

117 2216 • 2222 LaSalle An. Residence (Primary Addre■■: 2218 S. Harvard Bl.) Architect unknown [T{!;e Bldr Single Family 4/04/73 1905 8 
Dwelling) (American oloni■ Revival atyleJ 

134 1510- IS36 Lu Palma A,-e. Cro11ro1d1 of the World (Primary Addteu: Robelt V. Derrah, Architect [Ty~ Bldg: ShoprinJ 12/04/74 1937 11 
6671 • 6679 Su111el Bl.) Center! {Streamline Modune & riod Reviva atyleJ 

14 22601 Lassen St. Chataworth Community Church, Oakwood Memorial Architect unknown [Type Bldg: Church) {New 2115163 1903 12 
Parle England 11yle} 

49 Lusen St. Between Topan11 76 Mature Olive Treea Architect not applicable [Type Bldg: n/a] (n/1) 5/10/67 12 
Canyon Bl. md Farnloae A•e. 

199 5540 Laurel C1111yon Bl. David Famillan Chapel or Temple Adat Ari El (North Architect unknown (Type Bldg: Church! 0 9no1111 1949 2 
Hollywood) IAltemale Addre11: 12014 • 12024 
Burbank Bl.] 

2211 111133- 111147 Laurelwood Dr. L■ urelwood Apaitmenta Rudolph M. Schindler, Architect 'file Bldg: 4n2/B0 19411 2 
Ap1rtment1l (Stucco Box, de Stijl iidem atyleJ 

515 Leannworth Dr. Battery O■,ood-Farley (Primary Addreu: 3601 Architect unknown (Type Bldg: Coallll DefenceJ 0 lnl/91 1919 IS 
Gaffey St. 

237 2960 • 1982 Leeward ,he. Finl B■plllt Church of lot Angelea I Primary Alli■on & Alli■on, Architect• [Type Bldg: Church) 4/09/81 1927 10 
Addreu: 760 S. Weatmoreland Ave. {Golhic/Spani■h Revival 11yleJ 

502 3771 - 3801 l.enawee Furthm■ nn Man,ion Architect unknown rype Bldg: Manaion) 6no190 1920 II 
(Neo-Clu■ical 1lyle 

490 4231 • 4363 S. Uncola Bl. C• Sa-An~na (Sacred Burial and Vi1111,e Site of lhe Architect not applicable [Type Bldg: n/al (n/1) S/01/90 1542 6 
r,mon of the Oxford Tri:e:e Oabrie ino lndi•mJ fibe Poition fTili■ Addre11 

roperty JUDCliOD or I.Jaco Within • 40 FOOi trip BorderiiB, the Pacific Electric 
DI. & Ad'miralty Wy.) Railway & lhe Rallwar Right o Way in a Rectangle 

South or 4321 • 4363 incoln Blvd. to lhe City 
Line.J 

324 10800 • 10808 Undbrook Dr. The Lindbrook Architect unknown (Type Bldg: Apartment■ ! (Spani■h 
Colonial Revival ■tyle) 

8/14/87 1935 s 

446 10830 Undhrook Dr. Couityard Apartment Complex Frederick Clark, Architect ffyr Bldg: Apaitmenll) 
(Spanith Colonial Revival ■tyle 

8/01/89 1936 5 

447 101136 • 101140 Unclbrook Dr. Couityard Apartment Complex A. W. Angel, Architect [Type BldJ: Apartment1J 11101/119 1935 5 
{Monterey Revival atyle} 
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360 IOIS5 • 108117 Undbrook Dr, Br1t1keller/Ei:,'i■n 1be■ter {Primary Addre11: Ru11ell Collin■, Architect (Type Bld1: Supennarkell 6111/88 1929 5 
1142 - 1154 eltwood Bl.) (Medi1emne1n 11yle) 

521 2150 - 21SI Un Oak Dr. T,g,111 Houae fAltemale Addre11: 5423 Bl■ck Oak Uoyd Wright, Architect ~e Bldg: Single Family 3/tS/91 1922 4 
Dr. Dwelling! {Expre11ioni1t odem 1lyle) 

175 1215 - 1233 Lodi Pl, Y.W.C.A. HollywoodStudioClub Juli■ Morgan, Architect ITf.e Bldg: DormatoryJ 5104177 1926 13 
(Italian Ren111sance Revive llyle} 

ISi 306 Loma Dr, Mary Andrew• Cl1rt Reaidence of the Y.W.C.A. Aithur B. Benion, Architect (Type Bldg: DonnaloryJ 1101m, 1913 
(French Ch1tc1uesque llyle} 

512 2614 Lonpeod Dr. Church of the Advent [Primary Addre11: 4976 • 4990 Arlllur B. Benton, Architect (Type Bld1: Church] 1/16191 1925 10 
Ad■ma Bl.] {Oothic Craft■m■n 1tyle} 

265 Lorm1 &. Bridge (Primary Addre11: 4th St. & Lorena) Merrill Butler, Engineer (Type Bld1: n/1) {C1tenary 6/07/83 1928 14 
Arch Bridae} 

115 •419 s. Lornlne Bl. Ev1n1 Reaidence I. Bi■ner, Architect IType Bldg: Single Family 3/ltnJ 1910 4 
Dwelling) {Cl■a■ical Revival ■tyle} 

322 Los Anatlel Rh·er and fleccber Fletcher Drive Bridlj over The Loa Angelea River Merrill Butler, Engineer (Type Bld1: Bridge! (} 7nl/87 1928 13 
Dr. (Prim■rY Addreu: etcher Dr.) 

164 Los Anceles ltl,er 1t Hyperion DI. Olend1le-H,verion Bridge ~te Freewab & Architect unknown fType Bldg: n/a) (} I0/20n6 1929 4 
River3ide Dnve, Between "ck SI.&. lenfeliz Bl.) 

17 203 - 215 s. Los Anatles St. Saint Vibiana't Cathedral [Pri1111ry Addreu: Ezra F. ~eer, Architect IT~e Bldg: Church] 5110163 1876 9 
110 - 136 B. 2nd St.) {Spanish aroque Revival 11y e} 

104 601 - 619 s. Los Angele St. Coln Pacific Electric Buffet/Pacific Electric Buildln1 Thornton Fitzhugh, Architect rrype Bld1: Train 10/llln? 1908 9 
(Primary Addre11: 100 • 134 E. 6th St.J Station! {Beaux Art• 1tyle) 

16 1200 • Ill 0 Los A.qeles St. Site of Saint Joteph'• Church [Primary Addrem Architect unknown (Type J!ld1: Church] {Victorian S/10/63 1901 9 
200 - 226 E. 12th St.] Oothic atyle> 

162 Let Felil Bl. William Mulholland Memorial Fount■in (Alternate Walter S. Claberg, Architect (Type Btd1: nlaJ {nla} I0/06n6 1940 4 
Addre11: Riveraide Dr .J (fountain i1 located 11 the 
comer) 

67 - Los Feli1 Bl. Between RIHnide Cedar Tree• Architect not 1pplic1ble IType Bldg: n/a) {n/1} 5110170 4 
Dr. ud Westtra A,e. oa South 
Side or Street 

353 4600 - 4604 Los Felis Bl, Monterey Apartment, C. K. SmithleCt, Architect (a1trlbu1ed lo) (Type Bldg: S/11/81 1925 4 
Apartment,) Meditemnean 1tyle) 

24 Louise A,e. south or Ventura Bl, Oak Tree (210 Feet South of Ventuni Bl.) AT-chilect not applicable (Type Bld1: nlaJ (n/1) 9/06/63 II 

403 637 S. Lucerne Bl. Hi11ina/Vedleet/Hlrtch Manaion John C. Austin, Architect (Trr Bids: Sinale Family 
Dwelling] {Queen Anne llyle 

12114/81 1902 4 

114 708 S. Luc:eme Bl. Wil■hire United Melhodilt Church !Primary Addreu: Alli■on & Alli■on, Architects fType Bldg: Church] 3/07n3 1924 10 
43.S0 - 4366 Wil■hire Bl.) (Romaneaque/Oolhic 1tyle} 

250 741 - 743 Lucerne DI, The Ebell or Lot An1ele1 Building (Primary Addre11: Sumner P. Hunt & Sil11 R. Bum■ (Hunt & Bumi), 8/25/82 1927 IO 
4400 Wilshire Bl.) Archilecll (Type Bldg: Theater) (Spanish Colonial 

Revival 1tyle} 

352 245 s. Lucu A,e. Loa Angelea Nunea Club [Alternate AddreH: 1405 John Freuenfelder, Architect [Type Bld1: Social Club) 4/08188 1923 
Miramar St,) (Cl111ical Revival llylc} 

25 401 E. M St. General Phinea, B1nnin1 Residence (Wilmington) Architect unknown f.ype Bld1: Sinale Family 
Dwelling) {Colonia 11yle) 

10/11/63 1864 15 
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101 I 030 Macy St. Re1idence Architect unknown rrype Bldg: Sin1le Family l0104/72 1880 14 
Dwelling) (ll■lianate 1tylc) 

224 Macy St. at the L, A. Rinr Macy Street Viaduct, 11 lhe Lo■ Angelea River Architect unknown rrype Bldg: nfal (Spanish 11,01/79 1926 14 
(Between Mi■aion Road & Vigne■ Street) Colonial Revival) 

64 Macy St, Pl■'l.l Park (Primary Addre11: Sunset Bl. & Pla7.1] Architect not applicable rrype Bldg: n/aJ (n/a) 4/01/70 9 

350 2612 Mqaoli1 A,e. Ecung lbbet10n Hoo10 & Moreton B■y Fig Tree Robert Ibbetson, Architect rrype B11f.: Single F1milt 3n9/88 11199 8 
!Primary Addren: HBO- 1190 W. Ailam1 Bl.] Dwelling) (Victori■n/Richard■oni■n omanetque ■ty ) 

242 2670 - 2676 M1gnoli1 A\'t, Miller & H■rriot Tnct Houae !Primary Addre11: Br■dbeer & Ferri• Architecll (thi1 partnenhi11 w■1 4/091111 1890 8 
I IS7 • 1163 W. 27th SI.) formed in 1894, after the buildin{1:11 built) IType 

Bldg: Single Family Dwelling] 1tl1ke Style) 

293 13242 M1poli1 Bl. The Magnolia Architect unknown rrrpe Bldg: Mansion) (Spanish 
Colonial Revival lltyle} 

6/18/IIS 1929 s 

184 15357 M1poli1 Bl, Tower of Wooden P■llell (Van Nuy1) rrype Bldg: n/a] (n/1) 4/19/711 1951 II 

64 N. Main St. Plaza Park (Primary Addre11: Sunset Bl. &. P117.1J Architect not applicable rrype Bldg: n/1) (n/a) 4/01/70 9 

17 200 - 2411 s. Main St. Saint Vibiana'■ Cathednl [Primary Addre11: Ezn F. Kiaer, Architect rrrree Bldg: Church) 5/10/63 1876 9 
I 10 • 136 E. 2nd St.] (Spaniah aroque Revival sly e) 

2111 352 - 350 S. M■ln St. Barclay Hotel (Primary Addreu: 103 - 107 W . .Clh Morgan&. W1ll1, Architecll [Type Bldg: Hotel) 2/01/85 1896 9 
sq (Beaux Art■ alyle) 

271 401 - .Cl I S. Main St. Finnen & Me.n;h1nt■ Bank Building !Alternate Oc11viu1 Morgan&. John Wall■ rs!organ & W•llf, 8/09/83 1889 9 
Addreu: 110 w. 4th sq Architect■ rrype Bldg: Bank) Beaux Art■ ■tyle 

104 600 • 616 S. Main St. Cole• Pacific Electrie Buffet/Pacific Electric Building Thornton Fit7llugh, A.n;hilect rrype Bldg: Tnin 10/18/72 1908 9 
I Pri1111ry Addreu: 100 - 134 6th St.J S111ion] (Beaux Art■ ■tyle) 

26 S21 N. Mila St. Site of Fint Cemetery of Lo■ Angele■ Architect unknown rrype Bldg: Cemetery) {nla} 3n0/64 1823 14 

244 1402 Maltera A .. e. Residence (Pri1111ry Addre11: 1866 W. 141h St.] Architect unknown rrype Bldg: Single Family 4/30/BI 1906 
Dwelling] (Cral\■man style} 

259 6266 Muac:heiter Loyola Theater &Primary Addreu: 8600 • 8610 Clarence 1. Smale, Architect rrype Bldg: Theater) 12/17182 1948 6 
Sepulveda Bl.I {Blroque Modeme style) 

531 1209 S. Muh1Ctul Pl, Wilshire Ward Cl!■pel Harold Burton, Architect [Type Bldg: Chapel] (Art S/10/91 19211 10 
Deco/Sp1ni1h 1tyle) 

390 5128 M■rathoa St. l■ rdinette Apartment, Richard 1. Neutr■, Architect rrype Bldg: Ap■1tmen11J 10/04/88 1927 4 
{lntemation■ I Modem atyle) 

l5S 1146 • 1160 N. M■riae An. Memory Chapel, Calvary Pre■byleri■n Church 
(Wilmin11on) 

Architect unknown rrype Bldg: Chapell {l1■li1na1e S/0Sn6 1870 IS 
llyle) 

106 6204 Marmion W1y S■n Encino Abbey (Primary Addre11: 6201 • 6211 
Arroyo Olen) 

Wimer M■rah 1 ~de Browne, Architecll rr1ce Bldg: 11/15172 1925 
Abbey) {Mi1110 Spaniah Colonial Revival It)' e) 

151 8225 Marmont Ln. Chate■u M■rmonl [Pri1111ry Addreu: 8215 • 8221 Arnold Weitzman, Architect rrype Bldg: Hotel) 3n4/76 1924 s 
Sunset Bl.] (Nonnan style} 

246 1-443 - 1447 N. Martel A.-e. Residence Architect unknown J.TW.e Bldg: Sinr,le Family 
Dwelling] {Califorma unaalow Bly e) 

11n51a1 1913 4 

527 1437 N. Martel An. Residence Architect unknown rr1pe Bldg: Single Family 
Dwelling) {Cnftsman 1tyle) 

4/01/91 1913 4 
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254 IOI - 121 Maf)'lllOWll Pl. Malmount Hiah School lPrim■ry Addre■■: Ro■■ Mo~ome3', Architect rrype Bldr School) 9121/82 1932 5 
106 3 - 10611S Su111et Bl. (Spani■h olonia Reviv1I/Mi11ion style 

59 SI 10 Maywood An. Eaf,le Rock City Hall (Primary Addreu: 2031 - 2035 Architect unknown (Type Bldg: City Hall! {Spanillh 2/26169 1922 14 
Coondo Bl.) atyle} 

63 7570 McGro1rty Terr. McOroarty Home and Oround1 (Tujunga) Arthur B. Benton, Archilect (Type Bldg: Sin~le Pamily 2104/70 1923 2 
Dwelling) {Fieldatone & Stucco Construction 

303 6121 Melnise AYe. John C. Premont Bnneh Library Merl Lee Barker, Archilecl (Type Bldg: Library! 6127/86 1927 ◄ 
{Mediterranean 1tyle} 

127 3990 MenJo ATe. Expo1ilion Club Houae Architect unknown IT)'Pe Bldg: Recreational Facility) S/01174 1928 8 
{Spanish Colonial Revival atyle) 

391 1923 Micheltorma Canfield-Moreno Eatate Robert D. Farquhar, Architect ~e Bldg: Man■ion, 10/04/88 1923 ◄ Cottage•, Gange & Stable! (Me 1lemnean atyle) 

124 2323 Micheltorma Tierman Houae Gregory Ain,/'rchitect [Type Bldg: Single Family 4/03/74 1940 4 
Dwelling) ( odem atyle} 

3.52 140.5 Miramar St. Lo, Angele1 Nurwc■ Club (Primary Addreu: 245 John Freuenfelder, Architect (Type Bldg: Social Club] 4108/111 1923 
S. Lue11 Ave.) (Cl111ic1I Revival ■tyle} 

39 1425 Miramar St. Re1idenee Jo■eph Cather New,om, Architect (attributed to) (Type 6/15166 1890 
Bldg: Single Family Dwellin~/ (Queen 
Anne/Eaatl1ke/Renai111nce/ a■aieatyle} 

I.SJ Mission Rd, 1111d Valley Bl. Site of 11ae Lincoln Park Carou■el (De■troyed by Oliver & Ron Davis, Architect■ [Type Bldg: n/al 4/21/76 1914 
Fire) (nla} 

JS 2639 Moamoudi An. Site of Birthplace of Adlai E. Steven■on Ill C. H. Wedgewood, Architect (Tfpe Bldg: Single 8/20/6S 1894 8 
Family Dwelling) (Eclectic ■tyle 

163 3616 • 3611 Monon St. Site of die Pint Walt Di1ney Studio (Primary Archilect unknown rrype Bldg: n/1) (n/1) 10/06/76 1926 4 
Addreu: 2701 - 2739 Hyperion Ave.] 

