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US. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION ADMINISTRATION

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Pursuant to Section 102(2)(c), of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969;
Sections 3(d) and |4 of the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, as amended;
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966; and Section 4(f) of the
Department of Transportation Act of 1966.

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY

Lead Agency: Urban Mass Transportation Administration
Cooperating Agency: Southern California Rapid Transit District

TITLE OF PROPOSED ACTION
Los Angeles Rail Rapid Transit Project ("Metro Rail Project")

ABSTRACT

The locally preferred rail rapid transit project is an 18.6 mile subway including 18
stations. Known locally as the Metro Rail Project, it would run from Union Station
through downtown, west along the Wilshire Corridor, and then north through the
Fairfax community and West Hollywood. The line would proceed eastward to serve
Hollywood and continue through the Cahuenga Pass to the San Fernando Valley,
where station locations are proposed at Universal City and North Hollywood. A No
Project Alternative, an 8.8 mile "Minimum Operable Segment,” and the proposed
subway with a 2.6 mile aerial segment in the San Fernando Valley have also been
defined and evaluated. The project traverses the Los Angeles Regional Core, the
densest area of the Southern California metropolitan region. The project would
provide much needed transit capacity and substantially reduce travel times through
and within the Regional Core. The primary impact areas identified in this Final EIS
include transportation, land use, socio-economic, and historic resource preserva-
tion. Other impact areas include air quality, noise and vibration, energy, and con-
struction activity impacts.

This Final EIS includes revisions to the Draft EIS; a summary of the comments and
recommendations received on the Draft EIS; a list of persons, organizations, and
public agencies commenting on the Draft EIS; and responses to substantive comments
raised in the review and consultation process. All references in this Final EIS to
"EIS/EIR" should be read as EIS. Changes to the text of the Draft EIS are indicated
in this Final EIS by a dashed vertical line in the margin.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION ON THE FINAL EIS CONTACT:

Brigid Hynes-Cherin, Nadeem Tahir, Manager

Regional Administrator Environmental Analysis
Urban Mass Transportation Metro Rail Project
Administration, Region IX Southern California Rapid Transit
Two Embarcadero Center District
Suite 620 425 South Main Street
San Francisco, California 94111 Los Angeles, California 90013
Telephone: (415) 556-2884 Telephone: (213) 972-6439

This Final EIS was made available on December 23, 1983.






SUMMARY

PROJECT PURPOSE

The Locally Preferred Alternative, known as the Metro Rail Project, is an 18.6 mile
rail rapid transit line designed and located to serve the core of the Southern
California region. The urbanized area of this region is the second most densely
populated in the country, behind only the urbanized area of New York. By the year
2000, the most intensely developed section, known as the Regional Core, will house
approximately one million persons, an increase of nearly 25 percent from 1980. The
implications of this level of development for travel are significant. Already
congested roadways will have to accommodate a projected travel demand increase in
the Regional Core of 25 percent by the year 2000, while bus service, already strained
to capacity along certain corridors, is not expected to improve significantly. Thus, a
continued reliance on current modes of transportation would diminish the mobility of
Regional Core residents and employees.

To foster the goals of improving mobility and achieving efficient land use and urban
form in the Regional Core, the Southern California Rapid Transit District (SCRTD) is
designing a rail rapid transit system. The system extends from the high-rises of the
Los Angeles Central Business District (CBD) west along the intensely-developed
Wilshire Corridor, and through Hollywood and the Cahuenga Pass to the San Fernando
Valley. The rail project would help achieve regional and local goals relating to air
quality, energy conservation, transportation, and land use.

The proposed rail rapid transit project evolved from earlier work performed by
SCRTD. The previous analysis considered eleven alternatives that included various
combinations of bus and rail projects and a "do nothing" alternative, and was
presented in SCRTD's Alternatives Analysis/Final Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) completed in April 1980. This
document provided the justification for more detailed engineering on the identified
preferred alternative.

Further work on the system began in 1981 as SCRTD entered the Preliminary Engi-
neering phase of design. A description of the refined rapid transit system and an
assessment of its environmental impacts were presented in a Draft EIS/EIR, released
in June 1983. During the public review of the Draft EIS/EIR, numerous written
comments and oral testimony were received. This report, the Final EIS/EIR, revises
the Draft EIS/EIR and contains changes to the project description, as well as
responses to the comments received during the public review and comment period.

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

Several alternatives have been considered during the Preliminary Engineering phase
for improving travel conditions in the Regional Core. These alternatives include a
Locally Preferred Alternative, a subway alternative with an aerial segment, and a
Minimum Operable Segment. The latter two alternatives have been developed with
cost reductions as a major consideration. To describe the situation in the year 2000
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if no major transit improvements are made, a No Project Alternative has also been
examined. The following discussion identifies the routes, alignments, station
locations, and operating characteristics of each altemnative.

LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

This alternative represents a refinement of the Locally Preferred Alternative
adopted in the (980 Alternatives Analysis/Final EIS/EIR. It evolved as a result of
further engineering and environmental analysis and extensive community meetings.
The proposed route, all in subway and including |8 stations, is shown in Figure S-1. |t
begins at Union Station, where it turns southwest and runs through the CBD with
stations at First and at Fifth Streets along Hill Street. The route turns west under
Seventh Street, with a station at Flower Street. The route then passes the Harbor
Freeway, and parallels Wilshire Boulevard to a station at Alvarado Avenue between
Wilshire Boulevard and Seventh Street. Proceeding along Wilshire Boulevard, the
rovte serves the Mid-Wilshire and Miracle Mile districts with stations at Vermont
(half a block north of the intersection with Wilshire), Normandie, Western, Crenshaw,
LaBreq, and Fairfax Avenues.

Turning north under Fairfax Avenue, the route serves the Fairfax and West
Hollywood communities with stations at Beverly and Santa Monica Boulevards. The
alignment turns east under Sunset Boulevard for approximately two miles, north
again at Cahuenga Boulevard, and then northwesterly underneath the Hollywood
Freeway. Hollywood is served by a station at Sunset Boulevard and La Brea Avenue,
one at Cahuenga and Hollywood Boulevards, and a third station at the Hollywood
Bowl at Odin and Highland Avenues. The tunnels of the subway system pass deep
under the Santa Monica Mountains just west of the Cahuenga Pass, jog northeast to a
station across Lankershim Boulevard from Universal Studios, and continue under
Lankershim Boulevard to a North Hollywood terminal station.

The system's main storage yard and maintenance facility are at ground level along
the west bank of the Los Angeles River just south of Union Station. The north end of
the line will be extended 500 feet in subway for operating storage of up to three é-
car trains so that the system can start in the morning from both ends. Primary
access to the rail line will be by bus. Considerable attention during the Preliminary
Engineering phase has been devoted to revising the existing bus service to offer more
convenient bus-rail connections. Peak service requirements would be 1,969 buses.
Bus terminals will be provided at eight stations, and on-street bus turnouts at [0
stations. Provisions for auto access include park and ride facilities at five stations,
and passenger drop-off (kiss and ride) areas at five stations. The park and ride
facilities are planned to be surface lots initially, with parking structures constructed
later at these same locations when alternative funding sources are identified.

SUBWAY ALTERNATIVE WITH AERIAL SEGMENT

Although subways minimize environmental impacts and avoid business and pedestrian
disruption in dense urban areas, the costs of subways are high. Ovutside the densest
areas, construction above ground or at the surface would result in lower capital
costs. The Aerial Option has the same alignment and stations all in subway from
Union Station to the San Fernando Valley. In the San Fernando Valley, however, the
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alignment would be on an aerial structure, emerging from the north slope of the
Santa Monica Mountains and proceeding to an aerial station at Universal City.
Leaving Universal City, the trains would travel on the elevated structure along
Lankershim Boulevard to the terminal station at Lankershim and Chandler
Boulevards. The complementary bus network and parking facilities are the same as
for the Locally Preferred Alternative.

MINIMUM OPERABLE SEGMENT

Where federally assisted rail lines are planned, federal policy requires that the
system be built in stages. This incremental approach to constructing urban rail
transit is aimed at ensuring that high priority corridors receive attention and that
appropriate balance is maintained between the transportation requirements of the
entire region and those of local communities within the region, and between long
range and short range needs for transportation improvements. Accordingly, a
Minimum Operable Segment has been defined. This alternative is identical to the
Locally Preferred Alternative from the main yard in the CBD to the Fairfax/Beverly
Station. Over the 8.8-mile route, the system would stop at 12 stations. It would
have a supporting bus network of 2,197 peak hour buses. Five stations would have
bus terminals and eight would have on-street bus turnouts. Park and ride facilities
would be provided at three stations, and a passenger drop-off area at four.

NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

Without a rail rapid transit system, travel in the Regional Core would continue to be
served by the existing street network and bus system. Peak hour traffic demand
volumes on freeways in the vicinity of the Regional Core will substantially exceed
capacity over nearly all segments, resulting in a worsening of freeway congestion.

The arterial street system, which currently handles the majority of travel in the
Regional Core, is expected to carry an even greater share of the traffic in the year
2000. The bus system will be expanded by about five percent above current peak
hour requirements, and will include the present-day bus service plus the remaining
projects contained in the Sector Improvement Plan. This plan is SCRTD's adopted
program for bus service improvements and contains projects such as:

° Creating a simpler grid system from bus lines that had their origin in the first
streetcar systems established in Los Angeles.