1.51 8244 Monteel Rd. Chateau M■rmont (Primary Addre11: 121.5 • 8221 Arnold Weitzman, Architect (Type Bldg: Hotel! 3124/76 1924 5 
Suriset BI.J {Norman atyle} 

400 5721 • .5729 Monte Vista St. Sunriae Court Ch■rle1 Conrad, Archilecl (Type Bldg: Bungalow■] 11123/88 1921 
{Mi11ion Revival atyle} 

.5.51 6112 Moale VISII St • Department of Water and Power Di1tributing Station Frederick L. Roehrig, Architect rrype Bldg: Power 4nt/92 1916 
No. 2 (Primary Addrm: 225 N. Avenue 61) Station) {Greek Revival atyle) _ 

214 Mount Canntl Park Site of Mount Carmel Hi&1Ji School (Demolithed) Architect unknown (Type Bldg; School! (Spani■h 6/06/79 1934 9 
(Primary Addre11: 114 7 St.( atyle) 

301 2249 Mountain Oak Dr, Anner/Morgan Re■idenee W. C. Tanner, Architect (T~e Bldg; Single Family 2/28/86 1931 13 
Dwelling) (Grecian Villa 1ty e) 

283 234 MllffWII Dr. Soulhweat Museum Sumner P. Hunt & Sil11 R. Buma (Hun!&. Bum■}, 11129/8◄ 1913 
Architects rrype Bid,= Museum) {Minion/Spanish 
Colonial Revival ■tyle 

138 1211 • 12S9 Naomi St. Coca-Cola Building (Primary Addreaa: 1200 • 1334 Robert V. Demh, Architect (Type Bldg: Factory) 12/05/75 1939 14 
Central Ave.) (Streamline Mode me ■tyle} 

19 II 000 National Bl, Moreton Bay Fffl Tree (Allemate Addre1ae1: 11015 Architect not applicable (Type Bldg: n/11 (n/1) .5/10/63 II 
Clover Ave., 3 10 Tilden Ave.) 
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47 Ul3 • 1537 Neptune A•e. St. John'• Eplecop,I Church (WilmingtonJ Architect untnown (Type Bldg: Church) {Stave Type 3/IS/67 1883 IS 
Church etyle) 

91 401 • 407 S. New llampdlire An. Korean Philidelphla Church (Alternate Addreu: S. Tilden Norton, Architect (Type Bldg: ChurchJ 11117/71 1925 4 
3401 • 341S W. 4th St.) {Romanesque/Moorish Revival atyle} 

S34 650 - 666 S. New Hampshire An. I. M•tn & Company Building (Primary Addre11: Myron Hunt & H. C. Chambera, Architect, (Type 6111191 1931! lO 
3240 il ■hin BlviS.J Bldg: Commericial Ret■il Store) {International atyle} 

Ill Nkllols Cuyon Rd, (north mdt Sile of the Burial Place of J. B. Lanker■him, (located 
11 the nonh end of road) 

dHigner unknown (Type Bldg: n/1] (nla) 1111m 4 

209 634 - 646 s. Normandie An, Willhire Christian Church Building (Alternate Rohert H. Orr, Architecla (Type Bldg: Church) l/17n9 1927 10 
Addre11: 3461 Willlhire Bl.) {!Illian Romaneaqu11 ■tyle} 

120 1324 - 1420 s. Norm111die A•e. Saint Sophia Cathedral (Altcm■le Addreu: 2780 Pico Ou1 K.llionze1, Ch1rle1 A. Klingerrn■~ Albert 6/06nJ 1952 
BI.J R. Walker ~lionzH, Klingerman & alter) 

Architecla ype Bldg: ChurchJ {Byzantine atyle} 

561 2235 Norwalk An. Eagle Rock Women'■ Chrittian Temperance Union A. Ood(rel Baili, Architect (Trpe Bldg: Multi-unli Sn&/92 1927 14 
Home ror Women (WCTU Home) (Iota 7, I, and 9, Reaidence (Me iterranean atyle 
excludin, the 1940'1 onc-atory addition on the north 
welt comer) 

414 605 E. 0 SC. Wilmin1ton Cemetery Architect untnown (Type Bld1: n/aJ (nl■} ln4l19 IIS7 IS 

300 11111 S. Oak St. C11a Camino Real (Alternate Addre11: Washington Morgan, Walla, & Morlan, Architecta [Type Bldg: J 10129185 1914 
Bl.) {Beaux Arts/Art Deco/ paniah atyle) 

161 2500 E. Obsenalory Rd. Griffith Obaervatory (Alternate Addrc11: Griffith Auatin & Aahler, Architecta (Type Bld1: Obaervator:,J 11117/76 1933 4 
PartJ {Art Deco •l)'le 

235 1530 - 1534 N. ()sdea Dr. Bollmanff011ae Uoyd Wright, Archit"t (Tijc Bldg: Single Family 11103/80 1922 4 
Dwelling) (Mayan Revival otif1) 

154 Old Dock St., (llertb 211) Fireboat n & Site of Firchouae 1112 (S■n Pedro) 
(Firehooae Demoli■hcd in 19116) 

Architect unknown (Type Bldg: n/1) (nla) SI0Sl76 1925 IS 

410 s. OUn St., Penhin1 Sqaare Spaniah-Amcriean W■r Memorial (Primary Addre11: S. M. Goddard, Artill (Type Bldg: Statue with Ba■eJ 3nJ/90 1900 9 
Penhin1 Squire) (n/1) 

177 416 • 414 Olin St. Subw-i; Terminal Building (Primary Addre11: Schultze & Weaver, Architect, (T~ldg: Subway 1mm 192S 9 
4IS • 31 S. Hill SI.) Slltion & Office Building) (Beaux atylc) 

61 431 - 4S6 Olin St. Site of Philharmonic Auditorium y,cmoliahed) Charin F. Whillleaey, Architect (original); Stilea 1102/69 1906 9 
(Primary Addre11: 421 • 433 W. th St.) 0. Clemcnta, Architect (remodeli:J! (Tre Bldg: 

Auditorium w/Office Building & urch () 

60 503 - 539 s. Olin SC. Biltmore Hotel (Altem■le Addressea: Sil W. 5th St., 
514 • SJ0 S. Gnnd Ave.) 

Schultze & Weaver, Architect, (Type Bldg: HotelJ 7/02169 1922 9 
(Beaux Art■ atyle} 

69 6411 • 651 Oli•e St. Loa An,elee Athletic Club (Primary Addreu: John Parltinaon & Edwin Bergllrom, Architccta (Type 9116'70 1912 9 
425 - 4 7 W. 7th SI.] Bld1: Athletic Club) (Beaux AIU atyle) 

3S4 649 s. Olin St. Oiannini/B■nk or America (Alternale Addrc11: SOS Morgan, Walls & Clemcnta, Architcc11 l!ype Bldg: 4/26/88 1922 9 
W. 7th St.) Bank & Office Building) {Beaux Arte C 1111cal Revival 

llyle) 

195 617 S. Olin SC. Oviatt Building Joaeph Feil, Architect (Type Bld1: Office Building) 7119/71 1928 9 
(Art Deco llyle) 

64 OlnnSt. Olvera St., Included in Plaza Park (Primary Addrc11: Architect not applicable (Type Bldg: ala) (rJ■} 4/01170 9 
Sunaet Bl. & Plaza) 
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340 601 • 605 W. Olympic Bl. Standard Oil Buildln1 (Allem11e Addre11: 953 Ocorge Kellam, Architect [Typo Bld1: Office Buildina) 1n6/8B l92S 9 
S. Hope St.) (Beaux Art■ 11yle} 

at 4625 W. Olympic DI. Memorial Libniry John C, Au11in & Frederic M. Alhley, Architecl1 4/07nl 1930 4 
ITyfco Bldg: Library) (Engli■b Manor in the Tudor 
Sty e w/Oothic inHuences) 

320 109◄0 - 10954 Ophir Dr. Landfair Apartmentl Rkhard J. Neutra, Architect (Type Blda: Ap1rtmen1s) snoIs1 1937 5 
(International Modem ■tyle} 

308 309 W. Opp St, Wilminflon Branch Libniry (Alternate Addre11: ~•nu• Manton, G1mt1 Van Pell & Edgar Maybury 6/17/86 1927 IS 
1001 - 007 Friea Ave.) anton, Van Pell & M'l:bury), Architect■ C'{pe 

Bldg: Library} (Spanish olom■I Revival ■ly e 

249 561 E. Opp St. Powder Magazine (Primary Address: 1001 Eubank 
Ave.) 

Architect unknown (Type Bldg: Adobe] {} 11/10/82 1862 IS 

566 Oranae Grne & Wilshire Mi Company Willhire (Oritnal Wilshire, Fairfax, A. C. Martin & Samuel A. Marx, Architecll (Type 9/30/92 1939 4 
& nn1e Grove Ave, Fae■ es) (Pri11111ry Addrea1: Bld1: Commercial) (Modeme) 
6067 W1l1hiro Bl.) 

1111 651 - 697 Oxronl An. Pelli11ier Buildi, & Willem Theater !Primary Morgan, Walls & Clemente, Architect, (Type Bldg: 8/16n3 1930 10 
Addre11: 3750 • 790 Wil■hire Bl.I Theater) (Art Deco atyle) 

252 912 - 928 Palos Verdes St. Harbor View House [Primary Addreaa: 907 - 945 ~• Roffen, & Steventon & Auociatea, Architects 8/25/82 1926 1.5 
Beacon St.I ype B dg: Athletic Club] (Spanish Colonial Revival 

ttyle} 

263 2123 Parkside An. Villa Rafael J. A, Wilton, Architect (modification) (T!j'e Bldg: 6/03/83 1929 
Single Family Dwellinal (Spanish Colonia Revival 
■tyle} 

267 603 - 607 Park View St. Part Plua Hotel {Fonner Elk'• Building) (Alternate Aleck Curletl & Claude Beelman, Architect■ (Type 6n4Iu 192S 
Addreu: 2400-1416 W. 61h St., 610 - 614 Bldg: Hotel) (Romaneaque influenced ■tyle} 
Carondelet) 

100 610- 680 Park View St. MacArthur Part [Primary Addreu: 2100 - 2320 Architect not applicable (Type Bldg: n/a) (n/a) 5/0lnl 
W. 61h St.) 

156 2130 Puadena Ate. Fire Station II Architect unknown !Type Bldg: Fire Station) 1/01n6 1940 
(Streamline Modeme ■tyle} 

437 4911 Puadena A,e, Terr. Site of A.H. Jud■on Elllte ftreet Renamed Georr,e H. Wrman, Architect IT,YPe Bid~ Single 5/19/89 1895 
Sycamore Terrace) (Demoli ed: 4/92) Fami y Dwelling) {Colonial Rev1val 11yle 

SIS Pueodel Mar Battery Oarood-F1rtey {Primary Addre11: 3601 Architect unknown [Type Bldg: Coartal Defence( () 1nm1 1919 15 
Gaffey St. 

10 72 Patrician Way The Eagle Rock (Primary Addreu: N. Figueroa SI.] Architect no! applicable (Type Bldg: n/a) (n/1) 11/16/62 14 

10 77 Patrician Way The Eagle Rock (Primary Addreu: N. Figueroa St.) Architect not applicable (Type Bld1: n/a) (n/a} 11/16/62 14 
iThi■ i■ the /irimar, lilting for The Eagle Rock 11 

uilding & afety} 

480 Penhin\tSquare, Bounded f, 5th Spanish-American War Memorial (Alternate S. M. Goddard, Arti■t fType Bldg: Slslue with Baael 3nl/90 1900 9 
St., 6th ., S. Olin St. & • Hill Addre1ae1: 5th St., 6th St., S. Olive SI., S. Hill St.) (n/1) 
St. 

432 1600W. Pico DI. Doria Apartmenll Gotfred Hanson, Architect 
{Miuion Revival atyle} 

(Type Bldg: Apartments) 5105189 190S 

120 27110 Pico Bl. Saint Sophia Cathedral (Primary Addreu: Gu■ Kalionzea, Charle■ A. Klingerma~ Albert 6/06n3 1952 
1324 - 1420 S, Nonnandie Ave.] R. Walker ~lionzea, Klingerman & alker) 

Architecll ype Blda: Church) (Byzantine ■tyle) 
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64 PlauP1rk Plaza Park (Primary Addre11: Sunaet Bl. & Plaza) Architect not applicable frype Bldg: n/1) (n/1} 4/01/70 9 

97 1620 Plea.unt AH, Sile of Residence Archilect unknown frYf. Bldfi: Single Family 2mn2 1875 14 
Dwelling) (Hiah Victo an II.I ianate llyle} 

114 71 I - 717 Plymouth Bl. Wilahire United Methodi■t Church (Primary Add11111: Alli■on &. Alli■on, Architect, rType BldJ: Church) 3101m 1924 10 
4350 • 4366 Willhire Bl,) (Romaneaque/Oothic ■tyle) 

210 Powers Pl. & 14th St. Temce Park & Powen Place Architect unknown frype Bldg: n/a) {nla} 2121/79 1904 

473 61 l Rldgeley Dr. Apartment■ Architect unknown frype Bldg: ApartmenlJJ 12108/89 1932 4 
{Chate1ue14ue 1tyle) 

162 Rinnlde Dr. William Mulholland Memorial Fountain (Primary Walter S. Claberg, Architect (Type Bldg: n/a) {n/a} 10/06/76 1940 4 
Addre11: Loa Feliz 81.J (fountain is localed at the 
comer) 

481 932 Rome Dr, MauerHouu John Lautner, Architect ~ Bldg: Single Family 3123/90 1947 13 
Dwelling] (International odem atyle) 

337 21138 Rowena A•e. Engine Company IS6 Architect unknown Pe;ype Bldg: Fire Station) (Spaniah 1112/88 1924 4 
Colonial Revival ■ty e} 

309 450 N. Roamore El Royale Apal1menl1 William Dougl11 Lee Architect fry~e Bldg: 9/02/86 1920 4 
ApartmenlJ) (Spanidl, Cl111ical, & rench Revival 
■tyle) 

SIS Roxbury St. B■Uery 01rood-Parley (Primary Addre11: 3601 
Gaffey St. 

Architect unknown frype Bldg: Coa■IJI Defence) 0 1/22/91 1919 IS 

139 3116 - 3244 Royal St. Shrin11 Auditorium [Primary Addre11: 647 - 6SS John C. Aullin, Architect (exterior); O. Albel1 3/0S/7S 1926 g 
W. Jeffenon Bl.) Lansburg, Architect (interior) (f!'j'8 Bldg: Theater) 

{Spaniali Colonial/Moorilh Rev1va llyleJ 

563 3003 Runyon Canyon Rd, Lloyd Wright'■ Headley/Handley Houae (Exterior Uoyd Wri1ht, Architect rype Bldg: Single Family 7/14192 1945 13 
Only) Dwelllng) {Modem ■tyle 

553 41SS Ruuell An. Midtown School (Site and four John Lautner John Lautner( Architect rTjpe Bldg: School) 11112/91 1960 4 
Buildin11) (lntemationa Modem style 

547 3000 Rustic Canyon Rd. Camp Joaepho Malibu Lodge Architeel unknown frype Bldg: Lodge) {Cnftaman 10/02/91 1941 II 
Lodge 11yle} 

415 149 N. Saint Andrews M. Wilahire Branch Ubrary Allen Kelly Rouff, Architect (Type Bldg: Library) 2101/89 1926 4 
(Italian Romane■que ■tyle} 

434 27 Saint James Pk, Colonel John E. Steam■ Re■idence John Parlcin■on, Architect ffype Bldg: Sin1le F■milr 5/16/89 1900 
Dwellin1I {Cl111ical Revival ■tyle} 

485 4l4 Saint Pierre Rd, Nicolo1i Estate Paul R. William,, Architect frype Bldg: J 4/06190 1931 s 
{Meditemnean llyle) 

23 15151 Saa Feniando Mmfon Bl. San Fernando Mi■■ion (On~ Convent Building, Architect unknown ffype Bldg: Minion) {Minion 8/09/63 1806 7 
Original Church Damaged y Earthquake and ■tyle} 
Retiuilt) 

569 3016 - 3020 San Feruudo Road Van de Ka~•• Holland Dutch BakerJ (Facade Only) J. &!win Hopkin■, Architect fryPe Bldg: Commercial 5112/92 1930 
[Alternate A dre11: 2900- 2930 Fletcher Dr.) Bakery) (Dutch Renaiuance Revival 1tyle) 

119 1145 - 1149 San Julian St, Cohn-Ooldwater B11ildin1 [Primary Addreu: 525 Architect unknown frype Bldg: Factory) (} l/16n3 1909 9 
E. 12th St.) 
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140 740 • 741 S. San Pedro St. C11t Iron Commercial Building [Altemale Addru1: Architect unknown rype Bld1: Commercial) (Queen 3/19/75 190] 14 
611 A&■lha St.] Anne/Italianate ■tyle 

146 61h St,, Berth B4 (Main Cblllllel, Municipal Ferry Buildins, a.k.a. Loa An1elu Architect unknown rrype Bld1: Ferry Dock] 9/17n5 1941 l5 
Saa Pedro) Maritime Mu■eum {S1re1mline Modeme ■tyle} 

111 Saa Pedro Harbor Site of Timm'■ Landing Architect unknown (Type Bid&: n/a] (n/a) V16n7 1150 u 
312 120 • 122 N. Saa Pedro St. Japaneae Union Church of Loa Anselea (Exterior ff. M. Paner■on, Architect (Type Btd1: Church] 10/24/86 1923 9 

only) (Neo-Clmical ■tyle} 

148 Saa Vicente Bl. Between Coral Tree■ (Brentwood) 
Bringham Ate, and 26th St, 

Architect not applkable (Type Bldg: n/aJ (n/a) l/07n6 1950 II 

314 4591 W. Saal.I Monica Bl. C1huen1a Branch Library Clarence H. Ru■aell, Architect (Type Bldg: Library] 10/24186 1916 tl 
{Italian Renai111nce Revival ■tyle) 

319 10669 • 10613 Santa Monica Bl. The Grove Allen Siple &. Edla Muir, Architecll rrypc Bldg: 3111/87 1934 6 
Bungalow,] {French Norman ■tyle} 

16 1203. 11l5 Santee St. Site of Saint Joaeph'a Church rumcd & Demolished) Architect unknown [Type Bldg: Church) {Victorian 5/10/63 1901 9 
[Primary Addre11: 200 • 226 . 121h St.) Golhic ■tyle) . 

407 2305 Scarfi' St. Seyler Residence Abraham M. Edelman, Architect [Tw Bldg: Single 1/20/89 1894 
Family Dwelling] (Queen Anne llyle 

409 2309 • 2311 Scarff St, Burkhalter Re1idence Archlttcl unknown {Type Bldf Single Family 1'20/89 1895 
Dwelling) (Queen Anne 1tyle 

408 2341 Sc:■rff St. Seaman Houn Archilect unknown {Type Bldr= Single Family l'20/89 1888 
Dwelling) {Queen AMe llyle 

455 2342 Scarff St. M1111ret T. Creighton & Bellie Mead Crei&hton Architect unknown n;we Bld1: Single Family 10/24189 1896 
Reaidence Dwellin&) {Colonia Revival llyle) 

457 2365 Scarff St. Freeman 0. T"d Hou• Architect unknown {Type Bldg: Single Family 10/24/89 1893 
Dwelling] {Cralhman 11yle} 

467 2375 Scarff St. Chalet Apartmenll Frank M. Tyler, Architect {Type Bldg: Apartmenta] 10/27/19 1913 
{Craft1man ■lyle> 

134 6671 • 6614 Seim■ Cro11ro1d1 or lhe World [Primary Addre11: Robert V. Demh, Archilect [Tyte Bldg: Shoptn& 12/04n4 1937 ll 
6671 • 6679 Suuet Bl.I Center) {Streamline Modeme & &riod Reviva llyle} 

259 1600-1610 S. Sep11l•eda DI, Loyola Thealer [Allemate Addre11: 6266 M■nche■terl Clarence J. Smale, Architect {Type Bids: Theater) 12/17182 1948 6 
{Blroque Modeme atyle} 

7 10940 SepulYedl Bl. Andrea Pico Adobe [Minion Hi111) Architect unknown {Type Bld1: Adobe) {Adobe) 9121/62 1834 12 

13 2400 Shenandoah St. The Rocha Houae Antonio Jon Rocha II, Archilect (Type Bldg: Single 
Family Dwelling) {Adobe} 

ln&/63 1165 10 

405 16710 Sherman Way Site of Pacific Electric Picover R1ilw1; Station Architect unknown {Type Bids: TPin StalionJ {} 1/11/89 1932 3 
(90~ • 95$ De11royed by Fire 6/4/19 0) 

418 21355 Sherman W■y C1no11 Railroad Slltion • original llruclure Architecl unknown rere Bldg: Tnin Station) S/30/90 1912 3 
(Excludins Addition• and Facade Treatment■ on Roor (Spanish Revival lly e 
and Structure) 

1JS 23130 Sherman Way C1no1a Mi11ion Gallery (Canoga Park) Fnnci■ Lederer, Archittct 
(Misaion 11yle} 

{Type Bldg: Stable■) 12/04174 1936 3 
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204 23134 Sherman WaJ Leden:r Reaidence (Canoga Park) Marian Lederer, Architect ffype Bldg: Single Family 11/lSnB 1934 3 
Dwelling) (Minion atyle} 

4611 mo -2211 Sichel St. Sacred Heart Church fhurch Building Only) Fnnk Capitan, Architect ffype Bldg: Church! (Oolhic 12/0S/&9 1893 
[Alternate Addre■■: 2 01 Baldwin) Revival atyle} 

533 2660 Sichel St. Reaidence Architect unl:nown fTy~e Bldg: Single Family 6/11'91 1893 
Dwelling) (Eaatlake aly e) 

236 Sih·er Lake DI. Sunael Boulevard Bridge Architect unknown ffype Bldg: n/a) (Romaneaque 4/09/81 1934 13 
■tyle) 

422 W. Sit•er Lue Dr. Silver Lake & Jv■nho Re■ervoir■ (At Silver uke Bl.) William Mulholland, Engineer !Type Bldg: n/■ I (n/a} 3/31/89 1906 13 

ISO 200N.SprinaSt. Lo■ Angel11 City Hall John C. Auatin, Alben C. Martin & John Parkinson, 3/24n6 1928 9 
Architecll ffype Bldg: Ofl"K:e Building] 
(Clauical/Sky■craper ■tyle} 

12 1231 N. Sprins SI. River Station Are■/Soulhem Pacific Railroad Architect nol applicable ffype Bldg: n/■) (n/1} 6/16/71 1876 

385 413 • 443 s. Spriq St. Title ln111rance & TNII Company Building & Annex John P■rkinaon, Architect tType Bld1: Office Building] ll/OS/88 1927 I ◄ 
{Art Deco ■tyle) 

10 SOI • SIi S. Spring SI. Palm Court, Alexandria Hotel Architect unknown (Type Bldg: Hotel) (Beaux An■ 
■tyle} 

3/03/71 190S 14 

20.S 610 • 611 S. Sprina St. Lo■ Angele■ Stock Exchange Building Samuel E. Lunden, Architect ff)'lle Bldg: Stock I/03n9 1931 9 
Bxchangef {Cla11icat Moderne ■tyle) 

211 1153 Stadium WaJ freet name Cathedral High School Architect unknown (Type Bldg: School) {l11lian 8/07/8◄ 1923 
ch11111ed to Bishops d,) Renai■■ance ■tyle} 

504 2000 Stadium Way Barlow Sanitorium v■rioua architect. (Type Bldg: Variou■J (variou■ 10/09/90 1930 
11ylea} 

367 10909 Stnthmon Dr. Sheela Apartmenta · John Lautner, Architect (Type Bld1: Apartments) 6nt/81 1949 s 
(Modem atyle} 

351 11005 • ll013'h Stralhmore Dr. Stralhmore Apartmenll ltichard J. Neutra, Architect ffype Bldg: Apartmenll] 4/08/88 1937 5 
{lnlemalional Modem llyle) 

.m 3720 Stephett White Dr • Cabrillo Beach Bath Hou■e David Bemiker, Arcbilecl (Type Bldg: Barh Houae) 
(Meditemnean ■tyle} 

l2/l3/92 19Jl 15 

3 100 w. Samet m. Plaza Church Jo■e Antonio Ramirez, Architect (Type Bldg: Church! 11/06/62 11114 9 
( Hi■panic Tradition ■tyle} 

198 4391 • 4421 Sumet Bl. KCET Studio■ (Alternate Addre11e1: 1327 • 1435 Architect unknown ffype Bldg: Studios) (} 9n0l78 1911 4 
N. Hoover St., 4314 • 43.S0Sunset Dr.] 

1110 5100 • 51151 Sunset Bl. Sile or the Filming or Finl Talking Film (Alternate Architect not applicable ffype Bldg: n/aJ (n/a) 9121/77 1927 13 
Addre■a: 1424 • 1456 Bromon Ave.) 

134 6671 • 66 79 Sunset Bl. Cro11road1 or the World !Alternate Addre1aea: Robert V. Derrah, Architect fT~e Bldg: Shopfing 12/04/74 1937 13 
1508. 1597 Croaroada or lhe World, ISIO • IS36 Center) {Streamline Modcme & eriod Reviva llyle) 
Laa Palma, Ave., 6671 • 66114 Selma) 

234 7771 • 7791 Sunset Bl. Site orT■ft Houte (Burned & Demoli■hed) Architect unknown (Type Bldg: Sin1le Family 
Dwelling) {Ea■llake Style} 

11/03/80 1900 4 

ISi 8215 • 1221 Samet Bl. Ch11eau M■rmont ~Alternate Addre1■e1: 1225 Arnold Weitz.man, Archilecl ffype Bldg: Hotel] 3/24/76 1924 s 
Mannont Ln., 124 Montee! Rd.J (Norman 1tyle} 
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254 10643 - 10685 Sunset Bl, Marymount Hi1h School \Alternate Addre11: Ro■■ Montgome~, Architect rType Bldf School] 9nB/82 19Jl s 
101 - Ill Marymount Pl. (Spaniah Colonia Revival/Mi11ion 1tyle 

440 11725 Samet Bl. Ea1tern Star Homek Front Ground, & Courtyard, William Moo11er, Architect rT1Pe Bldg: Retirement S/16/89 1936 II 
(Excludin1 the 19S Addition) Home) (Spanillh Colonial Revival 1tyle} 

276 15300- IS318 Sumet Bl. Pacific Pali11de1 Bu1lnea1 Block lAlternate Clifton Noune1 Architect rr~e Bld~: Shopping Center 4/24/84 1924 II 
AddreHe1: 15301 • 1S327 Antioc St., 904 • 910 Via & Office Building! {Sp■niah olonia Revival ■tyle} 
De La Pa:r.l 

64 Sumet Bl, & Plaza Plaza Park (area bounded by Macy, Main, Alameda, Architect not applicable [Type Bldg: n/a) (n/a) 4/01/70 9 
& Arcadi~ (El Pueblo) [Alternate Addresses: 
Alameda t,, Arcadia, Macy St., Olvera St., Plaza 
Park, N. Main St.) 

64 Sunset Bl, & Plaza Plaza Park (area bounded by Macy, Main, Alameda, Architect not applicable [Type Bldg: n/a) (n/a} 4/01/70 
& Arcadia) (El Pueblo) (Alternate Addre1se1: 
Alameda St., Arcadia, Macy St., Olvera St., Pla:r.a 
Park, N. Main St.] 

64 Suaset Bl. & Plaza Plaza Park (area bounded by Macy, Main, Alameda, Architect not applicable rType Bld1: n/a) (n/a) 4/01/70 14 
& Arcadi~ (El Pueblo)JAlternate Addre1se1: 
Alameda t., Arcadia, ■cy St., Olvera St., Pl11,a 
Park, N. Main St.] 

198 4314- 4JS0Suaset Dr. KCET S1udioa !Primary Addre11: 4391 • 4421 Sun■et Architect unknown rType Bldg: Studio•) (} 9/20/78 1912 4 
Bl.I 

233 1216 - 1220 Sum« Plaza Dr. Site of Sun1et Plua Apartmenll (Demoliahed 7/87) Paul R. William•, Architect rType Bldg: Apartment■) 10/09/80 1936 s 
(Georgian Revival atyle} 

226 1765 N. Sycamon A.e. Sile orThe MuquenClub (Demoliahed) Architect unknown rType Bldf Single Family 8n9n9 1928 IJ 
Dwelling) (Tudor Revival aty e} 

437 4909 • 4915 N. Sycamore TelT. Site of A. H. Jud■on Eatate (Fonnet 4911 Pa11dena Oeole H. Wyman, Archilect rT)'Pe Bid~ Single 5/19/89 11195 
Avenue Temce} (Demolilhed 4/199 ) Ftmi y Dwelling) {Colonial Revival atyle 

373 4939 N. Sycamon TelT. Arroyo Stone Hou■e &. Wall (Formerly 4939 Architect unknown rType Bldg: Single Family 7/IS/IIS 1900 
N. Figueroa Street} Dwelling) () 

372 4967 - 4971 N. Sycamore Terr, Mary P. Field Houae &. Arroyo Slone Wall Architect unknown rType Bld1: Sinsle Family 7/IS/88 1903 
(Formerly 4967 • 4973 N. Figueroa Street) Dwelli111J (Craftsman atyle) 

371 4973 - 4977 N. Sycamon Terr. Tuslin House & Arroyo Stone Wall (Fonnerty Meyer & Holler reilwaul:ee Buildi~ Co.), Architecta 7/15/88 1912 
4967 • 4973 N, Figueroa Street} rTy~ Bldg: Sing e Family Dwellin1 (Cnftaman 

atyle) 

370 4979 • 4913 N. Sycamore Terr. Herivel Hou■e & Arroyo Stone Wall (Formerly Meyer & Holler reilwaulcee Buildinf Co,), Architecl■ 7/U/118 1912 
4979 • 498S N. Figueroa Streel) rTyre Bldg: Singe Family Dwellin1 (Craftlman 

atyle} 

369 49115 - 4989 N. Sycamore Terr. Johnson Hou11e & Arroyo Stone Wall (Fonnerly 4985 Meyer & Holler (Milwaukee Buildinf Co.), Architect■ 7/IS/88 1911 
N. Figueroa Street) [Type Bldg: Single Family Dwelling (Cral\aman 

ttyle) 

202 14410 • 14440 Sylna St. Valley Munlc::,:•t Buildin~, Van Nu,■ City Hall Peter K. Schabarum, Architect [Type Bldg: Office 10/111/78 1932 II 
!Alternate Ad re■■: 1440 - 14441 rwin St. Mall) Building] {An Deco ■tyle) 

201 14832 - 14836 Syhaa St. Van Nuy■ Woman'■ Club Buildin1 Architect unknown rrype Bldg: Clubhou■e] 10/18178 1917 II 
(Cral\aman style) 

329 1806 - 11130 Tamarind A,e. Ch■leau Ely■ee [Primary Addreas: 5930 • 5936 Arthur E. Harvey, Architect (Type Bld1: Ap■rtmentt) 9nJ/87 1928 4 
Franklin Ave.] (French Normandy llyle) 
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31S 1913 • 1915 T11111arind Ate. Viii■ C■rlotla [Primary Addrua: 5959 Franklin Ave.) Arthur B. Harvey, Architect {Type Bldg: Hotel! 10nBl86 1926 4 
{Sp■nillh Chuniguereaque llyle) 

SIS Taraet Ranae Road Ballery O1food-F1rley [Primary Addrc11: 3601 Archilecl unknown [Type Bld1: C011tal Defence! () 1/22/91 1919 IS 
Gaffey SI. 

II 1012 w. Temple St, Sile or The Rochcller (Dl1mantled on 2/ I 4/79) Fred R. Dom, An:hitecl [Type Bldg: Single Family 1/04/63 1887 9 
Dwelling! {ManAnl-N■pole■nll atylc) 

464 206 Tbone SC. Farao Houae Ha:!ij Orey{ An:hi1ec1 rrr,P.e Bldg: Single Family 11103/89 1908 14 
Dwe ling) Craftsman lly e) 

19 3010 Tilden An. Moreton B•t Fig Tree [Primary Addres■: 11000 An:hilect nol applicable [Type Bldg: n/1) {n/a) S/10163 II 
National Bl. 