° For that grid system, establishing continuous bus lines on major streets such as
Sunset Boulevard, Santa Monica Boulevard, and Third Street.

° Adding bus service on north-south "crosstown" streets, previously unserved.
° Revising the system of bus line numbers.

° Operating 2,209 buses during peak hours.
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KEY SYSTEM CHARACTERISTICS

RAIL PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

The proposed rail line will use proven two~track, steel wheel, and steel rail
components. The vehicles, approximately 75 feet long and |0 feet wide, are designed
to comfortably accommodate |70 passengers, but they can hold 231 passengers
during heavy peak periods. Six vehicles will be linked to form a train. Each train
would have an approximate passenger capacity between },000 and 1,400.

10MO00mMO00mOo0mO0
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Average daily rail transit ridership in the year 2000 is forecast to be 364,000
boardings with the Locally Preferred Alternative (aerial or subway) and 261,000 with
the Minimum Operable Segment. A ride from North Hollywood to Union Station on
the full-length rail project will take about 35 minutes, including station stops.
Additional data on the rail alternatives are shown in Table S-1.

All but a few portions of the subway will be tunneled, thus involving little or no
surface disruption. Station structures (and, in some locations, adjacent crossovers,
pocket tracks, vent shafts, or ancillary structures) will need to be constructed by cut
and cover methods involving excavation. A temporary decking will be erected in
place of the street's pavement. Excavation and station construction will then
continue underneath this decking while limited street service is resumed above.
Regular service can be provided on cross streets, while streets under which the
system runs will have limited service. The excavation will then be backfilled and the
street surface replaced after the station structure has been completed.

For all Project alternatives storage, maintenance, and repair will be performed at a
main yard and shop on a site east of the CBD, between the Santa Fe Railway and
Santa Fe Avenue. Rail tracks will be provided at the other end of the system for
operating storage only. '

Estimated cost of construction for the Locally Preferred Alternative would be $2.47
billion (in constant 1983 dollars). The costs for the Locally Preferred Alternative
with the Aerial Option would be $2.41 billion and for the Minimum Operable
Segment, $1.54 billion. Local funding identified to date, using primarily state
Proposition 5, SB 620, and county Proposition A funds, totals 38 percent of the
project cost. SCRTD will seek the additional funds required to construct the project
from federal sources.



Subway
System No Project Locally Preferred Alternative with Minimum Operable
Characteristics Alternative Alternative Aerial Segment Segment
RAIL
System Length N.A, 18.6 miles 18.6 miles 8.8 miles
Alignment N.A, afl underground 86% underground al! underground
14% aqeriat
Number of Stations N.A, 18 18 12
Daily Boardings! N.A. 364,000 364,000 262,000
Daily Passenger Miles N.A, 1,580,000 1,580,000 704,000
Round Trip Train Time N.A. 70 70 43
(in minutes) :
Total Capital Casts N.A, $2,468,600,000 $2,411,415,000 $1,543,900,000
(in 1983 doliars)
Total Capital Costs Escalated - N.A, $3,384,000,000 $3,299,700,000 $2,133,500,000
at 7% to midpoint of dfsign/
construction packoges
Annual Operating and N.A. $48,500,000 $48,500,000 $31,900,000
Maintenance Costs
(in 1983 dollars)
BUS
Buses Required for Peak Hour Service 2,209 1,969 1,969 2,197
Daily Boardings 1,967,000 2,065,000 2,065,000 2,169,000
Daily Passenger Miles 6,965,000 6,711,000 6,711,000 7,441,000
Tota! Capital Costs’ $331,400,000 $295,400,000 $295,400,400 $329,600,000
(in 1983 dollars)
Annual Operating and $526,100,000 $447,300,000 $447,300,000 $488,300,000
Maintenance Costs
(in 1983 dollars)
TOTAL
Daily Transit Boardings 1,967,000 2,429,000 2,429,000 2,431,000
Daily Passenger Miles 6,965,000 8,29),000 8,291,000 8,145,000

TABLE S-|

COMPARISON OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

Source: SCRTD Planning and Metro Rail Departments.

N.A, - Not applicable.

‘Patronoge estimates for bus ond rail are contained in Milestone 3 Report: Supporting Services Pian {(SCRTD, 1983). See
Chapter 2, section 3.9.3, for a discussion of the cost effectiveness of the alternatives and the sensitivity to patronage
estimates,

25ection 3.9.3 of Chapter 2 presents a sensitivity analysis of the cost effectiveness of the Project alternatives if ridership
fell 30 percent short of projections. It is likely that actuo! ridership will be in the range covered by the ridership levels
used in the sensitivity analysis and the levels presented in the remainder of this document. Ridership levels are difficult to
predict precisely because a number of foctors involved in the calculations are themselves difficult ta predict: ease or
difficulty of occess, fuel costs, porking costs, fares, future development, population and empioyment distribution, and
highway and transit level of service.

3See Chapter 2, Section 2.2.6, for the impact of o delay in construction schedule on the total copital costs.
%These costs only reflect the initial investment for one fleet of buses (for service plus 10 percent spares) with a projected

economic life of about 12 years. Two replacement fleets would be required over the Metro Rail Project life. The bus fieet
costs are shown for information and analysis only.
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NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

Congestion in the Regional Core will increase substantiaily as total vehicle miles
traveled in the Regional Core are projected to grow from 14.2 to 17.8 million daily
by the year 2000, an increase of 25 percent over existing conditions. Twice as many
of the Regional Core's intersections will have deteriorated to unsatisfactory levels of
service compared to |980. The 1983 peak hour service requirement of 2,100 buses
would be expanded only marginally (just over 100 buses) due to financial limitations.
Estimated capital costs for the bus fleet total $331.4 million. As a result, ridership
on the bus system would increase to 2.0 million daily boardings (an increase of about
one third) by the year 2000. These additional buses would not likely improve the
level of transportation service in the Regional Core since they will also have to
travel on the extremely congested street system.

EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

Total transit ridership (rail and bus) would be virtually the some under the rail
alternatives, but rail boardings would make up a greater share of total transit
boardings under the Locally Preferred Alternative than under the Minimum Operable
Segment (|5 percent compared to || percent). In each case total transit boardings
would be nearly 25 percent higher than the No Project Alternative. Under the
Locally Preferred Alternative and Aerial Option, 364,000 passengers would board
Metro Rail daily (107.4 million annually). Under the Minimum Operable Segment,
about 261,000 daily boardings (77.0 million annually) are projected. As a result,
under the Locally Preferred Alternative and the Aerial Option, 1.12 million auto
vehicle miles traveled per day would be diverted to transit. Some of this diversion
would be to the improved bus network which results from the reallocation of buses
made possible by the rail project. Under the Minimum Operable Segment, 1.06
million auto vehicle miles traveled per day would be diverted. These changes in
travel patterns and mode choice have direct, long term impacts upon land use
efficiency, transportation system viability, and the economic and fiscal attributes of
the Regional Core. To a lesser extent, energy efficiency and air pollution abatement
would also be affected by changes in travel patterns and mode choice. For the
Project alternatives, these impacts are all, on balance, positive in comparison with
the No Project Alternative.

The Aerial Option could represent a savings in capital costs relative to the Locally
Preferred Alternative, but it results in considerably greater noise and visual
disruption, and in somewhat greater residential displacement in the communities in
the San Fernando Valley. The Minimum Operable Segment costs less than two-thirds
as much to construct as the Locally Preferred Alternative, but it does not provide
the stimulus for economic revitalization in Hollywood and North Hollywood, nor the
much needed additional transportation capacity through the Cahuenga Pass. The
Project alternatives also have short term construction impacts, some of which are
significant or potentially significant. Some, such as construction employment and its
related effects, are substantial positive impacts. Others, such as station area
excavation, are adverse, and depending upon the success and speed of decking
techniques used, could be significant. The No Project Alternative would cause none
of these effects. Both long term and short term effects are summarized below.
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LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

LONG TERM BENEFICIAL EFFECTS

Transportation and Traffic. The rail system will attract 364,000 daily boardings
Along with the supporting bus network, this would result in a substantial increase in
transit travel and a rise in transit's share of total trips from 3.3 percent to 3.8
percent. Total transit operating costs per passenger would decrease from 87 cents to
67 cents and revenues per passenger would increase from 4| cents to 46 cents,
resulting in a reduced net operating subsidy of 2| cents per passenger.*

Mobility in the Regional Core community, availability of commercial services, and
accessibility to both commercial and public facilities would all be improved as a
result of the Locally Preferred Alternative. Traffic conditions are projected to
improve at over half of the Regional Core's key street intersections. A reduction of
1,119,000 automobile vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per day is expected.

Land Use and Development. The land use and environmental policies of local and
regional plans would be supported by the Locally Preferred Alternative. It serves |2
of the designated centers within the Regional Core, where Southern California
Association of Governments, the county and the city in their land use plans call for
increased residential and commercial development and density. This alternative,
compared to the No Project Alternative, could help accommodate an additional 26.7
million square feet of commercial development and an additional 99,200 employees
in the Regional Core by the year 2000.