231 1028 n,ertoa An. El Greco Ap■rtmenll [Primary Addre11: 817 • 823 Pierpont F. Davi■ & Walter S. Davia Architect• [Type 6/30/80 1929 s 
N. H■:wo111i] . Bldg: Apartment•! (Sp■niah Colonial Revival atyle) 

273 2311 Toberman An. Durfee Houac [Primary Addren: 1001 • 1007 An:hitect unknown [TrJ/c Bldg: Single Family 1/04/8◄ 1885 
W. 24th St.) Dwelling) (B11tlake II)' c) 

71 801 S. To-e Ate, Site or Fint African Methoclill 1;tiacopal Church [Type Bldg: Chun:h) () 1/06nl 1903 14 
tDe•tro/ied by Pire} [Alternate ddren: 754 • 760 

. 8th t.J 

474 Trani Towa The Ullle Nugget (Griffith Park) W■lt Kuhn, Architect (interior) [Type Bldg: n/aJ (n/a) 1126/90 1937 4 

302 Sll IN. Tujunga Ate. Amelia E■ rh■ rt North Hollywood Regional Library Welton & Weston, Architect, vype Bldg: Library) 6/27/86 1929 4 
{Sp1nilh Colonial Revival atyle 

113 701 • 709 Unioa An. Youn.J.'• Market [Primary Addren: 1602 • 1614 Charle■ F. Plummer, An:hitect [Tjpe Bldg: 3101n3 1924 
W. 7 St.) Commcn:i■IJ (Greco Roman ■tyle 

128 3616 Unitenlty An. H■ncoc:k Memorial Muacum (U .S.C.) An:hitecl unknown [Type Bldg: M■n■ ionl (P1ll1di1n smn◄ 1900 I 
llyle} 

173 IISl S. Valmcla St. Wel1h Prc1byteri1n Church (Alternate Addre11: I SOI S, Tilden Norton, An:hitect [Type Bldg: Church) 4120/77 1909 
W. 12th St.] {Greek Revival ■tyle} 

1.53 Vallq Bl. ud Mi.uion Rd. Site of lhe Uncoln Plrk Carouacl (Dellroyed by Fire) Oliver & Ron Davi■, Archilecll [Type Bldg: n/a) 4/21/76 1914 
{n/1} 

141 Valley Cln:le Bl. (near) Ch■taworth Reacrvoir Kiln Site (Primary Addren: Architect not ■pplic■ble [Type Bldg: n/1) (n/1) 4/0ln5 12 
Wool1ey Cyn. Rd.) 

130 5609 Valley Oak Dr. S■muela-Nav■rro Hou1e [Alternate Addreu: 22.55 Uoyd Wright, An:hitect [Tre Bldf Single Pamilr 7117n4 1928 4 
Verde O■k Dr.J Dwelling! (Pre-Columbian eviv■I Art Deco ■tyle 

2 7157 Valmont Dr. Bolton Hall !Primary Addrcs■: IOI 16 Commerce George H1ni1, An:hitecl [Type Bldg: ClubhouacJ 8/06162 1913 2 
Ave.) {Stone Construction) 

9 22633 Vuowen SC. Shadow Ranch Houec Architect unknown rrype Bldg: Ranch Houac) 11/02/62 1870 3 
(Colonial 1tyle Adobe) 

270 Venice Bl. Venice C1n1l1 (Venice Boulevanl on the [Typa Bldg: n/1) (n/1} 7/IS/83 1905 6 
North - Waahint.n SI.reel on lhe South • Oce■ n 
Avenue on the It • Strongs Drive on the Well) 

330 1920 Vmice Bl. Roacd■le Ceme1e;7, (Prim■ ry Addrc11: 1131 Architect not applicable [Type Bld1: n/■J (n/1) 12/01/87 1884 
W, Waahington B ,) 

182 9009 - 9031 Vmice Bl. Ivy Subllltion Architect unknown Ver Bldg: Power Station) 
(Mi11ion Revival lly e 

2/0tn8 1907 10 
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190 14626 Vmtura Bl. La Rei111 Theater S. Charlea Lee, Architect ffype Bldg: Theater} 3/06/BS 19311 s 
(Streamline Modeme 1tyle} 

130 1255 Verde Oak Dr. Samuel1-Novarro Hooao (Primary Addre11: 5609 Uoyd Wright, Architect rrve Bldf Single Pamilr 7/l7n4 1928 4 
Valley Oak Dr.) Dwelling! {Pre-Columbian evival Art Deco atyle 

176 904 • 910 Via De LI PH PHifie Paliude■ Bualne■a Block !Primary Addrea1: Clifton Nounc1 Archilecl ff~e Bid~: Shopping Center 4n4/84 1924 ti 
15300 • 15311 Sunaet Bl.) &. Office Building) (Spanilh olonia Revival atyle) 

169 1262 Victoria An. William Oran! Still Re■idence Architect unknown ffype Bldg: Single Family ll/Oln6 1930 10 
Dwelling) () 

170 1690 Victoria An. Paul R. Williama Reaidence Paul R. Willi1m1, Archi!ect~ype Bid,= Single Family ll/Oln6 1952 10 
Dwelling) (Internalional M cm l!yle 

174 5112 • S595 Villaae Green Village Oreen R. D. Johnson/Wilson& Merrill/Robert Alexander, 
Architecta ffype Bldg: n/a) 0 

S/04m 1942 g 

194 Vme SC. Betweea Yucca St & Hollywood Walk of Famt !Primary Addrea■: Architect unknown !Type Bldg: n/a) (n/a) 7/05nll 1950 13 
Sunset Bl. and HoUwood Hollywood Bl.) 
Bt. Betweea Gower St. & 
Syc1more A•e. 

304 2101 E. Wab■s• AH. Malabar Branch Ubniry William Lee Wollell, Archi1ec1 frypc Bldg: Ubnryl 6n7/B6 1927 14 
{Spanilh Revival llyle) 

161 416 • 426 S. Wall SC. Wolrer Prindn1 Co'Wiany Building (Altemale Edward Cray Taylor &. Elli• Wing T■~or1 Architects 9/1Sn6 1929 9 
Addre■■: 301 • 311 IRII0n sq ffype Bldg: Office Building! {Tudor ev1val) 

300 Wubinlfoa Bl. C■u Camino Real [Primary Addre11: 1821 S. O■k Morgan, Walla, &. MorJian, Archilecll !Type Bldg: ) 10129/BS 1924 
SI.) {Beaux Arts/Art Deco/ pani■h ■tyle) 

574 714 W. Washlnatoa Bl, Pierce Broth,n Mortuary Mc7cer &. Holler rrrri Bld3: Mortuary) {Spaniah V09/93 1923 
Co onial Revival lty e) 

330 1131 W. Wuhlngtoa Bl. Ro11ed1le Cemetery [Alternate Addre11: 1920 Venice 
Bl.) 

Architect nol applicable ffype Bldg: n/a) {n/a} lV0l/87 1884 

573 11200- 11210 Weddin1loa St. El Ponal Theatre !Primary Addre-■: 5265 • 5271 L. A. Smith IType Bldf Theater) (Spani■h 2/09/93 1926 4 
Lankenhim Bl.) Renaiaaance Revival ■lye) 

310 151 S. Westera ATe. Fire Station 119 J. J. Backus, Architecc (Type Bldr: Fire Station) 10/011116 1913 4 
(Italian Re111i111nce 1tyle) 

291 169 • 173 S. Westem AYe. Crocker Bank Building JA1ternale Addrm: Arthur E. Hervey, Archi1ect frype Bld1: Bank] (Ari 9120/85 1931 4 
4359 • 4363 W, 3rd St. Deco llyle) 

m 6Sl • 676 S. Westena AH. Pelll11ier Buildinf & Willem Theater [Primary Morgan, Wallt & Clcmen11, Alchitect1 frype Bldg: ll/16n3 1930 10 
Addre■■: l7S0 • 790 Wllahire Bl.) Theater) {Art Dec:o 11yle) 

230 2425 S. Western AH. Villa M1ri1 [Durree Hou11eJ Frederick L. Roch~ Architect {Type Bld1: Single 6/IVB0 1908 10 
Family Dwelling! udor Revival l!yle} 

56 651 • 690 Westmoreland An. Bullock'■ Wilahire (Primary Addre11: 30S0 • 3070 P■rkin■on &. Parkin■on, Architect■ frype Bldg: 6/0S/68 1929 10 
Willhire Bl.) Department Store) (Pari1ien Moderne 11yle) 

231 760 S. Westmorelud A.-e, Finl Bapci■t Church of Loi A~ele■ !Alternate AllilOll & Allison, Architecta (Type Bldg: Church) 4/09/81 1917 10 
Addre111e1: 217S W. Ith St., 2 60 • 982 Leeward (GO!hic/Sp1nl1h Revival llyle} 
Ave.) 

10 Weslshire Dr. Two Stone Gate■ !Primary Addre11: Be1chwood) Architect unknown !Type Bld3: n/1) {} 5n4/63 1923 4 
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364 1045 - 1099 Westwood Bl, hn11 lnve■tment c:;sanl Building (txcluding Allison & Allison, Architect■ [Type Bldg: Office csn11ss 1929 5 
104S - 1061 WellW B .) (Alternate Addre11: Building) (Cla■sical 1tyle) 
1072 - 1080 Broxton Ave,) 

360 1142 - 1154 Westwood Bl, Bnt■ltellerlW[ti•n Theater (Allemete Addre11: R1111ell Colliru, Architect [Type Bldg: Supennarltet) 6/21188 1929 s 
10885 - 108 'ndbrook Dr.) (Mediterranean ■tyle) 

361 10935 - 10943 Weyburn AYe. Fox Bruin Theater (Primary Addre11: 926 - 950 S. Charlu Lee, Architect [Type Bldg: Theater) 6/21188 1937 5 
Broxton Ave.J {Streamline Modeme style) 

362 10953 - 10961 Weybura An. Fox Vill11e Theater [Primary Addre11: 949 - 961 P. P. Lewi1, Architect [Type Bldg: Theater) 6/21188 1931 5 
Broxton Ave.) {Sp1nishlCla11ical Revival style} 

41 White Oak An, Betwet11 Saa Deodar Cedar Tree■ (Granada Hills) Architect not applicable [Type Bldg: nla) (il/1) 8/03166 12 
Femudo Mission ud Saa Jose 
St. 

448 172_0- 1728 Whidey An. Whitley Court Oliver P. Denni■ & L7cman Farwell, Architect■ [Type 1Vl3/88 1903 4 
Bldg: Duplexea) {Co onial Revival 1tyle) 

66 901 • 915 Wilshire Bl, Site or Saint Paul'• Cathedral (Primary Addre11: Johnson! Coate, Kaurman, & Win1low, Architecta 5106no 11183 9 
611 - 625 S. Fi1ueroa St.J [Type B d1: Church) () 

2611 2501 • 2511 Wibhire Bl, La Fonda Reataurant Buildin1 (Altemate Addre11: Morgan, Wall■ & Clement■, Architect■ [Tyfe Bids: 6n◄tll 1926 
63 7 • 641 Carondelet) Restaurant) {Spanish Colonial Reviv■l llyle 

56 30S0 • 3070 Wibbin Bl. Bullock'• Wilshire ~Alternate Addreue■: 2973 - 2989 Parkinson & Parkinson, Architecu [Type Bldg: 6105168 1929 10 
W. 7th St., 6S5 - 6 S Wilshire Pl,, 658 - 690 Department Store) (Pari■ien Modeme ■tyle) 
Weatmoreland Ave.) 

534 3240 W'ibbire Bl. I. Magnin It Company Buildini (Altemste Addre1a: Myron Hunt & H. C. Ch1mbera, Architect, [Type 6/11/91 1938 10 
6S0 - 666 S. New Hampshire ve.) Bldg: Commericial Retail Store! (International ■tyle} 

209 3461 Wibblre Bl. Wil■hire Chri11i1n Church Building I Primary Robert H. Orr, Architect (Type Bldg: Church) {Italian 1117/79 1927 IO 
Addre11: 634 - 646 S. Normandie Ave.) Romane1que llyle} · 

116 3641 - 3663 W-ibhire Bl. Wil■hire Boulevard Temple (Alternate Addre11ea: A. M. Edelman, S. Tilden Norton{ David C. Allison, 3nt/73 1929 10 
6111 • 646 S. Hobart Ave., 62S • 647 S. Harvard Bl.I Architccta [Type Bldg: Church] Byzantine style) 

Ill 37S0 • 3790 Wibhire Bl. Pelli11ier Buildin1 & Willem Theater JAltemste Morgan, Wall■ & Clementi, Architects (Type Bldg: 11/16/73 1930 10 
Addre1■e1: 651 • 697 Oxford Ave., 6 2 - 676 Theater) (Art Deco 1tyle} 
S. Wellem Ave.) 

311 4117 - 4127 Wibhlre Bl, Lo■ Alto■ Apartments Edward B. Ru1t, Architect [Type Bldg: Apartmentt) 10/17/86 1925 4 
(Spanish Revival 1tyle) 

114 4350 - 4366 Wibbire Bl. Wilshire United Melhodill Church fAllernate Allison &. Alliton, Architects frype Bldg: Church) J101m 1924 IO 
Addrenet: 7011 S. Lucem Bl., 711 - 717 Plymolh (Rornaneeque/Gothic ■tyle} 
Bl.) 

250 4400 Wilshire Bl. The Ebell or Loa Angelea Buildinf !Alternate Sumner P. Hunt & Sil-■ R. Bum■ (Hunt & Bums), 1/25/82 1927 10 
Addre11: 741 - 743 l:uceme Ave. Architect, IType Bldg: Theater] (Spanish Colonial 

Revival 1tyle} 

451 5370 Wibhire Bl. The Darkroom (Facade Only) M1rcu1 Miller, Architect (Type Bldg: Shop) 
(Prognmatic llyle} 

1/01/89 1938 4 

332 5500 • 5522 Wibbire Bl. Wilshire Tower Gilbert Stanley Underwood, Architect [Tre Bldg: 
Shop & Office Building) (Art Deco style 

12/08/87 1929 4 

520 5515 - 5519 Wilshire Bl, El Rey Theater C. A. Balch, Architect [Type Bld9: Theater) (Zig-Zag 2/26/91 1936 4 
Modeme atyle) 
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S66 6067 Wilshire Bl. M6 Company Willliire (O'!fiinal Willhire, F■irfu, A. C. Martin&. Samuel A. Marx, Architect■ rrype 9/30192 1939 4 
& range Grove Ave, Faca e1) (Allemate Addrene■: Bldg: Commercial! (Modeme) 
F■irru: & Willhlre, Orance Grove Ave. & Willhlre) 

S6 6SS • 615 Wibhlre Pl, Bullock'• Wilahire (Primary Addren: 3050 • 3070 Parkinson&. Parkinson, Archited1 rrype Bldg: 6/0S/68 1929 ID 
Willhire Bl.) Dep■r1menl Store) (Pari■ien Modeme 11yle) 

S611 llS S. Wilton Pl. Thom11 A. Churchill Sr. Re■ide111:e F. Pie~nl Davi■, Architect rrlfu':e Bld.lt Single 10127/92 1909 4 
Family Dwelling) {Crafllman/ glish ■ and Craft■ 
alylc) 

Sll 67 - 71 Windward A•e. Venice Arcade■, Column, and Capitals C.H. Ru1sell, Architect rrype Bldg: Commercial) {) 4/23/91 1904 6 

161 301 - 311 Wmstoa St. Wolrer Printiw Co. Building (Primary Addre11: Edward Cny Taylor&. Elli• Wing Ta~or1 Architect■ 9/IS/76 1929 9 
416 - 426 S. ■II St.) !Type Bldg: Office Building) (Tudor ev1v1I} 

S38 108 - 110~ Witmer St. David J. Witmer Fami~ House• ■nd Compound David J, Witmer F.A.I.A., Architect ITre Bldg: 7/02/91 1921 
(Alternate Addreu: 14 1 W. 2nd St.) Residence■ ! {Italian Meditemne■n style 

II 627 - 635 Wltmtt St. The Fo~ Houae !Thi■ i ■ the primary 1ddre■1 of the Ezn F. Kyaor, Architect rype Bldg: Single Family 9/22/62 1873 
ori1ina location of the houae. It w11 moved on Dwelling) (Italianate style 
December 7, 1992 Co 1337 - 1341 Carroll Avenue! 

291 1110 - 2111 Woodland Way Hifthl■nd-C■mroae Vill~e (Primary Addre11: Archilect unknown !Type Bh~f Bung■lowL r•liforni1 4123/IIS 1923 4 
11 I • 1131 N, Hiahla Ave.) Cnl\rm■n &. Dulch Colonial ung■low II)' 1 

315 7175 - 7877 Woodn,w W'ilsaa Dr, Shulman Route Raphael S. Sori■not Architect rrll:e Bldg: Single lln6/87 l9SO 4 
Family Dwelling) lntem■lional odem atyle) 

141 Woolwy Cyn. Rd. (nead Chatswonh Reservoir Kiln Site (Alternate Addre11: 
Vrlley Circle Bl.I 

Architect not applicable rrype Bld1: n/a) {nla} 4l02/7S 12 

261 1S30 Wortanan St. Uncoln Hei1ht1 Ub_nry Hibard &. Cody, Arehitec11 (Type Bldg: Ubnryl 6,03/83 1916 
(Italian Renaiuance atyle} 

274 6045 York Bl. Nor1he111 Police Station (Highland Park) Architect unknown p;ype Bld1: Police Station! 1/04/84 1926 14 
(Renai1■1111:e Reviva llyle} 

491 6169 • 6199 Yodl Bl. Arroyo Seco Bank Buildi7. \Primary Addre11: Aullin &. Ashl'jl, Architect, rrype Bld1: Commercial) 7/30/90 1926 
6301 - 6311 N. Figueroa t. (Rennai1unce eviv■l 11yle) 

329 S91S • 5939 Yutta St. Ch1te1u Elyaee [Primary Addreu: 5930 - 5936 Arthur E. Harvey, Architect (Type Bldg: ApartmentrJ 9/23/87 1928 4 
Franklin An.J {French Normandy llyle} 

313 3SS • 369 E. 1st St, L.A. H~ HTifranji Buddhi11 Temple (Allemale Ed1ar Cline, Architect rrype Bldg: Church) 0 10/24/86 1925 9 
Addre11: I • 11 N. Central Ave. I 

313 3SS • 369 E. 1st St. Buddhi■l Temple, Hompt Honcw■nji Edgar Cline, Architect rrnie Bldg: Church) {} IOn4/86 1925 9 

17 110- 136 E. 2n4 St. Saint Vibiana'1 C1thednl ~Alternate Addreuea: Ezra F. ~er, Arehitect (T~e Bldg: Church) 5/10/63 1876 9 
200 - 248 S. Main St., 20 • lU S. Los Angele■ St.) (Spanish roque Revival lly e} 

538 1422 W. lad St. David J. Witmer Family Hou■e■ and Compound David J. Witmer F.A,I.A., Architect rrre Bldg: 7/02/91 1921 
(Primary Addre11: 108 - 2101h Witmer SI.I Residences) (l1ali1n Meditemnean 11yle 

S43 3rd St. & Falrlu Finnen Market - (Orif.inal Farmen Market area Architect unknown rre.ie Bldg: Varied! (Spanish 7/24/91 1852 4 
and Gilmore Adobe, inc uding Farmen Market Dell Colonial Adobe llyle ( 1lmore Adobe)) 
Clock & original Gilmore Co. Office, 11 Included on 
1i1e j,1•n w/stipul1tion1 adopted by Council 011 
7/2 /91) (Alternate Addre1ae1: Fairrax Blvd., 
Gilmore Lane) 

• JS. 