An additional $8.1 million in property tax revenues and $.5 million in sales tax
revenues will accrue to the City of Los Angeles in the year 2000 as a result of new
development in conjunction with this alternative. The county will also realize
benefits from increased property and sales tax revenues from growth in the
unincorporated areas. These figures do not take into account the loss of property tax
revenues from parcels acquired by SCRTD for the project. However, estimates of
this loss are negligible (less than 5 percent) relative to increases in property tax
revenues from the new development. With development incentives to encourage
joint development on SCRTD property around stations, property tax revenues could
increase to $14.1 million and sales tax revenues to $1.2 million.

An intensive effort by SCRTD and local jurisdictions to encourage development of
parcels that had been acquired for construction of Metro Rail facilities could
generate an annual lease income to SCRTD of about $6.7 million, assuming a simple
ground lease rate of 9 percent. Recently enacted legislation, enabling the formation
of benefit assessment districts around Metro Rail stations, could generate between
$26.3 and $52.6 million for SCRTD in the year 2000.

* Section 3.9.3 of Chapter 2 presents a sensitivity analysis of the cost effectiveness
of the Project alternatives if ridership fell 30 percent short of projections. It is
likely that actual ridership will be in the range covered by the ridership levels used in
the sensitivity analysis and the levels presented in the remainder of this document.
Ridership levels are difficult to predict precisely because a number of factors
involved in the calculations are themselves difficult to predict: ease or difficulty of
access, fuel costs, parking costs, fares, future development, population and employ-
ment distribution, and highway and transit level of service.
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Physical Environment. Under the Locally Preferred Alternative, a reduction of
almost 7.9 tons a day in the Los Angeles region of vehicular emissions of carbon
monoxide and lesser reductions in reactive hydrocarbons, oxides of nitrogen, sulfur
dioxide, and suspended particulates would be realized. While this is a positive
benefit of the project, these reductions only represent minor improvements in overall
regional air quality.

The Locally Preferred Alternative would save an estimated 2,326 billion British
thermal units (BTUs) per year in transportation energy demand. This demand
includes both construction and operation energy over the life of this project;
although, when compared to total energy use in the region, this savings is relatively
minor.

LONG TERM POTENTIAL ADVERSE EFFECTS

Transportation and Traffic. Additional traffic is projected on arterial and local
collector streets near Metro Rail stations. Traffic going to and from the stations
would in some cases filter through residential areas. Because less parking is being
provided at Metro Rail stations than is indicated by demand, Metro Rail patrons
looking for parking may intrude into adjacent residential areas or use parking
normally available for customers or employees immediately adjacent to stations.

Land Use and Development. Metro Rail construction for the Locally Preferred
Alternative would directly displace an estimated 201 residential units, 197
businesses, and 5 nonprofit organizations. Intensification of land uses around
particular station locations could also adversely affect established residential and
commercial patterns.

Land speculation could occur in some CBD station areas, as well as the Wilshire/
Fairfax area, where there is limited supply of land relative to demand. Reinvest-
ment in commercial and residential improvements will escalate rents around station
sites at a more rapid rate with the Locally Preferred Alternative than would
otherwise occur. This, in turn, could result in some lower income renters and some
marginal business operations having to relocate further away from the station site.

Physical Environment. With the Locally Preferred Alternative, carbon monoxide
concentrations are expected to increase at the local level, particularly at station
locations where parking structures are proposed.

Cultural Resources. The Locally Preferred Alternative will adversely affect one
property on the National Register of Historic Places (Union Station) and three
properties eligible for inclusion (Title Guarantee Building, Pershing Square Building,
and Hancock Park/La Brea Tar Pits). Known archaeological resources at Union
Station may be encountered during construction of the crossover tracks north of the
Metro Rail station. Initial studies by SCRTD indicate the Wilshire/F airfax Station is
sited near on area of extremely high paleontological sensitivity, the La Brea Tar
Pits. Although the station has been moved from the area of highest paleontological
sensitivity, there is still a potential for encountering paleontological resources at the
new location.

The rail project would require the use of parklands, as defined by Section 4(f) of the
Department of Transportation Act of 1966, at the Court of Flags, Pershing Square,
and Hollywood Bowl. Construction of station facilities at Universal City, while not
using Campo de Cahuenga parkiands, may also adversely affect the site.
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SHORT TERM CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

Transportation and Traffic. Increased traffic congestion in the vicinity of station
construction sites is expected, and station environs may be affected by parking

related to construction activity where off-street equipment yards are not
established.

Land Use and Development. Between 3,000 and 5,000 jobs would be generated per
year during the construction period of the Locally Preferred Alternative. During this
construction period, approximately 6,500 feet of commercial frontage will be
disrupted by cut and cover construction activity. Substantial disruption, prior to the
installation of the street decking and during its removal, will occur over a period of
months. Commercial establishments fronting on streets under which the subway runs
will also experience disruptions to parking and deliveries during construction.

Physical Environment. Dust, noise, and vibration impacts will occur adjacent to cut
and cover construction sites, such as stations and ancillary facilities. These impacts
will also occur along routes used for muck removal. Construction of the Locally
Preferred Alternative will generate about 6.55 million cubic yards of excavated
tunnel and station materials, a portion of which will need to be retrieved for
backfilling after the completion of line and station construction. Temporary
increases in air pollution from construction equipment are also expected.

SUBWAY ALTERNATIVE WITH AERIAL SEGMENT

LONG TERM BENEFICIAL EFFECTS

Long term beneficial effects are approximately the same as those of the Locally
Preferred Alternative. The differences include 62 billion BTUs in additional annual
energy savings, $57.2 million savings in capital costs, and 14 fewer businesses and
two fewer nonprofit organizations displaced.

LONG TERM POTENTIAL ADVERSE EFFECTS

Long term potential adverse effects are similar to those of the Locally Preferred
Alternative. Additional adverse impacts of the Aerial Option are summarized below.

Land Use and Development. Under this alternative, an additional two dwelling units
would be directly displaced. The elevated structure would be incompatible in scale
with structures along the entire Aerial Corridor and would be close enough so that
building inhabitants would feel their privacy reduced.

Physical Environment. Noise levels would exceed adopted criteria at 30 single
family homes and 10 apartment buildings.

Cultural Resources. The Aerial Option would affect the same historic,

archaeological and paleontological resources as the Locally Preferred Alternative,
plus an additional 10 potentially historic structures along the aerial segment.
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SHORT TERM CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

Short term construction impacts of the Aerial Option are similar to those of the
Locally Preferred Alternative, with the following differences:

Transportation and Traffic. Traffic will be disrupted along the entire Aerial
Corridor rather than at just the station locations.

Land Use and Development. Construction of the aerial segment, more than 2-1/2
miles long, would disrupt commercial properties along the entire length of
Lankershim Boulevard.

Physical Environment. Construction will generate approximately 20 percent less
excavated tunnel and station materials.

MINIMUM OPERABLE SEGMENT

LONG TERM BENEFICIAL EFFECTS

Transportation and Traffic. The rail system will carry 261,000 daily boardings. This
ridership, along with that of the supporting bus system, would increase total transit
travel more than 20 percent and result in an increase in transit's share of total trips
from 3.3 percent to 3.8 percent. Total transit operating costs per passenger would
decrease to 70 cents, and revenues per passenger would increase to 43 cents,
resulting in a reduced net operating subsidy of 27 cents per passenger.

Mobility in the CBD and along Wilshire Corridor will be improved, as would
accessibility to commercial and public facilities in these areas. The Minimum
Operable Segment Alternative would realize a reduction of [,059,000 automobile
vehicle miles traveled per day. An estimated annual savings of 2,295 billion BTUs
per year in regional transportation energy demand can be achieved under this
alternative. This includes the construction and operating energy required by the
project.

Land Use and Development. The Minimum Operable Segment directly serves eight of
the Regional Core's 13 designated centers and would better accommodate the
planned increase in Regional Core housing supply that is desired by SCAG, the
county, and the city. Compared to the No Project Alternative, an additional 18.9
million square feet of commercial development and an additional 96,800 employees
could be accommodated in the Regional Core by the year 2000.

Development in conjunction with this alternative could result in increases of $6.6
million in property tax revenues and 5.4 million in sales tax revenues for the City of
Los Angeles. These estimates increase modestly when revenues accruing to the
county are added. These figures do not account for the loss of tax revenues that
results when SCRTD acquires land for the project. However, the estimated losses
are negligible compared to the increased revenues from the new development. With
development incentives to encourage joint development on SCRTD property around
stations, property tax revenues could increase to $12.6 million and sales tax revenues
to $.8 million in the year 2000.
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SCRTD through joint use of its properties by developers after Metro Rail facilities

have been constructed could realize about $1.9 million annually, assuming ground

leases at 9 percent. In addition, the formation of benefit assessment districts could

ggable SCRTD to realize between $25.7 and $51.4 million in benefit fees in the year
00.

Physical Environment. With this alternative a reduction of 7.5 tons a day in the Los
Angeles region of vehicular emissions of carbon monoxide and lesser reductions in
reactive hydrocarbons, oxides of nitrogen, and suspended particulates would be
realized. On a regional basis, these reductions offer only modest benefits in air
quality.