Uonumeni: Full Archilect, Dale of Dile of Council 
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4 lnl St. & Hill Anrl'• Flight (Dl1m1nlled 5/69) (Alternate Addren: J. W. F.ddy, Architect rrype Bldg: n/■J {n/a} 8114/62 1901 9 
Hil & 3rd) 

6 216 • 224 W. lnl St. Bradbu7, Buildina [Primary Addre11: 300- 310 Geor1e H. Wyman, Architect rrype Bldg: Office 9121/62 1893 14 
S. Bro■ way) Building! (llalian Renaiuance atyle) 

5SS 2.512 • 2516 W. lnl St. Mo!her Tn11t Superet Center (Including Entire Sile Tru!ldell &. Newton, Architecll (original Chapel) [Type 3/18/92 1923 
and All Improvement■) Bide: Auditoruim, Church, Billboard) {Clanical 

Revival llyle (Church)> 

298 43.59 - 4363 W. lrd St. Crocker Bank Building [Primary Addre11: 269 • 273 Ar1hur E. Harvey, Architect rrype Bldg: Bankl {Art 9120/BS 1931 4 
S. We■tem Ave.I Deco style) 

26.5 4th St. at Lofflll St. Bridge Merrill Butler, Engineer [Type Bldg: n/1) {Catenary 6/07/83 1928 14 
Arch Bridge) 

2118 103 - 107 w. 4th St. Barclay Hotel (Former V■n Nuy1 Hotel) (Alternate Morgan & Walls, Architects rrype Bldg: Hotel] 2/01/BS 1896 9 
Addre11: 352 - 3.50 S. Main St.I {Beaux Arta style) 

218 103 - 107 w. 411a St. Formerly Van Nuy, Hote1, tilled II Barclay Hotel Morgan & Walls, Architects rrype Bldg: Hotel) 2/01/BS 1896 9 
{Beaux Art, 1tyle} 

271 110 W. 4th St. Farmer, & Merchanll Bank Building (Primary Ocllviu■ Morgan & John Walla [t!organ &. Wall•/• 8109/83 1189 9 
Addre11: 401 - 411 S. Main St.) Architecll rrype Bldg: Bank) Beaux Arts 11yle 

91 3401 • 341.5 w. 4th St. Korean Phllldelphia Church [Primary Addres1: S. Tilden Norton, Architect [Type Bldg: Church) 11/17171 192.5 4 
401 • 407 S. New Hamplhire Ave.) {Rom1neaque/Moorilh Revival 11yle} 

417 2S325t1LA". Gordon L. McDonough Hou■e Frank M. T{.ler, Architect fype Bldg: Single Family 2/21/89 1908 10 
Dwelling) Craftsman 1tyle 

410 5th St., Penhing Square Sp■nillh-Amerlean War Memorial (Primary Addreu: S. M. Goddard, Artilt [Type Bldg: Ststue with Ba■el 3123/90 1900 9 
Penhing Sq111reJ (nf•} 

37 225 E. 5th St. Fire Slllion 123 Hud10n & Mun■ell, Architec11 [Type Bldg: Fire 2/18/66 1910 9 
Station] {} 

278 401 - 411 w. 5th St. Tille Guarantee A Trult Cosr•i Buildlnfi (Exterior Parltin10n & P■ rkin10n, Architecta rrype Bldg: Office 7/11/84 1931 9 
Only) (Alternate Addren: 45 - 57 S. Hi I St.) Building] (Art Deco 111yle} 

61 421 • 433 W. 5th St. Site or Philh■rmonle Audhorium (Demolilhed) ctmlea F. Whittlesey, Architect (origin■ !); Stile• 7102169 1906 9 
(Alternate Addre11: 431 - 4S6 Olive St.) 0. Clement■, Architect (remodelinf rr{pe Bldg: 

Auditorium w/Office Building&. C urch () 

60 .512 w. 5th St. Biltmore Hotel (Primary Addre11: 503 • 539 S. Olive 
SI.J 

Schultze&. Weaver, Architecta (Type Bldg: Hotel) 7/02./69 1922 9 
{Beaux Art, lllyle) 

347 601 - 61 I W. 5th St. One Bunker Hill Building [Alternate Addre11: 45S Alli10n &. Alli1on, Architect■ ~pe Bldg: Office 312S/88 1930 9 
S. Or■ nd Ave.) Building) (Art Deco (Zig-Zag ciderne) lllyle} 

46 630 W. 51b St. Central Ubrary Building & Ground• Bertrum Oro1Yenor Goodhue, Architect Pe"{pe Bldg: 3/01/67 1925 9 
Library) (Bcaul Arta/Period Revival lty e 

480 6th St., Penhiog Square Sp1nlllh-Americ1n W■r Memorial (Primary Addre11: S. M. Goddard, Artist rrype Bldg: Slltue with Ba■e) 3n3/90 1900 9 
Penhing Square} (n/a) 

104 I 00 • 134 E. 6th St. Cole1 Pacific Electric Bulfet/P■ cific Electric Building Thornton Fitzhugh, Architect rrrpe Bldg: Train I0/18nl 1908 9 
g;o Include Entire Buildinf) [Alternate Addre11e1: Station) (Beaux Art• ■tyle} 
00- 616 S. Main St., 60 - 619 S. Lot Angelea St.I 

137 117 • 219 w. 6th St. Finney'• Cafeteria Plummer & Fell, Architect, rrype Bldg: Cafeteria) () 1/ISn.'i 1914 14 
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2SI 471 W. 6th St. (San Ptdrol Juarez Theater (Warner Brother■) B. M1rcu1 Priteca, Architect [Type Bld1: Theater! 8/lS/81 1931 15 
{Art Deco ■tyle) 

398 S23 W. 6th St. Pacific Mutual Buildin1 P1rltin10n &. Parkinson (remodel), Be1"11lrom, Dodd&. llnJ/88 1936 9 
Rich1nb, Heit11ehmid1, Architect, [Type Bldg: Office 
Buildings&. Gange) {Beaux Art■ 1t7le) 

100 1100 • 2320 W. 6th St. MacArthur Park [Alternate Addre1ae1: 601 • 631 
S. Alvando St., 610 • 680 Park View SI.) 

Architect not applic1blc [Type Bldg: n/a] (n/a) S/0tm 

267 2400 • 2416 w. 6th St. Pl121 Park Hotel (Primary AddreH: 603 • 607 Aleck Curlell &. Claude Bcelman, Architect, [Type 6n4/83 192S 
Parkview St.) Bldg: Hotel) (Romanesque influenced slyle) 

4S1 2820 • 2830 w. 6th St. Felipe de Neve Branch Libney (lncludin~ lhe Charlca F. Whittlese,-, Architect [Tf!je Bldr: Libnryl 10/17/89 1929 10 
Courtyard, Terrace■ &. Fountain Area) ( orlheaat (Mediterranean/Spanish Colonial ■ty e} 
comer or Lafayette Park / between Vermont & 
Alv■f"!-do) 

386 34Sl W. 6th SC. Chapman Park Market Building Morgan, Wall■ &. Clementi, Architect, [T( pe Bldg: 8/30/88 1929 4 
Shop,&. Market■) {Mediterranean Rniva llyle} 

280 3501 • 3519 w. 6tb St. Chapman Park Studio Building MO!Jan, Wall■ &. Clements, Architect, [Tllvi Bldg: 7n4/84 1929 10 
Shop&. Studio Building) (Mediterranean evival 11tyle) 

S22 300 • 314 W. 7tb St. State The■ler Building (Primary Addre11: 701 • 713 Weeki&. Day, Architecta [Type Bldfc: Theater) 3120/91 1921 14 
S. Broadway) (Spaniah Renai1sance/Plateresque II)' e) 

69 41S · 437 W. 7th St. Lo, AnJele1 Alhlelic Club (Alternate Addre11: John Parkinson & Edwin Bergstrom, Architec:11 ffype 9/16n0 1912 9 
648 · 6 2 Olive St.I Bldg: Athletic Club) (Beaux Art, etyle} 

JS4 50S W 7111 SC. GiaMini/Bank or America (Primary Addre11: 649 Mol'lan, Walla &. Clements, Architects r.;ype Bldg: 4n6/8B 1922 9 
S. Olive St.) Bank&. Office Buildin1l (Beaux Alta C 1111cal Revival 

etyle} 

358 513 - StS W. 71h St. Brock Jewelen/Clifton, William J. Dodd&. William Rlchard1, Architecls 4/IS/811 1922 9 
ffype Bldg: Shop) {Churriguereaque llyle} 

3S1 600 • 631 W. 7th St. Bo■ton Slorea/J, W. Robln10n'1 (Exterior Only) Mayberry, Allison&. Allieon, Architect• [Type Bldg: 4/26/88 1934 9 
~Alternate Addre11e1: 703 • 719 Grand Ave,, Department Store) (Art Deco (Art Modem) atyle} 

10 • 722 S. Hope St.) 

3SS 723 • 73S W. 71h St. Roosevelt Building (Allemate Addre11: 6S0 • 651 Curlctt &. Beelman, Architect, [Type Bldg: Office 4n6/88 1923 9 
S. Flower SI.I Building! (Beaux Arta Renai■aance Revival 1tyle} 

125 1109 • BIS W. 7th SC. Fine Art1 Buildins Albert R. Walker &. Pere/ Ei1en, Architect, [Type 4/17n4 l92S 9 
Bldg: Office Building) ( omanesque llyle} 

356 800 · 898 w. 7th St. Barker Brothen Buildin1 (Exterior On~ (Alternate Curlett & Beelman, Archilecta [Type Bldg: Office 4126/88 192S 9 
Addrenet: 7(1} • 71S S. Flower St., 7 • 726 Building! {Beaux Aru Renai111nce Revival 11t7le) 
S. Fi1ueroa St.) 

ll3 1602 • 1614 W. 7th St. Young'1Markel (Alternate Addre11: 701 • 709 Union Charles F. Plummer, Architect [fpe Bldg: 3/07n3 1924 
Ave.) Commercial) {Greco Roman 117 e 

56 2973 • 2989 W. 7tb St. Bullock'• Wilshire (Primary Addreu: 30S0 • 3070 Parkinson&. Parkinson, Archilecta ffype Bldg: 6/05/68 1929 10 
Wilshire Bl.) Department Store) {Pari■ien Modeme ll)'lc} 

sos SSS W. 7tb St. (San Pedro) Finl Baptill Church or San Pedro (Facade Facing 71h Norman Marsh, Architect [Type Bldg: Church] 5/22/90 1919 IS 
Street and All S!sined 01111 Window1 Only) {Cl111ic1I Revival etyle) 

4SO 118 • 230 w. 81h St. Tower Theater (Primary Addre11: 800 S. Broadway) S. Ch■rlea Leej Architect [Type Bldr: Theater) 8/16/89 1927 14 
{Baroque 1t7le 
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459 300- 332 W. 8th St. H1mbu11er'a Dept. Store (Mal Company Downtown) Alfred F. Ro1enheim, Archilect (Tier Bids: 10/17/89 1907 14 
[Primary Addre11: 101 • 129 . Broadway) Department Store) (Beaux Art■ ■ly e 

237 2175 W. 8th St. Fint B■ptl■t Chun:h of Loa Angelea !Primary Allison & Allison, Architec11 (Type Bldg: Church) 4109/11 1927 10 
Addre■■: 760 S. Wellmoreland Ave. (Oothic/Sp■ni1h Revival atylc} 

I 4401 8th Sc. The For Houae (Thia la the altemate addre11 of the Ezra F. Kysor, Architecl rype Bldg: Single Family 912V62 11173 
origina location of the houae. It wu moved on Dwelling) (Italianate 1tyle 
December 7, 1992 to ill current location of 
1337 • 1341 Carroll Avenue] 

122 5950. 5951 w. 8th St. Buck Houae (Primary Addreas: 105 S, Oeneaee Ave.) Rudolph M. Schindler, Architect (Type Bldg: Single 3no114 1934 4 
Family Dwelling] (Streamline Moderne ■tyle} 

121 401 • 415 w. 8th St. Oarlield Buildin1 [Alternate Addre■■: 7S7 • 761 Claude Bcelman, An:hilect (Type Bids: Office amm 1928 9 
S.HillSt.l Building) {Art Deco ■tyle} 

71 754 • 760 E. Bib St. Site of Finl African Methodi■t Epiacopal Church [Type Bld1: Church) (I 1/06171 1903 14 
[Prim1ry Addre■■: IOI S. Towne Ave.) 

345 127 E. 9th St. Harri■ Newmark Building (Exterior) Curlell & Beelman, Architecl1 (TyPe Bid~: Shopl & 2/23188 1926 9 
Office Building) (Renai111nce Revival lly e} 

294 211 w. 9th St. Ea■tcm Columbia Buildins [Primary Addre11: Claude Beelmanb!:rchitecl (T{f! Bids: Oll'sce 4117/85 1895 14 
143 • 155 S. Broadway) Building) (Art o/Zig-Zag odeme ■tyle} 

346 315 w. 9th St. Coaal Federal Saving, Building (Alternate Addre11: Morg1n, Walla&. Clement■, An:hitect■ (Type Bldg: 3/11/88 1926 9 
ISS S. Hill St.) Office Buildins) {Beaux Arla/l1.1lian Renal111nce 1tyle) 

116 437 w. 9th St. Morgan Home, (Hadlor Area ''('WCA) Julia M~an, An:hitect (Tv,e Bldg: Single Family 5/0lnl 1918 15 
Dwelling {Cnftlman ■lyle 

299 501 w. 9th St. Emb11az Auditorium & Hotel [Primary Addre11: Thomton Fitzhuxh, Archilecl (Type Bldg: Theater & 10104/IS 1913 9 
839 • I I S. Onnd Ave.I Hotel) (Beaux Ila atyle) 

2SS 109 • 117 w. 9th St. The Ori1inal Panlr)' [Primary Addreu: 873 • 177 Architect unknown (Type Bldg: Reataunml) (n/a) I0I0S/82 1924 9 
S. Fi,ueroa SI.) 

514 313 Ukb St. [Su Pedre) R.eaidence An:hitecl unknown fT~e Bldg: Single Family 1nv,1 1907 15 
Dwelling) (Eclectic ■ty e) 

344 5401 IOtb Awe. ln■tilute of Mu1lcal Al1 [Primary Addre11: 3210 An:hltect unknown re-re Bldg: Muaic StudioJ 2/231811 1922 I 
W. 54th St.I {Spani■h Reviv■ I ■ty e 

171 146 w. 11111 St. Henkl Examiner Buildln~ [Primary Addren: Julia M~an, An:hitec:t ~ype Bldg: Newapaper) a111m 1915 9 
I lit • 1131 S. Broadway {Spaniah olonial Reviva ■tyle} 

431 IISI W. 11th SC. Re■idcncc (Exterior Only) Robert Brown Younfiu Architecl (Tre:e Bldg: Single 5/0S/119 1890 
Family Dwelling) ( een Anne lly e) 

16 200 • 226 6. lltb St. Site of Saint Joaeph'a Church ~urned & Demoliahed Architecl unknown (Type Bldg: Church) {Viccorian S/10/63 1901 9 
9/4/13) (Alternate Addre11c1: 200 • 1210 Loa Gochie ■tyle} 
Angelt1 St., 1203 - 1215 Santee St.) 