LONG TERM POTENTIAL ADVERSE EFFECTS

Transportation and Traffic. The Minimum Operable Segment would fail to provide
the much-needed improvement in transit service between the San Fernando Valley
and the downtown and the Wilshire areas. As a terminal station under this
alternative, the Fairfax/Beverley Station would not include any additional parking
beyond that provided in the Locally Preferred Alternative. The parking impacts are
expected to remain essentially the same as for the Locally Preferred Alternative.
At the Fairfax/Beverly Station, the increase in ridership expected from passengers
from nearby northerly and westerly origins will be balanced by the loss of patrons
destined to Hollywood and North Hollywood. Because less parking is being provided
at Metro Rail stations than is indicated by demand, Metro Rail patrons looking for
parking may intrude into adjacent residential areas or use parking normally available
for customers or employees immediately adjacent to stations.

Land Use and Development. By terminating in the Beverly/Fairfax community, this
alternative would not serve the revitalization efforts of the Hollywood and North
Hollywood commercial cores. An estimated 24 dwelling units and 77 commercial

establishments would be directly displaced, and some land speculation would occur in
the CBD and in the Wilshire/F airfax area.

Physical Environment. Under the Minimum Operable Segment, carbon monoxide
levels are projected to increase where traffic congestion is expected to worsen,
particularly around stations with proposed parking structures.

Cultural Resources. The same four historic properties adversely affected by the
Locally Preferred Alternative would be affected by the Minimum Operable
Segment. Similarly, there exists a high potential for encountering archaeological
resources at Union Station and paleontological resources near the Wilshire/F airfax
Station. Use of the same parklands as identified for the Locally Preferred
Alternative would occur, except at Hollywood Bow! and Campo de Cahuenga, which
would not be affected.

SHORT TERM CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

Transportation and Traffic. Traffic will be congested, and pedestrians and motorists
will be inconvenienced around station construction sites.

Land Use and Development. Approximately 5,000 feet of commercial frontage will
be disrupted by cut and cover construction.
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Physical Environment. Disposal of materials excavated during tunnel and station
construction will cause noise and traffic impacts. Dust, noise, and vibration impacts
between Union Station and the Fairfax/Beverly Station are similar to the Locally
Preferred Alternative.

NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

LONG TERM BENEFICIAL EFFECTS

Land Use and Development. No direct displacement of business or dwellings in
station areas would occur, and stable residential areas would not be threatened by
the growth accommodated by Metro Rail.

Cultural Resources. Historic or potentially historic properties would not be
adversely affected.

LONG TERM ADVERSE EFFECTS

Transportation and Traffic. With the No Project Alternative, the Regional Core
would experience increased auto use, decreased arterial street efficiency, and
increased travel times. Operating energy per person mile traveled and per vehicle
mile traveled in the Regional Core would increase, with likely increases also in
energy consumption per capita and per dollar of gross regional product.

Transit service would be severely compromised as buses are limited to street
speeds. Operating costs per transit passenger mile traveled in the Regional Core
would be approximately 20 percent higher by the year 2000 as compared with the
Locally Preferred Alternative.

Land Use and Development. Under the No Project Alternative, the rapid, high
capacity transportation system needed to support adopted land use policies and plans
of the city, county, Commnity Redevelopment Agency, and Southern California
Association of Governments would not exist.

Commercial housing investment commensurate with the needs of the Regional Core's
current population and its over-aged stock of available housing would not likely occur
under the No Project Alternative. In addition, a development potential of about 26.7
million square feet of commercial space that could be accommodated in the Regional
Core with a rail rapid transit system would be foregone as new investment located in
areas with greater accessibility.

Physical Environment. An additional 7.9 tons of carbon monoxide, .6 tons of reactive
hydrocarbons, 1.0 ton of oxides of nitrogen, .| tons of sulfur dioxide, and .3 tons of

suspended particulates would be generated daily in the Los Angeles region over what
would occur with the Locally Preferred Alternative in the year 2000.

SHORT TERM CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

The No Project Alternative would not result in any construction impacts.
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AREAS OF CONTROVERSY

e  The appropriateness of Metro Rail stations at Crenshaw Avenue and the Holly-
wood Bowl continues to be debated by the community. However, these stations
have been adopted by the SCRTD Board of Directors as part of the Locally
Preferred Alternative.

e The Aerial Option has been rejected by the Los Angeles community including
many San Fernando Valley residents, because of its visual intrusion, disruption
to business, and greater noise impacts. It, however, would provide a level of
service equal to the Locally Preferred Alternative, while saving approximately
$57.2 million from the Locally Preferred Alternative's $2.47 billion capital
costs. Both the cost savings and the impacts on the community continue to be
areas of controversy.

° The Minimum Operable Segment is controversial particularly in the Hollywood
and North Hollywood communities; both groups would see adoption of the
Minimum Operable Segment as detrimental to their efforts at revitalization.
The Fairfax community is concerned about the Minimum Operable Segment
insofar as a Beverly/Fairfax terminal station might attract additional vehicles
through the residential streets north of the station, instead of just from the
west along Beverly. On the other hand, this alternative improves travel along
the congested Wilshire Corridor and accommodates a large portion of the
development projected in conjunction with the Locally Preferred Alternative,
at a substantially lower capital cost.

° Traffic and parking impacts around stations, especially those next to residential
areas, are a major concern, Disruption of small businesses and shops facing
onto cut and cover construction sites has been identified as a major concern
during the public testimony.

ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED

° If the rail project is implemented, which of the alternatives will be selected?
The level of federal funding will be a major consideration in this selection; a
federal funding commitment has not yet been made.

° The Locally Preferred Alternative is estimated to cost $2.47 billion, escalated
to $3.38 billion using a 7 percent inflation rate. SCRTD alone cannot finance
such a substantial capital expenditure and will, therefore, require both federal
and local funding support. Funding at the federal level is uncertain, depending
on budget appropriations, project priorities, and the share local sources are
willing to carry. Accordingly, the level of funding is a crucial issue to be
resolved at all levels of government.
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MAJOR CHANGES BETWEEN THE DRAFT EIS/EIR AND THE
FINAL EIS/EIR

° Inclusion of the Wilshire Crenshaw and Hollywood Bowl Stations as part of the
Locally Preferred Alternative and the Locally Preferred with Aerial Option.

® Inclusion of the Wilshire/Crenshaw Station as part of the Minimum Operable
Segment.

® Moving the Wilshire/F airfax Station away from the paleontologically sensitive
site in front of the Page Museum to a location behind the May Company
Building.

® Deletion of the parking structure and reduction of parking to be provided at the
Wilshire/F airfax Station from 1,000 spaces to 175 spaces.

® Deletion of the optional design at Union Station which required a bus turn-
around facility between the Union Station building and the railroad tracks.

® Refinement of patronage estimates for all alternatives as well as station access
and bus requirements.

° Inclusion of substantive public comments and responses resulting from the
distribution of the Draft EIS/EIR and the public hearings.

e Enactment of enabling legislation (Senate Bill 1238) to permit the

establishment of Benefit Assessment Districts, which lie in the vicinity of
- stations.
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CHAPTER 1
PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR PROJECT

1. PROJECT LOCATION AND REGIONAL SETTING

The Southern California region, generally defined by the six counties in the Southern
California Association of Governments (SCAG)—Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San
Bernardino, Ventura, and Imperial--covers over 38,500 square miles. Most of the
region's population lives in less than one-tenth of the land areq, in the Los Angeles
Basin between the San Gabriel Mountains and the Pacific Ocean (Figure 1-1). The
basin is divided in an east-west direction by the Santa Monica Mountains, which
separate the San Fernando Valley from the rest of LLos Angeles. Only a few mountain
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passes, like the Cahuenga Pass, connect the two parts of the city. The remaining
nine-tenths of the region is dominated by mountains (the Transverse and Peninsular
Ranges) and deserts (Mojave and Colorado).

The Southern California region has grown from a community of 3.3 million peoplie in
1940 to one of the largest metropolises in the world. In January 1980 the six-county
SCAG region had an estimated population of |],535,800—nearly one out of every two
Californians—and employment of 5,605,900. SCAG projects that the region will grow
to about 14.75 million by the year 2000, a 28 percent increase. The greatest increase
will occur in Los Angeles County. Within the county, the greatest growth is
projected for areas where population density is already high, particularly the
Regional Core.

2. REGIONAL CORE

The Regional Core is the financial, retail, cultural, and entertainment center of
Southern California. Two out of every ten Los Angelenos live and four out of every
ten work in the 75-square-miie Regional Core.*

2.1 POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT

Population in the Regional Core was 832,960 in 1980, a |7 percent increase over
1970. Hollywood, Westlake, and portions of the Central Business District (CBD) were
the fastest growing communities, accounting for over three-fourths of the population
growth. Much of this increase is directly attributable to the tremendous number of
immigrants from Latin America and the Pacific Rim countries of Southeast Asia.
The continued arrival of immigrants and economic growth of the region will cause
the Regional Core population to reach 1.02 million within 20 years. The increase in
population will tax an already overburdened infrastructure, inciuding the
transportation system.

Employment in the Regional Core was 811,600 in 1980. Nearly 80 percent of the
Regional Core's jobs are in the major employment centers of the CBD, Wilshire, and
Hollywood. Employment will climb to nearly one million by the year 2000. In the
future, jobs will continue to be concentrated in the CBD, Wilshire, and Hollywood.
This concentration of jobs in a relatively small geographic area results in high traffic
volumes, congestion, and low travel speeds on the major freeways and arterials in the
Regional Core.

* The Regional Core defined in this EIS/EIR is slightly larger than the 55-square
mile Regional Core of the SCRTD 1980 Alternative Analysis/Environmental Impact
Statement/Environment Impact Report. The boundaries have been expanded in this
analysis to better account for potential impacts from operation of the Metro Rail
Project.
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2.2 LAND USE

The Regional Core contains a high density business sector stretching from the CBD
westward to include Mid-Wilshire and Miracle Mile.  Another commercial
concentration is found in Hollywood north of Sunset Boulevard. The high-rise skyline
that has developed in the CBD indicates its role as the heart of Southern California,
High density development is also characteristic of portions of Wilshire, Hollywood,
and Westlake. Outside of these areas, the land uses in the Regional Core are devoted
predominantly to low and moderate density residential and commercial
establishments.

SCAG projections show that density will continve to increase everywhere in the
Regional Core (Table I-1). Significant increases in the "clustering" of people are
projected for the CBD; Westlake, Wilshire, and Hollywood will experience substantial
growth of population; and population chunges will be minor in Universal City and
North Hollywood. Employment density will increase most significantly in_the CBD,
Wilshire, and Universal Cny/Nortb Hollywood The -greatest population dens‘ify
% changes projected are 0.72.x sipcrease.in the CODNd 037 percentidncrease:in
Westlake.” In absolute terms, ghest population density-in the year 2000 will*be
Westluke, ~with 35,870 pemg;ergwe smile. The greatest employment density
will bein the CBD, wnh over 55,000 jobs per square mile.

v, TABLE 1=1
PROJECTED CHANGE:JN REGIONAL CGREDENSITY

POPULATION EMPLOYMENT
(persons per sq. mile) (jobs per sq. mlle)l
Percent Percent
Planning Area 19802 20003 Increase 1980 2000 Increase
CBD 7 265367 +240,936~=72% -~ ~b42:855.:..55,192 --29%.
Westlake ==~ 26 190 35,870~ 37% 23,654 25 892+~ 9%
Wilshire 15,372 19,129  24% I |,322 13, 776 22%
Hollywood I 0,208 | 2, 178 19% 6,426 6,836 6%
Universal City/
North Hollywood 6,923 7,186 4% 3,010 3,960 32%
Regional Core 10,888 13,355 23% 10,609 12,869 21%

Sources: ISCAG, Draft SCAG-82 Growth Forecast Policy, 1982, SCAG-82B was
used with minor adjustment by Sedway/Cooke.

2U.S. Bureau of the Census.

3SCAG, Draft SCAG-82 Growth Forecast Policy, 1982. SCAG-82B (repre-
senting high growth projections) was used, except in Universal City and
North Hollywood, where population projections are derived by doubling the
projected change between SCAG's low growth forecast (SCAG-82A) and
1980.



2.3 TRAFFIC

The freeways that skirt the Regional Core are loaded to capacity and are severely
congested during peak commuter periods. In spite of present congested conditions,
by year 2000 the demand for daily travel on freeways in the Regional Core is
expected to increase nearly |.5 million vehicle miles, a 24.2 percent increase over
1980 estimates. Existing and projected peak traffic volumes at seiected points along
the freeways within the Regional Core are compared against the capacity of the
freeway in Table 1-2. Without major transit improvement, traffic congestion will
worsen on all freeways in the area. Two proposed freeways which would have
provided direct regional access to the Regional Core were canceled because of public
oppositon and potential disruption to the community.

TABLE |-2

COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC VOLUMES AND FREEWAY
CAPACITY IN THE REGIONAL CORE

Estimated 1980 2000
Peak Houl' Peak Hour Peak Hogr
Freeway Capacity' Volume (am/pm) Volume
Harbor/Pasadena Freeway ‘
north of First Street 9,000 9,200 (am) 9,200
north of Wilshire Boulevard 9,000 8,900 (pm) 10,100
south of Santa Monica Freeway 7,200 7,800 (pm) 11,500
Hollywood Freeway
north of Burbank Boulevard 7,200 7,100 (pm) 8,400
north of Barham Boulevard 9,000 8,800 (am) 11,700
north of Franklin Avenue 9,000 8,600 (am) 12,100
west of Western Avenue 9,000 6,400 (am/pm) 9,700
west of Harbor Freeway 9,000 7,800 (am/pm) 13,500
Santa Monica Freeway
west of La Cienega Avenue 7,200 7,500 (am) 15,100
west of Western Avenue 9,000 7,300 (am) 14,200
west of Harbor Freeway 7,200 7,000 (am) 13,700

Source: Los Angeles City Department of Transportation, 1980 and Year 2000 Base
Condition, Traffic Volume Flow Maps; Caltrans

| Assumes 1,800 vehicles per hour, corresponding to Level of Service E, multiplied by
the number of lanes in the direction of the peak hour flow.

Zpeak hour volume is derived by multiplying average daily traffic volumes by a peak
hour factor and by a factor for the direction of the peak hour flow.



Of particular note is the effect the Santa Monica Mountains have on travel between
the San Fernando Valley and the CBD, Hollywood, and Wilshire areas. Traffic
movement across the mountains is funneled through a few passes. The Hollywood
Freeway, which carries over 78 percent of the traffic through the Cahuenga Pass,
already operates at capacity during peak hours. in 1980, the average daily traffic
through this pass was approximately 271,000 trips. By the year 2000, demand wil!
increase over 25 percent to 342,000 trips. That demand cannot be accommodated.

Given the absence of convenient freeways and capacity constraints on existing ones,
the majority of the traffic moving between major destinations within the Regional
Core travels on arterial streets. The projected growth in residential and job
development will further burden a circulation system ill-equipped to handle even
current demand. By the year 2000, there will be an increased demand on the
Regional Core's arterial system of nearly two million more vehicle miles daily, a
demand that will result in severe delays. Table }-3 shows the projected growth in
travel in the Regional Core.

TABLE I-3
TOTAL DAILY VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED IN THE REGIONAL CORE,
BY ROADWAY TYPE
(in thousands)

Percent
Roadway 1980 2000 Increase
Freeway 6,092 7,566 24,2
Arterial 7,384 9,369 26.9
Local 709 891 25.7
Total 14,185 17,826 25.7

Source: Los Angeles City Department of Transportation, Working Paper—2000 With
Project Traffic Volumes, April 1983.

A measure of how well the arterial system is functioning is the level of congestion at
key intersections during peak hours. In 1980, 46 of the Regional Core's key
intersections were considered very near or over capacity (Level of Service E or F).
When an intersection is at or over capacity, traffic is backed up, motorists may have
to wait through several changes of the signal light before crossing, and movement
slows down to far below the permissible speed limit. By the year 2000, assuming no
major transportation improvements and only currently planned intersection and
roadway improvements, it is projected that the number of severely congested key
intersections will be more than three times greater than in 1980.

With the projected travel demand resulting from the increased densities in the year

2000, the present Regional Core's freeway and arterial street system simply will not
function efficiently.
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2.4 TRANSIT

SCRTD provides an extensive and well-utilized bus system within the Southern
California region. During an average weekday in 1980, SCRTD operated 1,860 peak
hour buses which traveled 334,000 miles and carried 1,386,349 passengers. More than
120 separate bus routes offer service to, from, and within the Regional Core. The
most heavily patronized corridor is along Wilshire Boulevard. Within a one-half mile
band along either side of Wilshire Boulevard (six streets including Wilshire), local bus
lines carry about 177,000 daily boardings.

Patronage is expected to continue to increase because of the reduced bus fares made
possible through the passage of a i/2 cent sales tax for transit funding. Though
ridership is increasing, limits to effective bus service are being approached:

e Bus operating speeds are hampered by street congestion. Local buses in the
CBD about 6-8 miles per hour and only slightly higher speeds are attained on
Wilshire and on Hollywood streets.

e Buses operating on several heavily used lines are already over capacity. Adding
more buses will not fully alleviate the problem. For example, Wilshire
Boulevard carries more than 40 buses past a given point in the peak hour. Buses
are often bumper-to-bumper. Even with additional buses, riders would still be
traveling on congested streets, so service would not improve. Moreover,
additional buses require the hiring and training of new operators and,
significantly, labor accounts for 80 percent of transit operating costs. As a
result, the cost of adding buses would be high, but the improvements in terms of
carrying greater numbers of people at faster speeds would be minimal.

e More than 20 million square feet of office, retail, commercial, and other space
is being constructed currently or is in final planning stages in the CBD. If
transit is to maintain its modal share for peak trips, some 500 to 700 additional
peak hour buses will need to be added to the current total. Due to current and
projected congestion levels, the street system cannot accommodate the
additional buses needed to meet future travel demand. A high volume rail rapid
transit system is a logical solution to relieve overloaded streets and freeways
and to add needed capacity to the transit system.

3. NEED FOR PROJECT

A rail transit project is needed for several crucial reasons: to improve accessibility
and mobility in the Regional Core, to further the attainment of land use and develop-
ment goals, and to carry out the public mandate for rail transit. Each of these
reasons is discussed below.