119 525 E. 12th SI. Cohn-Ooldwater Buildi1 \Alternate Addreu: An:hitecl unknown rrype Bldg: Faccoryl 0 Bll6m 1909 9 
1145 - 1149 San Julian I. 

131 1300 • 1422 E. 12th SC. Coca.Cola Buildins [Primary Addre11: 1200 • 1334 Robert V. Demh, An:hicect rrype Bldg: Factory) vosm 1939 14 
Cencnl Ave.) {Streamline Modeme llyle) 

173 IS0l W. 12th St. Welsh Prelb~ri■n Building [Primary Addrem 1153 S. Tilden Norton, Architect (Type Bldg: Church) 4non1 1909 
S. Valencia I,) {Greek Revival llylc} 
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Mononwnl• Full Architecl, Dale of Dale of Council 
Number Addre11 De1l1natlon Type &. S!yle Building lnclu1ion Conalruclion Di■tricl 

147 S.59 • 163 W. 13111 St. (San Pedro) Dodaon Re1idence Architect unknown [Td:J:e Bldg: S~le Famil~ 
Dwelling) (Ea■tlake/ ecn Anne/ alet llyle 

8fl7n.5 1118S IS 

138 1415 E. 14th St. Coc1-Col1 Buildin, (Pri1111ry Addren: 1200 • 1334 Robert V. Demh, Architect [Type Bldg: Factory) 210.sn.s 1939 14 
Centnl Ave.) {Streamline Moderne ■tyle} 

244 1866 w. 14th St. Residence (Alternate Addreu: 1402 Malvern Ave.I Architect unknown [Type Bldg: Single F■mily 4/30/111 1906 
Dwelling) {Cnf\sman 11yle} 

167 627 - 633 w. 15th St. Reaidence (moved to 816 S. Coronado St.) Architecl unknown [Type Bldg: Sins.le Family lt/17n6 1880 
Dwelling) {Queen Anne in lhe Cambun alyle} 

331 1749. 2765 w. 15111 SC. Pacific Bell Building Architect unknown [(Pe Bldg: Office Building] 11/011/87 1922 
{Spaniah Revival lly e 

317 303 • 311 17111 St. Youn/ Apartmenta [Prim1ry Address: 161.S - 1631 Robert Brown Young, Architect (Type Bldg: 1/01/87 1921 9 
Onn _Ave.) Apartmenla) (Beaux Arte Cla11ic11m atyle} 

103 619 W. 11111 St. Carriage Houae \Prlffllf)'. Addre■■: 2801 • 1803 Burgen J. Reeve, An:hitecl ~rt Bldl Single Family I0/04nl 1885 9 
S. Hoover St.J thi■ 11 the alternate addre■■ for the DwellinJI (E1111lake llyle w/ ta 1anate Second 
carri•eehou■o on Hoover, the Forthm1M Hou■e ha■ Empire m0uencea} 
,Ince n moved lo 11101 • 2803 S. Hoover St} 

307 2508 W. lltll St. W1■hington-kving Bnnch Library !Primary Addren: Alli1011 &. Alli ■on, Architecll [Tn:e Bldg: Libr1ryl 6/27/86 l926 10 
1803 S. Arlington Ave.) {Lombardic Ro1111ne■que Reviva 11ylc} 

2.53 575 19tb St. Re■idence (Thi■ l1 the original loc11ion of thi■ houae; Archilecl unknown n;ype Bldg: Single Family snS/82 1&99 IS 
it h11 ■ince been moved to 1541 Beacon St.) Dwelling) {Colonla Revival ■tyle} 

l79 919 w. 20th St. Site of Reaidence (Dellroyed by Fire) Architect unknown [Type Bldr= Single Family 8/17n7 l908 
Dwelling) (Queen Anne ■tyle 

335 923 • 92.5 w. 23nl St. Henry J. Reuman Realdenco Augull W■ckeroarth.:rchitect rrype Bldg: Single IVJl/117 1896 
Family Dwelling) l lllake/Queen AMe ■tyle} 

466 1030 w. 23rd St. Henry J, Foller Reaidence Archilect unknown rrype Bldr Single Family 10/17/89 1889 
Dwelling! {Queen Anne ■tyle 

410 1035 w. 24111 St. Di■tributlng SI.Ilion 131 Archilect unknown rrype Bldg: Water & Power l/10/89 1915 
Building! {} 

273 1001 • 1007 w. 24tb St. Durfee Hou• (Ali.mate Addre11: 2311 Toberm■n Architect unknown [Ty~e Bldg: Single Family 1/04/14 ms 
Ave.) Dwelling) {Ealll■ke 11y e) 

200 1100 E. 24111 St. Second Bai>ti■t Church (Primary Addre■■: Paul R. Willi1m1, Architect [Type Bldg: Church) 10111na 192S 9 
2408 • 2412 Griffith Ave.) (Lombard Romanesque llyle} 

95 1941 w. 25th St. Rind1e Houae IPrimary Addre■■: 2147 - 1271 Frederick L. Roehri~, Architect ITyf.e Bldg: Singl& V13n2 1906 II 
S. Harvard Bl. Family Dwelling) Ch■te■uesque lly e) 

211 llSl • 2200 W. 25th St. William Andrew■ Clark Memorial Llbnry (Primary Robert D. Farquhar, An:hitect [Type Bldg: Libnry) 10/09/64 1834 10 
Addreu: 1500 • 2520 Cimarron St.) {Renai■unce ■tyle) 

240 1110 W. 27tb St. Re■idence !Primary Addre11: 1703 • 2707 S. Hoover Bradbeer & Ferri■, Architect■ (thia partnerahip w11 4109/B I 1891 8 
St.J fanned in 1894, after the buildmf< WII built) [Tyree 

Bids: Single Family Dwelling] Queen Anne ■ty e} 

72 661 w. 27th St. Auto Club of Southern Cal. [Primary Add.re■■: 2601 Sil■■ R. Bum■ and Sumner P. Hunt (Hunt&. Bums), 2/03nt 1923 
S. Figuero1 St.) Architecll; tt-■ndac1pe bJ. Roland Coate) [Type Bldg: 

Office Building) {Spani Colonial 11yle} 
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t.lori'u!)lCnt Full Architect, Date or Date or Council 
Number Acldre11 Duignation Type & Style Building lnclu■ion Con1truction Oi1trict 

196 1154- 1160W.171h St. John C. H1rri10n Hou• Architect unblown {Type Bldr Single Family 7/12185 1891 8 
Dwelling) {Queen Anne ■cyle 

241 1157 - 1163 w. 271h St. Miller & Herriott Traci Hou• [Alternale Addre11: Bradbeer & Ferri■ Architecla (thi■ partnenhip w11 4/09/Bl 11190 I 
1670 - 2676 M11noll1 Ave.I fanned in l 894, a~r the build1~u built) {Type 

Bldg: Single F■mily Dwelling) ■tlake Style} 

103 1101- 1114 W. 28th St. Forthmann Hou• ~••• moved to thi■ location from Burge11 J. Reeve, Architect ~fr.e Bid{ Single Family I0/04n2 ms 
629 W. I Blh St.) there i■ ■till I caniAcfe h0111e DwellinJ) (Eastlake ■tyle w/ II ,anate Second 
located at the old addre11) f Allemate dreu: Empire mnuence1) 
2801 - 2103 S. Hoover SI. 

IJ9 700 w. 32nd St. Shrine Auditorium (Primary Addre11: 647 - 6S.S John C. Au■tin, Architect (exterior); O. Albert · 3,osn5 1926 8 
W. JefTenon Bl.] Le111burg, Architect (interior) (I'Yf: Bldg: Theater) 

{Sp■niah Colonial/Moorish Rev1v1 ltyle} 

70 650 W. 361h SC. Widney H■II (U.S.C.) Eull P. Ky10r & Walter Mathewa r.•thewa & Kyaor), 12116nO 11180 II 
Architect■ fype Bldg: Educ■tiona ) (Two Story 
Frame llyle 

117 371h St. Kore■n Bell & Beml or Friendship (Primary Kim S~un,. Malter (Bell), unknown (Belfry) {Type S/03n8 1976 IS 
Addre11: O■fTey & 7th Sta.) Bldg: •I nla} 

159 1221 - 1113 E. <tOlh n. Ralph J. Bunche HOtn6 Architect unknown IT~e Bldg: Single Family 7127n6 9 
Dwelling) {Clapboard orulruction w/Bellc11t Hip 
Roof} 

131 1067 42nd ft. Dunbar Hotel !Primary Addrea: 4225 - 4133 Architect unknown {Type Bldg: Hotel) {) 8t04n4 1928 9 
S. Central Ave.J 

264 1101 w. 481h St. Vermont Square Library Sumner P. Hunt & Silaa R. Buma iunt & Bums), 6/07/83 191:J 9 
An:hilecla {T)'pe Bldt;: Llbra'lJ { lUll Arta w/Prairie 
& Italian Renai111nce mnuenc ■tyle) 

517 917 E. 4!1tla Pl. Re■idence Architect unknown IT~ Bld1: Sin,le P■mily 1/16/91 IBBS 9 
DwelllngJ (Ea■tlalte lly e) 

344 3110 W. 541h St. lnatitute of Mu■lcal Art (Alternate Addre■a: 5401 Architect unknown rere Bld1: Mu■ic Studio! 2/23/88 1922 II 
10th Ave.] {Spanish Revival ■ty e 

511 1100 W. 551h St. Reaidence (Altemale Addre11: 5426 Budlon1 Ave.) E. A. Eaetman, An:hitect (Type Bldg: Single F■mily 1111/91 1911 9 
Dwelling] (Craftaman atyle) 

510 llS7 W. 551h St. Reaidence Fred E. Edmi10n, An:hitect {Type Bldg: Single Family l/lt/91 1913 ~ 
Dwelling) {Cnftaman ■tyle) 

SIi 1207 E. 55th St, Reaidenee Oeo1e Sill,, Architect IType Bldg: Single Family 1/16/9I 1910 9 
Owe ing] {Eclectic 11yle} 

305 1005 w. 641h St. Site of John Muir Branch Ubrary (Dellroyed by Fire: Henry F. Withey, Architect {Typo Bldg: Library) 6127/86 1930 8 
5/92) {Renal■Nnce Revival ltyle) . 

214 114 w. '70111, St. Site or Mount C■nnel High School (Primary Addre11: Architect unknown {Type Bldg: School! {Spani■h 6106n9 1934 9 
7011 S. Hoover St.] etyle} 

36 1686 • 1690 B. 103nl St. Wall■ Station Architect unknown {Type Bldg: Train Slation) 0 12103/65 1904 IS 

IS J7l t • 1765 B. 1071h St. Towera o(Slmon Rodia (Willi TowenJ Simon Rodia, Builder {Type Bld1: n/a) (n/■} 3/01/63 1954 IS 

513 615 B. 108da St. Struclure Architect unknown IType Bldg: Water & Power 
Building) {Mediternnean ■tyle) 

l/1S191 1930 8 

339 110 Freeway at Annue 61 Santa Pe Arroyo Seco Railroad Brid~e (Primary Architect unknown {Typo Bldg: n/a) (n/1} 1/22188 1895 14 
Addren: Avenue 6111 110 Freeway 

disk,: VI & LISTS Ill 
document: NAN-ADO.FIN 
REVISED: 3/1 t/93 
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May 10, 1993 

Mr. Peter De Haan 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
818 West Seventh Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

On: Notice of Preparation 
Burbank-Glendale-LA. Rail Transit Project EIR 

Dear Mr. De Haan: 

The Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport Authority supports the development of light rail 
facilities near the Burbank Airport. In fact, the Authority believes that the proposed 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report should address, as an alternative, the development 
of light rail service and light rail maintenance facilities directly on present or future airport 
property. 

The Authority recently certified an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for a Replacement 
Airport Terminal. As part of the certification process, the Authority selected a site for the 
replacement terminal. That site, which is the "Proposed Project," is located in an area to the 
south of San Fernando Road, and the the west of Hollywood Way. Most of this site is currently 
owned by other private parties, and would need to be acquired before construction could 
proceed. 

It is entirely conceivable that a light rail station and a light rail maintenance facility could be 
integrated into the design of a new terminal facility, and would enhance the intermodal aspects 
of the facility. As such, your Supplemental Environmental Impact report should address this 
alternative development. 

Please feel free to contact me at 818-840~9456, if I can be of further assistance. I have enclosed 
a copy of the Executive Summary of the EIR for your use . 

anFeger ~ 
Airport Engineer 

Enclosure 
cc. Tom Greer 

Dios Marrero 
Richard Simon- McDermott, Will and Emery 

2627 Hollywood Way • Bur::,arii-' Cai!f-:;•'712. 91505 • i818; 840-8840 
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COUNTY OF LOS ANCiELES • DEPARTMENT OF HEAL TH SERVICES 
PUBLIC HEAL TH PROCRAMS AND SERVICES 

ENVIRONMENTAL HEAL TH/HEAL TH FACILITIES 
BUREAU OF ENVIRONMENTAL PRO'rEC1"I0N 

2525 corporate Place Rm.150, Monterey Park, CA 91754-7631 • C213l881·4011 

May 11, 1993 

Peter De Haan 
Project Manager 
Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
818 West Seventh Street 
Los Angeles, California 90017 

Dear Mr. De Haan: 

lhVS 

NOTICE OF PREPARATION ENVIRONMENTAL IMP ACT REPORT RE: 
L.A. COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY <MTA} 

This is in response to your April 23, 1993 Notice of Preparation of an Environmental 
Impact Report for the above project. 

This Bureau has reviewed the Initial Study, and we have no comments to submit at this 
time. However, we would appreciate a copy of the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
when it becomes available for review. 

If you have any questions or need additional information, please let me know. 

Very truly yours, 

l::::~ 
Bureau of Environmental Protection 

JP:kaj\LAC MTA.NOP-DEIR 
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Los Angeles Unified School District 
SIDNEY A. ntOMPSON Business Services Division 
..._. I ,,,_.., 

Environmental Revi.ew File 
Metro Rail/Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail 

May 13, 1993 

Mr. Peter De Haan, Project Manager 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
818 West Seventh Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Dear Mr. De Haan: 

DAVIDW. W::OCH 

--.. 
C OOUGL\S BllOWN o..,..r--.. 

BOBNIOClJM 
__ el,, .... ,_. .. --

Re: Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project SEIR 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input into the supplemental 
environmental impact report being prepared for the above-referenced project. The 
statement prepared by the District's Environmental Health and Safety Branch is 
attached and made part of our response to the NOP. 

It has been our understanding that the school-related issues which were not 
properly addressed for the Taylor Yard portion of the project in the FEIR would 
be dealt with in the supplemental report. Those issues affecting our schools 
which must now be addressed in the SEIR are: 

Traffic 
If the location of any of the proposed stations would bring additional traffic 
to Irving Middle School/Fletcher Drive School, Glassell Park School or Aragon 
School, the impacts from that traffic must be considered. Concerns about the 
traffic-related impacts on air quality and noise levels are discussed below. In 
addition, it is essential that the project not interfere with vehicular 
circulation at the schools in the vicinity of Taylor Yard. The project should 
not disrupt the picking-up and dropping-off of students during either 
construction or when the line is operational. Please address this issue in the 
SEIR. 

Noise 
In our cormnents to the DEIR, we expressed concern that noise measurements had not 
been taken at District schools in the vicinity of Taylor Yard. A copy of the 
District's Noise Guidelines for Environmental Documents was provided at that 
time. An additional copy of the guidelines is enclosed for your reference. 
Those measurements should now be done as part of the SEIR. This is essential 
because alternative rail alignments through Taylor Yard are being proposed, which 
could bring the rail line closer to Glassell Park School, and possibly other 
District schools. 

In addition to the noise impacts from operation of the line, we are concerned 
about a rise in noise levels at our schools from vehicular traffic. Please 
address this issue for both the construction and operational phase of the 
project. 



Mr. De Haan - 2 - May 13, 19~3 

Air Quality 
"Fmissions from the project-related traffic could further deteriorate the air 
quality at the affected schools. Please refer to the attached statement as to how 
the air analysis should be conducted. 

Haul Routes 
The SEIR should include the proposed construction haul routes. Because of the 
noise, vibration and fugitive dust generated by the transporting of excavated 
materials, haul routes should be established, where possible, to not pass school 
sites. If haul routes do pass school sites, all of the measures recommended 
under Rule 403 for "Paved Road Track-out" should be required. A copy of that 
section of the "Rule 403 Implementation Handbook" is attached. 

The cumulative analysis of the project's impacts on our schools outlined above 
and in the attached statement must take into consideration the multitude of 
projects planned, as well as being considered, within Taylor Yard. 

Mitigation must be provided to reduce the potential impacts on our area schools 
to a level of insignificance. I would be pleased to discuss the appropriate 
measures which should be incorporated into the project. I maybe reached at (213) 
742-7581. 