3.1 IMPROVE ACCESSIBILITY AND MOBILITY

The Regional Core is the most densely populated portion of the Los Angeles
Urbanized Area. In some areas of the Regional Core, population densities exceed
26,000 people per square mile. Employment in the CBD is nearly 43,000 jobs per
square mile. Projections indicate the Regional Core will continue to grow
substantially between now and the year 2000. Yet this ievel of development cannot
be accommodated without severely overtaxing an already constrained transportation
system, as described earlier in this chapter. The inability of the road network and
the bus system to adequately serve the Regional Core will also act as a major
deterrent to the development of the area. To accommodate and foster the growth
projected and desired for the Regional Core, an efficient, fast means of traveling
must be available.

Based upon the analysis performed in the Alternatives Analysis/Environmental
Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (1980), known as the First Tier
EIS/EIR, an 18.6 mile rail rapid transit line serving the Regional Core emerged as the
best way of relieving some of the burden on the region's transportation system. That
determination was based, in part, on the project's ability to satisfy the following
goals for mobility and cost effectiveness, defined by SCRTD and the public:

e Provide a necessary improvement in the level of mobility in the Los Angeles
CBD-Wilshire-Hollywood-North Hollywood Regional Core area.

e Integrate the corridor transit system with the other three elements of RTDP
(Regional Transit Development Plan) to provide convenient regional access for
. all corridor residents.

® Maintain and improve transportation system safety and dependability for both
users and nonusers.

e Maximize system capital ond operational cost effectiveness in the Regional
Core in terms of passengers and passenger miles, over a foreseeable range of
passenger volumes.

The rail transit system with supporting bus services was ranked superior to ten other
alternatives. lts advantages included the highest transit ridership, highest operating
efficiency, greatest reduction in vehicular traffic and auto dependency, greatest
travel time savings, most economic benefits, greatest accessibility, maximum air
quality improvements, and largest energy savings.

3.2 SUPPORT LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT GOALS
An effective transportation system is necessary to support regional and local goals
relating to land use and urban form. Such goals include:
e Complement regional and local land development goals including the Centers

Concept, which calls for concentrating development in high activity areas while
preserving the surrounding lower density residential and recreational areas.



e  Support city and county plans for land development along Wilshire Boulevard and
for the revitalization of Downtown Hollywood and North Hollywood.

A rail rapid transit system appears best able to realize many adopted local and
regional land use and environmental policies. Locally, the Concept of the Los
Angeles General Plan and the Urban Form Policy of the county General Plan call for
the creation of high density, multiuse centers. Earlier discussion demonstrated that
the inability of the roadways and buses to provide sufficient capacity could frustrate
the desired concentration of development. A high volume transit system would
increase capacity and have the catalytic effect of fostering the Centers Concept.
Similarly, the regional growth policy, adopted by SCAG, encourages development
within a core area (of which the Regional Core is the most highly urbanized section)
and the provision of transportation systems to support and connect a series of growth
centers within the region. The proposed rail rapid transit system has been
recognized by SCAG as an important ingredient in achieving its development and
urban form objectives and has, accordingly, been made an integral part of the
Regional Transportation Plan.

3.3 CARRY OUT PUBLIC MANDATE

Work on the Metro Rail Project began in earnest after Los Angeles County voters
passed State Proposition 5 in 1975, Proposition 5 provided local gasoline tax funds
for a rail rapid transit “starter line" for Los Angeles. Los Angeles County voters
passed (by a 54.2 percent majority) an even more significant referendum, Proposition
A, in November 1980. Proposition A added a half-percent to the county sales tax to
provide the local financing for a complete regional rail rapid transit system.

This demonstration of growing voter
commitment to rail rapid transit and
its funding has come at a time when
taxpayers have otherwise been ex-
tremely reluctant to sanction con-
tinved public spending. The Metro
Rail Project is at the heart of the
system that appeared on the Propo-
sition A ballot and was subsequently
determined by the Los Angeles
County Transportation Commission
to be the region's first priority rail
rapid transit project. The Metro
Rail Project would be an initial step
toward responding to the mandate of
the voters.

Source: Baliot Proposition A. November 4, 1980
Figure 1:2 Regional Rail Rapid
Transit System
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CHAPTER 2
ALTERNATIVES

This chapter discusses the planning history and means of selecting the alternatives
being evaluated in this EIS/EIR, identifies other alternatives which were considered
but are no longer appropriate, and compares the advantages and disadvantages of the
alternatives. The comparison serves only to highlight differences among the alterna-
tives. A detailed assessment of each alternative is presented in Chapters 3 and 4.

1. PLANNING HISTORY

1.1 REGIONAL TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

In 1975, in response to its legislative mandate to construct and operate a rapid
transit system in its service area, the Southern California Rapid Transit District
(SCRTD) Board of Directors established a Rapid Transit Advisory Committee to
evaluate a series of regional transit corridors. The Rapid Transit Starter Line Corri-
dor, from Long Beach in the south through the San Fernando Valley to Canoga Park
in the north, was selected for further study. All-bus, bus/rail, and heavy rail
alternatives were evaluated in a four-volume study that addressed cost effectiveness
and environmental impacts as well as technical feasibility. After the study was
published in 1976, local and state officials adopted a Regional Transit Development
Program with four elements:

. Transportation Systems Management: low cost improvements to the
existing regional bus system

ll. Freeway Transit: new guideways and high occupancy vehicle lanes

Itl.  Downtown People Mover: a means of providing circulation in the Central
Business District of Los Angeles

IV. Regional Core Rapid Transit System: an initial segment of rail rapid
transit in the Los Angeles Regional Core

A fifth element was added in |1981:

V. Commuter Rail: new or improved commuter rail service in three
corridors.

The first three elements were approved for preliminary engineering by the U.S.

Secretary of Transportation, while only more basic "initial" engineering and environ-
mental documentation for the Regional Core Rapid Transit System were approved.
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Transportation Systems Management has become an ongoing SCRTD program.
Freeway Transit now includes the existing EI Monte bus/high occupancy vehicle
facility on the San Bernardino Freeway and plans for similar facilities on the Santa
Ana and Harbor Freeways and the planned Century Freeway. The Downtown People
Mover, after completion of an EIR/EIS and preliminary engineering, is no longer
being considered for federal funding.

1.2 REGIONAL CORE RAPID TRANSIT SYSTEM

As part of Element IV, two projects are in various stages of implementation. The
Los Angeles County Transportation Commission is conducting environmental analysis
and initial engineering for a light rail line to serve the corridor from Long Beach to
downtown Los Angeles. SCRTD has been evaluating a high capacity rail system to
serve the Regional Core from the Central Business District (CBD) north to North
Hollywood. Beginning in 1977, SCRTD began an exhaustive study of a number of
different routes and modes to provide high capacity service within the Regional
Core. Eleven alternatives with different combinations of bus and rail projects were
identified and analyzed.

The study concluded that the all-bus alternatives provided some improvement but
would not satisfy the projected travel needs, improve congestion, or be capable of
handling increases in travel during energy shortages. An aerial busway was con-
sidered but presented the most severe environmental and operational problems. The
rail/bus alternatives, while the most capital intensive, offered the greatest reduction
in net operating subsidies and the largest increase in ridership and were, therefore,
the most cost effective. The rail/bus alternatives also yielded the highest ridership
and the greatest reduction in auto trips and vehicle miles traveled. As a result,
these alternatives most improved traffic congestion, air quality, and energy use.

In September 1979, the SCRTD Board of Directors approved an all-subway rail rapid
transit system to serve the Regional Core. This system was called the Locally
Preferred Alternative, and its selection was documented in an Alternative Analysis/
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report. This document,
completed and approved by the federal Urban Mass Transportation Administration
(UMTA) and SCRTD in April 1980, fulfilled federal and state requirements for initial
environmental documentation and assessment of alternative alignments and modes of
transportation. The recommended route connected the CBD, the Wilshire Corridor,
the Fairfax community, Hollywood, Studio City, and North Hollywood.

I.2.1 PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING

in 1981 SCRTD began the Preliminary Engineering phase. During this phase, which
continues until mid-1983, the conceptual system adopted earlier by the Board is
being refired and subjected to further environmental analysis. A final system plan is
being devised as the basis for detailed design and construction. This 2-1/2 year
effort is organized around |2 project milestones representing different aspects of
design, engineering, and environmental analysis (Table 2-1). A Community Partici-
pation Program enables SCRTD to obtain public review and comments at each mile-
stone (see Chapter 5).



TABLE 2-1

SCRTD PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING MILESTONES

Milestone |

Milestone 2

Milestone 3

Milestone 4

Milestone 5

Milestone 6

Milestone 7

Milestone 8

Milestone 9

Milestone |0

Milestone ||

Milestone 12

Preliminary System Definition and Operating Plan
(description of system)

System Design Criteria
(guidelines for system design and operating equipment)

Route Alignment

Station Locations

Right-of-Way Acquisition and Relocation Policies
(guidelines for acquiring necessary real estate for
transit construction)

Development and Land Use Policies
(strategies for joint development and value capture
around stations)

Safety, Fire/Life Safety, Security and System
Assurance Policies

(criteria to assure safe, secure, and reliable transit
service)

System and Subsystems
(criteria for hours of operation, fare collection
methods, and operating equipment)

Supporting Services Pian
(strategies for assuring adequate bus, auto, and
pedestrian access)

Fixed Facilities Plan
(station designs and location of parking structures and
other facilities)

Cost Estimate

System Plan

2-3



Milestones 3 and 4. Because of their importance to the Preliminary Engineering
phase, system alignment and station locations were considered early in the Milestone
Process as Milestones 3 and 4, respectively. There were two screenings of alterna-
tive routes and station locations. During the first screening, two alternatives to the
Broadway Street route through the CBD were considered (Figure 2-1). The proposed
shift to either Hill or Flower Streets was primarily a response to the postponement
of the Downtown People Mover and the resultant need to better serve the entire
CBD. Three alternative routes were considered in Hollywood (Figure 2-2). One
alternative shifted the Locally Preferred Alternative east-west route from Fountain
Avenue onto Sunset Boulevard to better serve the commercial core of Hollywood and
went north through the Cahuenga Pass. A second alternative maintained the east-
west route along Fountain Avenue but turned northward along La Brea Avenuve. As
part of this alternative, an auxiliary transit system was proposed to provide east-
west service to the commercial core of Hollywood. In the third alternative the route
ran north along Fairfax Avenue to North Hollywood, with east-west service through
Hollywood supplied by an auxiliary transit system, operating either at street level or
in an aerial structure. This proposal offered faster service between the San Fer-
nando Valley and major destinations along the Wilshire Corridor and in the CBD, and
a more extensive distribution service in Hollywood. In North Hollywood, aerial
versions of the subway alignment were aiso evaluated.

As part of Milestone 4, optional stations were considered at Wilshire/Witmer,
Wilshire/Crenshaw, and La Brea/Sunset.  Additionally, several stations were
evaluated for their feasibility in "off-street" locations. These stations, located
outside the street right-of-way, offered better opportunities for SCRTD and private
interests to participate jointly in development projects, and less disruptive and
expensive station construction.

After substantial public input, the SCRTD Board of Directors adopted on August 26,
1982 the following community recommendations:

e The Hill Street alignment through the downtown area.

e Off-street station locations for the Union Station, Wilshire/Alvarado, Wiishire/
Vermont, Fairfax/Beverly, tHollywood/Cahuenga, and Universal City Stations.

e No further consideration of the optional stations at Hollywood Bowl, Wilshire/
Witmer, and Wilshire/Crenshaw. Since that time the Board has reopened con-
sideration of the Hollywood Bowl and Wilshire/Crenshaw Stations.

o Further consideration of the La Brea/Sunset Station, along with alternative
Hollywood and North Hollywood alignments.

Special Alternatives Analysis. The additional analysis in the Hollywood and North
Hollywood areas was prompted by unresolved issves at the SCRTD Board meeting in
August 1982, These issues were the focus of a special study, called the Special
Alternatives Analysis. The analysis and subsequent interaction among SCRTD staff,
its consultants, and the public provided the second screening of alignments and
station locations.

Five alignment alternatives were presented to the Hollywood community as part of
the Special Alternatives Analysis (Figure 2-2). A Hollywood community committee
evaluated each alternative, using measures representing the community's goals and
objectives, with each measure weighted to reflect its importance. The Cahuenga
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Bend all-subway alignment, emerged as the clear preference, scoring highest in
virtually every category. The analysis and recommendations are presented in the
Preliminary Draft Report for Special Alternatives Analysis, Hollywood Area, and its
accompanying appendix (SCRTD, 1982).

In North Hollywood, after a review of preliminary alignments, SCRTD and the com-
munity organized the alternatives into four southern and six northern segments
(Figure 2-3). Each of the northern and southern segments was evaluated using
measures directly related to the goals and objectives formulated by the North
Hollywood community. The primary concerns were the impacts of an acerial con-
figuration, the choice of a station location at Universal City or Studio City, and the
route and station iocation in North Hollywood. The analysis and recommendations
are presented in the Final Draft Report for Special Alternatives Analysis, North
Hollywood Area (SCRTD, [982).

Aerial alignments were generally $20-30 million per mile less expensive to build than
subways, although the annual operating and maintenance costs were comparable. In
spite of the significantly lower capital costs, aerial alignments required greater land
acquisition, caused more conflicts with existing land uses, exceeded noise criteria at
more |locations, and, during construction, caused more temporary disruption to
businesses and traffic. For these and other reasons, the North Hollywood community
rejected an gerial configuration.

The analysis of a station location at Universal City versus Studio City highlighted the
particuiar advantages of the Universal City Station. This station was found to be
much more compatible with existing and planned iand uses, less disruptive during
construction, better located to stimulate commercial development, and slightly less
costly to build. In addition, the Universal City Station was expected to attract more
riders. The specific measures for which a Studio City Station was rated more
desirable were the avoidance of land acquisition and the higher projected population
within /4 mile of the station.

The choice of a station location in North Hollywood influenced the choice of
alignment. In effect, a north-south station orientation required a route along
Lankershim Boulevard; an east-west orientation along Chandler Boulevard would
require o route along Vineland Avenue and then a westward bend into Chandler
Boulevard. A third alternative station location at Magnolia and Vineland Avenues
also dictated an alignment along Vineland Avenve. The Lankershim alignment with a
station location near Chandler received the highest rating on each of the goals
established by the citizen's committee.

As a result of the evaluation, the Hollywood and North Hollywood communities
recommended the elimination of many of the options suggested by staff and the
public earlier in the Special Alternatives Analysis, including the proposal to con-
struct an auxiliary line in Hollywood, further consideration of a Studio City Station,
and proposals for an aerial configuration in North Hollywood. The community
recommendations were submitted to and approved by the SCRTD Board of Directors
in December 1982. Their recommendations are reflected in the Locally Preferred
Alternative.
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2. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

This section discusses the alternatives presently under consideration. In addition to
the No Project Alternative, several alternatives have been formulated to offer
improved travel conditions in the Regional Core. These alternatives include a new
Locally Preferred Alternative based on community input during Preliminary
Engineering, a Locally Preferred Alternative with an aerial option, and a Minimum
Operable Segment. The following discussion describes the routes, alignments, station
design, station locations, maintenance facilities, subsystems, operating charac-
teristics, and costs for each alternative.

2.1 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

After the Draft EIS/EIR was prepared certain changes were made due to continuing
engineering analysis, agency and public input, as well as staff reevaluations.
Changes affecting the No Project Alternative included:

e New patronage estimates were made, as the models were revised and better
data became available.

e The combination of modified bus routes and revised patronage estimates
resulted in the number of buses during peak hours increasing from 1,963 to
2,209.

e There was a small increase in capital costs.

In accordance with requirements for the preparation of EISs and EIRs, a No Project
Alternative has been evaluated. Under this alternative, trave!l in the Regional Core
would continue to be served by the existing road network and SCRTD bus system.
The present transit system will be improved in accordance with SCRTD's 1980 Sector
Improvement Plan (SIP), which calls for an expanded and revised network of local and
express services. Many of the plan's recommendations have already been
implemented. This alternative would require 2,209 buses operating in the peak
periods and is essentially a "do nothing" alternative, formulated to examine
conditions in the year 2000 without significant transit improvements. The No
Project Alternative does not assume growth in transit service commensurate with
population and employment increase in the region. With this alternative transit
would serve an ever decreasing share of regional trips. While this alternative is
included as a basis for comparison of conditions under a rail rapid transit project, it
does not imply that significant capital improvements will not be considered if the
proposed rail project is not constructed.

Systemwide transit ridership with this alternative totals 2.0 million boardings daily.
The annual operating and maintenance cost for this all-bus system would be $526.1
million. The estimated capital cost of the No Project Alternative is $331.4 million
and only includes additions to and periodic replacement of the existing bus fleet.
Assuming a ten percent discount rate, the annualized cost would be $48.3 million per
year. Thus, total annual costs (annualized capital costs pius annual operating and
maintenance costs) for the No Project Alternative approximate $574.4 million in
1983 dollars.
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2.2 LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Changes made to the Locally Preferred Alternative between the Draft EIS/EIR and
this Final EIS/EIR are identified below.

e Patronage revisions indicate a small decrease in rail boardings but an increase in
total transit boardings.

e Buses operating in the peak hour increased from 1,845 to 1,969.

e The Draft EIS/EIR considered the Wilshire/Crenshaw and the Hollywood Bowl
Station as optional stations. Both stations have since been officially adopted.

e Capital costs increased from $2.35 billion to $2.47 billion, mostly because of the
additional Hollywood Bowl and Wilshire/Crenshaw Stations and additional buses.

e The amount of daily vehicle miles diverted to transit decreased which resulted
in less energy savings as well as less of a reduction in air pollutant emissions.

e The operating deficit and average cost per passenger and per passenger mile
increased.

e The Wilshire/Fairfax Station has been relocated from the Tar Pits to a site

behind the May Company at the intersection of Wilshire Boulevard and Fairfax
Avenve.