We look forward to working cooperatively on this worthwhile project. 

Very truly yours. 

Review Unit 

JF:lld 

Enclosures 

~- (w/o enclosures) 
Ms. Quezada 
Mr. Horton 
Mr. Thompson 
Ms. Stockwell 
Mr. Koch 
Mr. Liechty 
Mr. Brown 
Ms. Wong 
Mr. Warnick 
Ms. Shambra 
Ms. Yoshii 
Ms. Wilkins 
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TO: ,]r:ian Friedman 

INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE 
Los ANGELES UNIFIED Scttoot DISTRICT 

Date 
Facilities Planning and Real Estate Branch May 11, 1993 

• ...1 I..., l \ • , . .....,, 
FROM: Janice Sawye'-. \,~'~- · \.'~ . \ 

Environmental fija.lt.h ana Safety Branch 
' J -

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF PREPARATION: BURBANK-GLENDALE-I.OS ANGELES RAIL TRANSIT 
PROJECT - SEIR FOR THE TAYLOR YARD SEGMENT 

Per your request, the Environmental Health and Safety Branch has 
reviewed the Notice of Preparation for the above-referenced project. 

In order to determine if District sites are adversely impacted by the 
proposed project, the folowing issue must be addressed: 

1. Carbon monoxide microscale air quality analysis must strictly 

2. 

3. 

follow recommendations and protocol outlined in the following: 

Air Quality Technical Analysis Notes published by the State of 
California Department of Transportation 

CALINE4 - A Dispersion Model for Predicting Air Pollutant 
Concentrations Near Roadways 

Carbon Monoxide Transportation Project Protocol published by 
the Southern California Association of Governments 

In evaluating construction and operational impacts, the air quality 
analysis must identify and quantify air contaminants that may 
emitted during these project phases. The District strongly 
recommends the use of the following air dispersion models: 

Industrial Source Complex Short Term (ISCST2) 

Fugitive Dust Model (FDM) 

The protocol for quantification of health impacts should be based 
on the procedures outlined in the California Air Pollution Control 
Officers Association (CAPCOA) Air Toxics Assessment Manual. 

The analysis of potential impacts related to the development of a 
LRT maintenance and storage facility must include noise, air 
quality, traffic, and construction-related impacts on any District 
sites in the vicinity. 

FORM 34-AEH•l (STK. NO. 815901) Rev. 6/87 



4. Because of the planning and development of associated projects, 
such as the Pasadena-Los Angeles Blue Line and the Taylor Yard 
Transit Development Study, cumulative adverse impacts must be 
addressed. Noise, air quality, traffic, and human health impacts 
are of particular concern. 

If you should have any questions, please feel free to call me at ext. 
7371. 

JS:js 

I 
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Source: (4) 

CONTROL MEASURES 

(R) Wheel washers 

■ I • I 

Paved Road Track-Out 

(S) Sweep/clean roadways 

(T) Cover haul vehicles 

(U) Bedliners in haul vehicles 

HIGH WIND MEASUR&, 

(a) Cover all haul vehicles -and-
(b) Clean streets with water nushing 

DESCRIPTION 

(1) Should be placed where vehicles exit unpaved areas onto paved areas. 
(2) System can be adjusted lo spray entire vehicles, including stored bulk material in haul vehicles. 

(1) Either sweeping or water flushing may be used. 

(1) Entire surface area should be covered once vehicle is full. 

(1) When feasible, use in bouom dumping haul vehicles. 
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REC(JIIIIENDED CCMJONENTS OF A NOISE STUDY 

I. Project Description 

Provide a brief description of the project ia terms of its effect 
on the noise environment and a brief description of the existing 
noise environment and its impact on the District. 

II. A Detailed Survey of Existing Noise Envtroraant 

A. Provide a map showing existing setting in relation to the 
proposed project with adjacent land uses. receptors, 
identified noise sources, and proposed sample locations. 
Pertinent distances should be noted. 

B. Survey must encompass the proposed project area and include 
all noise sensitive receptors (i.e. schools). Survey should 
establish the existing ambient noise level which may be used 
to establish compliance with District Noise Standards (See 
attached). Noise survey sites should include school sites 
within a quarter mile radius of the proposed project. 
Rationale for sampling location on District sites should be 
included in report. · 

C. Survey should cover the time perio~ when the schocl may be 
affected by the proposed project. Identify dates, times and 
duration of sampling (a minimum of 1 hour reconnended). 

D. Survey should encompass a representative number of days to 
determine the existing •typical• noise environment. 

E. For time periods measured, the noise data should include Leq, 
L1 , L1a, L50 , Ln0 , and identification of typical noise levels 
emittaa by axtsfrng sources. If day-night measure111nts are 
made, report Ldn or CNEL also. 

F. Sunnarize the present environment by providing a noise contour 
map showing lines of equal noise level in 5dB increments. 

G. Follow the reconnended sampling protocol 

1. Utilize the •A• weighted scale of the sound level meter 
and th• •s1owu meter response (use fast response for 
impulsive type sounds). 

2. The noise measurllll8nts should be taken at all impacted 
District sites, both interior and exterior noise levels. 
Impacted sites are those which may be affected by 
construction noise and/or.post construction. 

3. Microphone should be located four to five feet above the 
ground; ten feet or more from the nearest reflective 
surface, where possible. However, in cases where another 

misc/noise/7 



DISTRICT NOISE STANDARDS 

LlO* Leq** 

EXTERIOR 70 dBA 67 dBA 
NOISE LIMITS 

INTERIOR 55 dBA 52 L1q 
NOISE LIMITS 

In those cases where the existing ambient noise levels exceeds the 
District Noise Standards, the maximum measured ambient noise level 
will be considered the standard. 

*LlO: Sound level that is exceeded 10 percent of the time for the 
time period under consideration. 

**L eQ: A measure of the exposure resulting from the accumulation of 
A-weighted sound levels over a particular period of interest. 

misc\noise\8 
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elevation is deemed appropriate, that elevation should be 
utilized and the rationale for the change discussed. 

4. Measurements should be made at a point at least four feet 
from walls, ceilings, or floors nearest the noise source, 
with windows in the normal seasonal configuration. 

5. Exterior noise measurements should be taken at the school 
property line at the point nearest the source. 

6. Calibration of noise measurement equipment should be 
performed i11111ediately prior to recording any noise data. 

III. Future Noise Env1ro,-nt 

A. Provide a brief description of predicted future noise 
environment, for both short term (i.e .• during project 
construction) and long term (i.e., after project) impacts. 
The scope of analysis will vary depending upon the type of 
project, but at a minimum the following must be provided for 
short term and long term impacts. 

1. Discuss types of noise sources and their proximity to the 
potentially impacted school site(s). 

2. Description of Operations and Activities 

a. Average daily level of activity (e.g., traffic, 
equipment operations in hours par day). 

b. Distribution of activity over day and nightti11e 
periods, days of week, etc. 

c. Description of noise sources (i.e., percent truck; 
percent construction equipment; percent machinery). 

d. Identify any unusual noise characteristics (impulsive, 
tone). 

B. Method Used to Predict Future L1v1ls 

1. Identify computer model used 

z. State any modifications to standard model 1n detail and 
rationale for changes. 

3. Show noise levels at District sites in Leq L1, L10, L50 • 
Lgo· 

4. Give any other information/data yielded by 110del used. 

C. Provide contours of Predicted Future Levals 

misc/noise/7 



IV. Impacts 

A. Quantify anticipated changes in noise by comparing ambient 
noise levels to predicted or projected noise levels with 
project. Evaluate the impact on District sites. 

8. Discuss effects of increased noise on school environment 
(e.g., speech interference). 

V. Mitigations 

A. Discuss how adverse noise impacts can be mitigated. List 
any alternative technologies for mitigation, their 
relative effectiveness and feasibility. If noise barriers 
are proposed for mitigation, specify attenuation. 

8. Outline responsibilities of the lead agency. 

C. Provide a discussion of noise impacts that cannot be 
mitigated. 

misc/noise/7 
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NOISE STUDY GUIDELINES rOR ENVIRONMENTAL DCC\JIIENTS 

Noise control ;, important in determining appropriate land use near 
educational facilities. These guidelines and standards were intended 
for use for proposed projects that may result in significant and 
measurable increases in ambient noise levels at Los Angeles Unified 
School District sites. · 

The attached is designed to assist those who prepare noise study 
reports by providing some consistency to tnt way noise information is 
presented in environmental documents. 

nisc\noise\8 
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South Coast 
AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 
21865 E. Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182 (909) 396-2000 

Mr. Peter De Haan 
Project Manager 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority 

818 West Seventh Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Dear Mr. De Haan: 

May 17, 1993 

Subject: Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report 

SCAQMD# LAC930429-02 

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (District) appreciates the 
opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit 
Project Supplemental Environmental Impact Report Highway /State Route 
Improvements Program. SCAQMD is responsible for adopting, implementing, and 
enforcing air quality regulations in the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District, which mcludes the project location. As a responsible agency, SCAQMD 
reviews and analyzes environmental documents for :projects that may generate 
significant adverse air quality impacts. In this capacity, SCAQMD advises lead 
agencies in addressing and mitigating the potential adverse air quality impacts 
caused by projects. 

To assist the Lead Agency in the preparation of the air quality analysis for the EIR, 
the following is a summarization for evaluating air quality impacts. 

Baseline Information: Describe the existing climate and air quality of the 
region and project site location. 

Identify and quantify all project Sources of Emissions. 

Compare and assess anticipated project emissions with the District's 
Thresholds of Significance and the existing air quality of the region and 
project location. 

Identify and assess Toxic Source Emissions at the project location. 

Assess Cumulative Air Quality Impacts from related projects. 
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Assess Consistency with the AQMP. 

Identify and quantify Project Alternatives that may attain the goals of the 
project with substantially fewer or less significant impacts including the No 
Project Alternative. 

Identify Mitigation Measures necessary to reduce air quality impacts. 

Discuss strategies to attain a 1.5 A VR by 1999. 

Discuss vehicle miles traveled (VMT) reduction strategies. 

Discuss consistency with locally adopted Congestion Management Programs 
(CMPs). 

For additional information please refer to SCAQMD's Air Quality Handbook for 
Preparini Environmental Impact Reports to assess and mitigate adverse air quality 
impacts. Attached is a list of potential mitigation measures to reduce air quality 
impacts if incorporated into the project. 

Upon completion of the Draft Environmental Impact Report, please forward two 
copies to: 

Office of Planning & Rules 
South Coast Air Quality Management District 
21865 Copley Drive 
POBox4939 
Diamond Bar CA 91765-0939 

Attn: Local Government - CEQA 

If you have any questions, please call me at (714) 396-3055 

Attachment 
(tranop2) 

~ 
Connie Day ~ 
Program Supervisor 
Local Government - CEQA 
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ATTACHMENT 

MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

Minimize Construction Activity Emissions: 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

Operate street-sweepers on paved roads adjacent to site. 
Cover dirt in trucks during on-road hauling. 
Cease construction during periods when winds exceed 25 miles per 
hour, or during Stage 1 and 2 episodes. 
Spread soil binders on site, unpaved roads, and parking areas. 
Reestablish ground cover on construction site through seeding and 
watering. 
Wash off trucks and their wheels when leaving site. A minimum of 2-
feet of freeboard height should be kept by all loaded trucks. 
Construction equipment should be properly tuned. 
Use low-sulfur fuel for construction equipment. 
Provide rideshare incentives for construction personnel. 
Provide transit incentives for construction personnel. 
Provide a flagperson as needed at construction sites. 
Provide paved parking areas for the construction personnel. 

Limit Long-Term Emissions: 

o Install automated traffic signals as appropriate. 
o Ensure traffic flow management. 
o Coordinate the Transportation System Management, Transportation 

Demand Management and Congestion Management Plan. 
o Landscape with native drought-resistant plant species to reduce water 

consumption. 
o Provide dedicated HOV lanes or equivalent Average Vehicle 

Occupancy (AVO) levels from the beginnmg of the project. 
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City of Burbank Public Service Department Water-Light-Power 

MEMORANDUM 

□ATE; October 22, 1991 

TO: Gary Yamada, Zoning Administrator 

FROM: Kevork Parseghian, Assistant Civil Enginee~r--Gs.=-----

SUBJECT: Burbank-Glendale Light Rail Line 

The proposed light rail line passes over the city water 
mains at approximately 17 different locations. These pipes 
have to be protected against vertical loading and impact. 
They may have to be installed in steel casings at all 
crossings. 

A more important factor is the corrosion caused by stray 
currents resulting from track returns. Underground pipes 
are corroded by electrolytic action from unidirectional 
stray currents in the ground. 

If proper measures are not taken to prevent this corrosion, 
the PSD Water Division will be in continuous trouble. Most 
likely remedial action will be active (i.e. impressed 
current) cathodic protection. 

PF:KP:dal 
\K\KevMem.dal 
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C1Tv OF Los ANGELES 
SE (ED- ROWE 

GENERAL MANAGE~ 

May 25, 1993 

Patricia V. McLaughlin, Director 

CALIFORNIA 

TOM BRADLEY 
MAYOR 

San Fernando Valley/North County Team 

'"'I,-.---
(: L} ::.. :_ ~-·· . L • 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
818 West Seventh Street, Suite 1100 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION 
ROOM 1200 C:ITY HALL 

LOSANGELES CA 90012 

(2 I 3) 485·2265 
FAX (2 13) 2:37·0960 

NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFI' SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
(DSEIR) FOR THE BURBANK•GLENDALE-LOS ANGELES RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT 

The City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) has reviewed the 
Initial Study for the Burbank•Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project 
leading to the preparation of the DSEIR. 

The Department supports the need for supplemental environmental documentation 
on alternative rail transit alignments through Taylor Yard and at the 
Pasadena-Los Angeles Blue Line Junction. As previously indicated, the 
Department will continue to work with you on the selection of station 
locations and also on coordinating the design of the Alameda Bypass Project 
with the Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project as it proceeds to 
the preliminary design/engineering phase. 

For further information please contact Michael Uyeno of my staff at (213) 
485-7433. 

7£-wr.,:..,:J Uc~e-1 
Thomas K. Conner 
Acting General Manager 

bglseir 
MM:mm 

cc: Councilman Mike Hernandez, CDl 
Councilman Joel Wachs, CD2 
Councilman Nate Holden, COlO 
Councilman Michael Yoo, CD13 
Keith Comrie, CAO 
William Mccarley, CLA 
Con Howe, City Planning 
Robert Horii, Bureau of Engineering 

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY - AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 





State of California 
Business, Transportation and Housing Agency 

Memorandum 

To 

From 

Mr. Tom Loftus 
State Clearinghouse 
1400 Tenth Street, Room 121 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Wilford Melton -District 7 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Dote 

File No.: 

June 2, 1993 

IGR/CEQA/NOP 
County of Los Angeles 
BURBANK-GLENDALE-LOS 
ANGELES RAIL TRANSIT 
PROJECT SUPPLEMENTAL 
(EIR) 
Vic. LA-110/5/2/134 

Subject' Project Review Comments 

SQH No.93051016 

Caltrans has reviewed the above-referenced Burbank-Glendale­
Los Angeles Rail Transit Project Supplemental (EIR). Based on the 
information received, our comments remain the same as our previous 
responses of August 10, 1992 and December 2, 1992 (copies attached). 

Also, since this report will cover the proposed Light Rail 
Transit (LRT) maintenance facility near the Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena 
Airport, a traffic analysis should be conducted for this area, covering 
the impact on the Golden State Freeway (I-5). 

If you have any questions regarding this response, please 
call me at (213) 897-1338. 

Attachment 

cc: Peter De Hann ✓ 
L.A. County MTA 
818 West Seventh Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Original Signeci By 

WILFORD MELTON 
Senior Transportation Planner 
IGR/CEQA Coordinator 
Advance Planning Branch 

nh\5013 
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Mr. Tom Loftus 
state Clearinghouse 
1400 Tenth Street, Room 121 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

(ff August 10, 1992 

IGR/CEQA 

Robert Goodell - District 7 

DEIR 
LA/Glendale/Burbank 
Light Rail Transit 
Vic. LA-5-(19.73-

32.35) 

Project Review Comments 

SCH# 91101017 

Caltrans has reviewed the above-referenced document. Based on 
the information received, we have the following comments·: 

All freeway crossings will require review and approval by 
Caltrans Project Development and Structures units. 

The traffic analysis for the I-5/Buena Vista NB ramps, the r-
5/San Fernando Blvd. SB ramps, SR-134/Doran st. NB ramps, the 
SR-134/Fairmont Ave. SB ramps, and the I-5/Verdugo St. at Front 
st. ramps is insufficient to determine the project's impact at 
these freeway interchanges. A detailed traffic study and 
analysis will need to be conducted calculating the volume to 
capacity ratios and level of service for these locations for 
existing, project year, and future year (2010). 

The following pages contain incorrect data: 

Pg. 28 fig. 11 (View would appear North, not East) 
Pg. 29 fig. 12 (View would appear North or NW, not NE) 
Pg. 30 fig. 13 (View would appear East, not South) 
Pg. 31 fig. 14 (View would appear North or NW, not NE) 
Pg. 32 fig. 15 (View would appear NW not North) 
Pg. 33 fig. 16 (View would appear West or SW, not NE) 
Pg. 34 fig. 17 (View would appear NE not SE) 
Pg. 35 fig. 18 (View would appear North, not NE) 

The following pages contain typographical errors: 

Pg. 160, para 1, ln 6 "passed" should read "past" 
Pg. 169, para 1, ln 2, center(") add close quote 

On Pg. 13 fig. 3, The map does not show Station #6, Broadway. 
This missing/incomplete data should be included in-the document. 



Mr. Torn Loftus 
August 10, 1992 
Page Two 

The travel time from Burbank Airport to LAUPT states"··· less 
than 20 minutes" (Page 36), while on (Page 37), Table 5 shows 23 
minutes travel time from Burbank Airport to LAUPT. 

There is no mention of the know potential hazardous material 
contamination problem at the Old Burbank Station Site (pp. 83 
and 125). The listed reports on Pg. 11 does not mention any 
environmental documents relating to this problem and who would 
be responsible for cleaning up this site. 

The protection from stray electrical utility corrosion to 
freeway bridge structures and other roadways was not discussed 
in the document. 

Any mitigation proposed should be fully discussed. These 
discussions should include, but not be limited to, the 
following: 

* implementation responsibilities 
* scheduling considerations 
* financing 
* monitoring plan. 

Any encroachment onto State right-of-way will require a Caltrans 
Encroachment Permit. Separate Permits will be necessary for 
each freeway crossing. Since there is generally a long lead 
time necessary for Encroachment Permits, we recommend early 
consultation with our Permits Section and submittal of the Plans 
and Specification relating to each encroachment. A new 
Cooperative Agreement will need to be executed for this project, 
please provide the name of the LACTC Project Manager and Permit 
Coordinators responsible for the preparation for this 
Coorperative Agreement. The Caltrans contact person for 
Cooperative Agreement is Mark Archuleta, (213) 897-6010. 
Projects which cost over $300,000 will require a Caltrans 
Project Study Report. 

Our Maintenance Branch has reviewed the proposal to utilize the 
Caltrans maintenance facility on Buena Vista. It has been 
decided that the use of the Caltrans Buena Vista Maintenance 
Facility is not acceptable. Caltrans does not plan to lease any 
of the property to LACTC for a surface park-and-ride lot. 

There is no mention of coordination with Amtrak and the future 
Commuter Rail system. Also, there is no mention of the existing ■ 
SCRTD regional bus system other than comments that some routes 
may have to be modified or dropped. Patronage forecast should 
indicate whether expected patrons are anticipated to come from 
transit riders, from autos, or from a mix. 
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Mr. Torn Loftus 
August 10, 1992 
Page Three 

If you have any questions regarding this response, please call 
Wilford Melton at (213) 897-1338. 

ROBERT GOODELL, CHIEF 
Advance Planning Branch 

cc: Judy Schwartze, Los Angeles County Transportation Commission 



-
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State of California . Busine,s, Transportation and Housing Agency 

Memorandum 

.) 

From 

Subjed: 

Mr. Tom Loftus 
state Clearinghouse 
1400 Tenth street, Room 121 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Wilford Melton -District 7 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Project Review Comments 

SCH No.91101017 

December 2, 1992 
Date 

File No.: IGR/CEQA 
LACTC 
FEIR 
BURBANK-GLENDALE­
LOS ANGELES RAIL 
TRANSIT PROJECT 

Vic. LA-5-19.73-32.35 

Caltrans has reviewed the above-referenced document. 
Based on the information received, we have the following comments: 

Review of the FEIR indicates that our concerns with the DEIR 
were addressed. We look forward to your contacting us for the 
preparation of the Cooperative Agreement as stated in our August 
10, 1992 response. 

Please send us another copy of the FEIR and the Engineering 
Plan and Profile Drawings referred to on page 39 for our files. 

If you have any questions regarding this response, please 
call me at (213) 897-1338. 

cc: Judy Schwartze 

Original Sign"'d By 

WILFORD MELTON 
Senior Transportation Planner 
IGR/CEQA Coordinator 
Advance Planning Branch 

Los Angeles County Transportation Commission 
818 West Seventh Street, 11th, Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

nh\11004 
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CITY OF Los ANGELES 
BOARD OF 

FIRE COMMISSIONERS 
485-6032 

CARL R. TERZIAN 
PRESIDENT 

KENNETH 5. WASHINGTON 
VICE-PRESIDENT 

AILEEN ADAMS 

JAMES E BLANCARTE 

NICHOLAS H. STONNINGTON 

EVA WHITELOCK 
EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT 

June 2, 1993 

CALIFORNIA 

TOM BRADLEY 
MAYOR 

Peter De Haan, Project Manager 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan 

Transportation Authority 
818 West Seventh Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Dear Mr. De Haan: 

DEPARTMENT OF FIRE 

200 NORTH MAIN STREET 

LOS ANGHES. CA 90012 

DONALD 0. MANNING 
CHIEF ENGINEER 

ANO 

GENERAL -..,ANAGER 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 
Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project 

All items appear to have been addressed adequately at earlier 
levels of review. 

For any additional information, please contact our Hydrant Unit, at 
(213) 485-5964. 

Very truly yours, 

DONALD 0. MANNING 
Chief Engineer and General Manager 

dll/. 
Dal L. Howard, Assistant Fire Marshal 
Bureau of Fire Prevention and Public Safety 

DLH:ASM:cec:3140E 

cc: Councilman Michael Hernandez, Council District One 
Councilman Joel Wachs, Council District Two 
Councilman Richard Alatorre, Council District Fourteen 
Battalion Chief Robert Aaron, Metro Rail Project Coordinator 
Environmental Affairs Commission 
Fire Department Planning Section 

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY - AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 
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City of Burbank Public Service Department Water-Light-Power 

MEMORANDUM 
') !, ': ': -- ~ .. .:. . ·. 

: :_; 

DATE: June 2, 1993 

TO: Rick Pruetz, Chief Asst. Comm. Dev. Dir./City Planner 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Joanne Fillpot, Administrative Officer, PSD 

BURBANK-GLENDALE-LOS ANGELES RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT 
SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

Electric Division 

No comment. 

Water Division 

The Supplemental EIR should address the following topics related 
to water distribution systems: 

1. Relocation of water facilities. 

2. Protection of water mains from vertical loading and impact 
loading where rail lines cross over them. 

3. Protection of water mains from corrosion that can be caused by 
stray electrical currents from electrical railway operations. 

Numbers 2 and 3 were also requested for the original EIR for the 

1~ rail line. 

~ t,- .. "' 
Joanne L. Fillpot 
Administrative Officer 

JLF:ret 
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-~<, -11111 LOS ANGELES CONSERVANCY 

Roosevelt Building• 727 West Seventh Street• Suite 955 • Los Angeles, California 90017 • 213 193\~l;I} '": 

VIA TELECOPIER AND U.S. MAIL 

June 3, 1993 

Peter De Haan 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
818 West Seventh Street 
Los Angeles, California 90017 

Re: supplemental Environmental Impact Report 
Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project 

Dear Mr. De Haan: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report ("SEIR") for the Burbank -
Glendale - Los Angeles Rail Transit Project. 

The Los Angeles Conservancy continues to be concerned with 
the Cultural Resources analysis which we identified as 
inadequate in our letter of August 12, 1993, to Judith 
Schwartze, Manager, Government and Public Affairs, LACTC, in 
response to the Draft Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR") 
for this project. 

We are concerned that all of the historic resources affected 
by the project have not been identified and consequently, we 
are uncertain whether there are historic buildings which 
will require mitigation measures. In addition, the Final 
EIR response to our concerns regarding the methodology used 
in surveying historic resources addressed the application of 
National Register criteria to determine significance. The 
SEIR should re-evaluate the surveys using the criteria in 
local historic preservation ordinances, where they exist, to 
determine the local significance of potential historic 
resources. 

Regarding the Old City Jail, formerly the Lincoln Heights 
Jail, the SEIR must thoroughly analyze alternative 
alignments to avoid the demolition of the building. The DEIR 
acknowledged that this building is historically and 
architecturally significant and is eligible for designation 
as a City of Los Angeles Historical-Cultural Monument. In 
addition, the former jail may qualify for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places. 



Peter De Haan 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
SEIR: Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project 
June 3, 1993 
Page 2 

The Lincoln Heights neighborhood has identified the jail 
building as an important historic and cultural resource to 
their community, and if properly rehabilitated, it would 
greatly contribute to the revitalization of the area. 

Thank you for considering our comments. 

Yours very truly, 

j)MA;' MA_/(, ~ 
Barbara A. Hoff 
Director of Preservation Issues 

■ 
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Mr. Peter De Haan 
Los Ange1ee County Transportation Commission 
818 west seventh street, suite 1100 
Los Angeles, California 90017 

Dear Mr. De Haan: 

Notice of Preparation 
Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project (Project) 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 

This is in reply to your letter dated April 23, 1993 
requesting comments concerning the Project. 

The proposed Project involves the construction of a 
Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles light rail alignment that would 
operate as a branch of the Los Angeles-to-Pasadena Rail Transit 
Project. The 10.7-mile Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles light rail 
route extends fro• Taylor Yard to Hollywood Way at the Burbank 
Airport via the Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way {R/W). 

The Los Angeles Department of Water and· Power (LADWP) 
will be working with you to provide any needed electrical power 
to the Project. The impact on the electrical distribution system 
depends upon the Project's actual electrical service 
requirements. At this time, it is not known where the electrical 
utility substations will be located and what their electrical 
demands will be. The environmental documents should discuss the 
extent of this Project's electrical service requirements. 

From the available maps and other preliminary drawings 
submitted, it is difficult to determine the extent to which this 
rail Project will impact the transmission system. Any new 
construction within the Taylor Yard area may impact the 
transmission line R/W. LADWP emphasizes that consent from LADWP 
must be obtained prior to any activity within the transmission 
line R/W, fee-owned property, or easements. 

111 Nonh Hnpt Strgcl, Los Angeles, C.alifomia O Mailin,: 11ddrtss: lkuc 111, Lus Angcln IIOO~l-0100 
ukfth(HIC':(7131481-42ll Cab/~ addrts.r: r,,w .. 1•uL" FA,\": OD) 481-8701 
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Mr. Peter De Haan - 2 - .:rune 25, 1993 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this 
Project. If you or your staff have any questions regarding these 
comments, please contact Mr. Richard P. Franklin of my staff at 
(213) 481-5763. 

c: Mr. Richard P. Franklin 

sincerely, 
. 

t-1~ w. Tl~ 
WILLIAM W. GLAUZ 

Assistant Manager of Environmental 
and Governmental Affairs 
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APPENDIX III: 
REFERENCES, AGENCIES CONTACTED, AND PREPARERS 

This appendix contains lists of all references utilized in preparing this Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report; agencies which have participated in its preparation and review; 
and preparers of this document. These lists appear in this appendix under the following 
headings: 

m.i 

m .. . u 

m ... • Ill 

REFERENCES 

AGENCIES CONSULTED 

PROJECT MANAGEMENT TEAM 

ID.iv DOCUMENT PREPARERS 



ill.i REFERENCES 

In addition to the references utilized in preparing the Final Environmental Impact Report, the 
following reports, documents, and other resources were used as references in the preparation of 
this Supplemental Environmental Impact Report. 

City of Glendale, in conjunction with the Los Angeles County Transportation 
Commission, Glendale Corridor LRT Alignment Alternatives Study, April 1990. 

City of Los Angeles, Sun Valley Community Plan, September 1977. 

Los Angeles County Transportation Commission, Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail 
Transit Project Final EIR, October 1992. 

Los Angeles County Transportation Commission, in conjunction with the City and 
County of Los Angeles, Downtown Los Angeles to Sylmar-Santa Clarita Rail Transit Study, 
November 1991. 

Remy, Thomas, Moose, and Yeates, Guide to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQAJ, 1993. 

South Coast Air Quality Management District, Air Quality Handbook for Preparing 
Environmental Impact Reports, Appendix D, 1989. 

South Coast Air Quality Management District, in conjunction with the Southern 
California Association of Governments, Final 1989 Air Quality Management Plan, March 1989. 

Southern California Association of Governments, Guidance for Implementation of 1989 
AQMP Conformity Procedures, March 1990. 

United States Department of Transportation Federal Aviation Administration, Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Environmental Impact Report, Land Acquisition and 
Replacement Terminal Project Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport, June 1992. 

-
■ 
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ID.ii AGENCIF.S CONSUL TED 

The following agencies were contacted and consulted in order to retrieve information needed to 
prepare this Supplemental Environmental Impact Report: 

City of Burbank 
• Advance Planning 
• Burbank Redevelopment Agency 
• Traffic Engineering 
• Police Department 
• Fire Department 
• Public Service Department 
• Burbank Unified School District 

City of Glendale 
• Management Services 
• Glendale Redevelopment Agency 
• Planning 

City or Los Angeles 
• City Planning 
• Cultural Affairs Department 
• Department of Transportation 
• Fire Department 
• Department of Water and Power 
• Council Districts #1, and #2 
• Los Angeles Unified School District 

County or Los Angeles 
• Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
• Department of Hea1th Services 
• Department of Public Works 

South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 

Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 

Southern California Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA) 

Southern Pacific Transportation Company 



City of Los Angeles Council District #1 
• Mike Hernandez 
• Ed Reyes 
• John Morillo 
• Ralph Oronoz 

City of Los Angeles Council District #2 
• Joel Wachs 
• Heather Dalmont 
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ill.ill PROJECT MANAGEMENT TEAM 

The following agencies and individuals have participated in the project management and review 
of this environmental document: 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MT A) 
• Judy Schwartze, San Fernando Valley Area Team 
• Peter De Haan, San Fernando Valley Area Team 
• David Mieger, San Fernando Valley Area Team 
• Mark Dierking, San Fernando Valley Area Team 
• Yvette Pierre, Central Area Team 
• Ricardo Gonzales, Rail Construction Corporation 
• Kathleen Sweet, Rail Construction Corporation 
• Manit Churanakoses, Rail Construction Corporation 

City of Burbank 
• Bill Lundgren, Advance Planning 
• Lothar Von Schoenborn, Advance Planning 
• Mark Y amarone, Advance Planning 
• John Libby, Advance Planning 
• Ronald Morris, Traffic Engineering 

Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport Authority 
• Tom Greer 
• Kim Becker 

City of Glendale 
• Steve Adams, Management Services 
• Bob Kadlec, Glendale Redevelopment Agency 
• Ruth Martinez, Glendale Redevelopment Agency 

City of Los Angeles 
• Garland Cheng, City Planning 
• James Okazaki, Transportation 
• Helene Jacobs, Transportation 
• Pauline Chan, Transportation 
• Michael May, Transportation 
• Robert Takasaki, Transportation 
• Benjamin Chan, Transportation 
• Howard Lampert, Transportation 



State of California 
• Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology 
• Department of Fish and Game, Natural Heritage Division 
• Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
• Environmental Protection Agency 

United States 
• Department of Transportation 
• Environmental Protection Agency 

University of California at Los Angeles (U.C.L.A.) 
• Institute of Archaeology 

t: 



III.iv DOCUMENT PREPARERS 

The following organizations and individuals participated in the preparation of the Burbank­
Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project Supplemental Environmental Impact Report: 

LOS ANGEL~ COUNTY METRO POLIT AN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY, Lead Agency 
• Franklin E. White, Chief Executive Officer 
• Judith A. Wilson, Executive Officer Planning and Programming 
• Patricia V. McLaughlin, Director Multi-Modal Planning 
• Judith L. Schwartze, San Fernando Valley Area Team Director 
• Peter De Haan, Project Manager 
• David Mieger, Project Manager 
• Mark Dierking, Project Manager 

Gruen Associates- Planning, Traffic Engineering, and Project Management 
• Ki Suh Park, F AIA, AICP, Principal-in-Charge 
• John M. Stutsman, AICP, Project Manager 
• Rhonnel Sotelo, Urban Planner 
• Michelle Fowler, Assistant Planner 
• Farid Naguib, PE, Transportation Engineer 
• Eve Meng, Graphic Designer 

Benito A. Sinclair & Associates- Civil and Structural Engineering 
• Jim Dade, PE 
• Peter P. Zimmerman, PE 

Anil Verma Associates- Station Site Design 
• Anil Verma, Principal 
• Leland Curran, Project Designer 

Terry A. Hayes Associates- Environmental Planning 
• Terry A. Hayes, AICP, Principal 
• Cynthia van Empel, Environmental Planner 
• Andrew Pimm, Assistant Planner 
• Fedolia B. Harris, Assistant Planner 

Jones, Day, Reavis & Pogue- Environmental Law Review 
• J. Scott Schoeffel 



-