2.2.1 ROUTE DESCRIPTION AND ALIGNMENT

The proposed route includes 18 stations. The bus system, which would be slightly
modified from the SIP being implemented under the No Project Alternative to offer
more convenient bus-rail connections, would contain 1,969 buses and is described in
SCRTD's Milestone 9 Report: Supporting Services Plan. The rail rapid transit route
begins at Union Station, where it turns southwest and runs through the CBD along
Hill Street. Turning on Seventh Street, the route heads towards the west side of
downtown, past the Harbor Freeway, and continuves along Wilshire Boulevard past
MacArthur Park in the Westlake area. Proceeding along Wilshire Boulevard, the
route serves the Mid-Wilshire and Miracle Mile business centers. At Fairfax, the
Locally Preferred Alternative turns north to serve the Fairfax and West Hollywood
communities and then turns eastward along Sunset Boulevard. The line continues for
approximately two miles through Hollywood before it veers northwest at Cahuenga
Boulevard. The route proceeds under the Santa Monica Mountains through the Ca-
huenga Pass and enters the San Fernando Valley near Universal City. It continues in
a northwest direction along Lankershim Boulevard to its final stop at the North Hol-
lywood Commercial Core.
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Locally Preferred Alternative
2.2.2 STATION DESIGN FEATURES

The following discussion describes some of the components and features of station
design. A detailed presentation can be found in SCRTD's Milestone 10 Report: Fixed
Facilities.

Platfarm. Metro Rail station loading platforms would be approximately 450 feet
long to accommodate trains consisting of six 75-foot-long cars. The platform size is
based on the ultimate system design capacity (generally thought of as being reached
about 20 years after system opening) and provides for the safe and efficient
circulation of passengers. As a cost reduction measure, center support columns are
proposed in the platform area. Platforms may be "center" type, with a single
platform flanked by the two tracks, or "side" type, with the tracks between two
platforms. The center platform design is planned for most of the stations because it
makes it easier for patrons to decide which train to take while they are on the
platform, and because station costs are typically lower.

Entrance. Plaza entrances and entrances within existing or planned developments
are favored. Where such off-street entrances are not possible, on-street entrances
leading directly from the sidewalk to the fare collection area are proposed. Patron-
age levels are high enough to support entrances at each end of a station only in the
CBD and at Wilshire/Fairfax. Particular site considerations also led to a "double-
ended” station at North Hollywood.
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Mezzanine/Concourse. This is the fransition area between the entrance to the
station and the train loading platform. Depending on the station site and whether it
is an above ground or subway station, this area may be between the street surface
and the platform(s), where it is called @ mezzanine, or at street level, where it is
called a concourse. The mezzanine/concourse provides space for various functions
and typically includes the entire fare collection process, directional and information
signs, and amenities for patrons' needs and comfort. The space that patrons enter
before ticketing is designated a "free" area, and the space after ticketing is desig-
nated a "paid" area. As a cost reduction measure, center support columns are
proposed in the mezzanine area.

Architectural Design. Certain station elements will be standardized for economy
and ease of use and to establish an identity for the system as a whole. Escalators,
stairs, and elevators connect access points to fare collection areas and train plat-
forms, and all stations will have appropriate lighting and ventilation.

Fare Collection. This subsystem deals with the collection of fares from passengers
as well as the provision of change and tickets. Locations and types of fare collection
areas vary at individual stations. Individual station equipment will vary according to
patronage projections for that station, and arrangements may vary as a function of
site specific mezzanine and station entrance configurations. Both barrier and bar-
rier-free ticketing systems are being considered for the rail transit project.

Parking. At rail transit stations, two types of parking can be provided:

e Drop-off and pick-up of patrons by auto (termed "kiss and ride") requires only a
small amount of space for temporary parking.

e '"Park and ride" locations provide long term parking where a significant number
of patrons are expected to drive themselves to the station. This will consist of
surface parking lots initially except for 175 spaces in the May Company struc-
ture. Parking structures will be built later to provide planned parking capacity.

Kiss and ride spaces are proposed at seven stations: Wilshire/Alvarado, Wilshire/
Vermont, Wilshire/Fairfax, Fairfax/Beverly, Hollywood/Cahuenga, Universal City,
and North Hollywood. The projected demand for kiss and ride at other stations is
generally smaller and will be accommodated on streets near the station entrances.
Park and ride facilities are proposed at Union Station, Wilshire/Fairfax, Fairfax/
Beverly, Universal City, and North Hollywood. In order to reduce the initial cost of
the system, construction of parking structures at these locations is planned, but they
will be deferred until alternative funding sources have been identified. The total
number of park and ride spaces planned is 2,905 surface and 175 in structure initially
and 8,675, all in structure, ultimately. Amounts at each station are shown in Table
2-2. The structures at Universal City and North Hollywood would about be five
levels, while those at the other three stations would be four levels. (An alternative
at Universal City would provide two structures of three levels each.)

Bus Access. An important criterion in the location of stations is their proximity to
major bus routes that provide feeder service. Bus access is provided either as off-
street terminals or on-street bus bays. Off-street terminals are planned for eight
stations. These will include separate areas for passenger boarding/alighting and bus
layover and will be used in most cases by buses terminating at the stations. On-
street bus bays, or turnouts, will be provided adjocent to ten stations and will
generally be used by buses not terminating at the stations. Bus terminal sizes and
turnout locations for each station are also shown in Table 2-2.
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TABLE 2-2
SUMMARY OF STATION ACCESS FEATURES

Station Right-of-Way Location Bus Facilities (spaces) Auto Facilities (spaces)
Passenger
Terminql' Turnout Park & Ride2 Drop-off/Pick-up3
Union Station off-street 27+ 20 - 300/2,500 -
Civic Center Hill - Hill - —
Fifth/Hill Hitl -~ - - -
Seventh/Flower Seventh - - - -
Wilshire/Alvarado off-street - Alvarado — 26
Wilshire/Vermont off -street 3+3 Vermont, Sixth - 20
Wilshire/Normandie Wilshire - Normandie - -
Wilshire/Western Wilshire 0+5 Western - -
Wilshire/Crenshaw Wilshire 4+3 - - -
Wilshire/La Brea Wilshire — La Brea -
Wilshire/Fairfax off-street 12+ 10 Wilshicr)z, Fairfax, 175 In Park & Ride lot
den
Fairfax/Beverly off-street - Beverly 250/1,000 In Park & Ride lot
Fairfax/Santa Monica Fairfax - Santa Monica - -
L.a Brea/Sunset Sunset — - - -
Hollywood Cahuenga off -street 3+6 - - 99
Universal City off-street 8+ 10 - 1,175/2,500 40
Nor th Hollywood L.ankershim 6+6 Chandler 1,180/2,500 65

Source: SCRTD, Milestone 10 Report: Fixed Facilities, 1983.
Note: Bicycle racks or lockers will be provided at all but the three CBD stations and Wilshire/Normandie.

IBus capacities shown are (de) boarding and layover locations, respectively.
2Park and ride capacities shown are surface-only and wnfh-sfructures, respectively.

3Also referred to as kiss and ride.



Bicycle Access. Bicycle racks or lockers for bicycles are provided at all but the
three CBD and Wilshire/Normandie Stations.

Equipment Spaces. These facilities house the equipment required to operate and
maintain the station. The facilities include electrical distribution rooms, fan rooms,
and traction power substations that supply power to propel the passenger trains, as
well as rooms for more general purpose functions such as trash collection, etc.
Equipment spaces would generally be located at the track level beyond the platforms
and at mezzanine levels beyond tse public areas.

Station Locations. Station locations and design characteristics for the rail transit
stations of the Locally Preferred Alternative with selected renderings are shown in
Figures 2-5 through 2-26. Like the plans and profiles, these station plans are subject
to change during Final Design.

2.2.3 YARDS AND SHOPS

Common to all Project alternatives is a 45~acre major repair shop and storage yard,
proposed in the downtown industrial area (Figure 2-27). The yards and shops provide
space for the following functions: storage of trains when not in mainline service;
dispatch, receipt, and change in trains for mainline service; interior and exterior
cleaning of trains; preventive and corrective maintenance of cars; and testing of cars
before revenue service and after major repairs. In addition to the main yard and
shop, a minor maintenance or storage facility is proposed for each alternative.
Under the Locally Preferred Alternative, operating storage will be provided by two
stub-ended tail tracks, 500 feet long, north of the terminal station at Lankershim/
Chandler.

2.2.4 SUBSYSTEMS

Subsystems, the operating equipment portions of the rail transit project, include
passenger vehicles, train control, communications, traction power, and fare collec-
tion. The following discussion covers train control, communication, and traction
power only, since the other subsystems have already been described elsewhere,

Train Control. Metro Rail trains would be controlled automatically and manually. A
central control facility would be located in a separate operations control center in
the downtown area near Union Station. The facility would house the necessary
displays, control consoles, communication apparatus, and operating personnel respon-
sible for the overall safety and security of passengers, and for the daily operation of
trains, stations, and all supporting wayside apparatus. Central Control would serve
as the focal point from which all Metro Rail operations would be supervised. Auto-
mated train controls would be installed to ensure train protection.
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Figure 2-24.1

Universal City Station Area

Harry Weese & Associates
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Communications. The communications subsystems would convey information among
management, operations, maintenance, and security personnel, and to transit
patrons. The communications subsystems include the following services:

e Radio service between various areas for operations and maintenance, security
purposes, and emergency needs

e Telephone services, including direct line emergency, administrative, main~
tenance, and public telephone service

e Public address and intercommunication systems services within the passenger
stations

e Closed circuit television surveillance at passenger stations

e Transmission via wire and cable to carry communications between the stations
and Central Control

Traction Power. The traction power subsystem provides power to the passenger
vehicles. Substations along the route would convert the higher commercial AC vol-
tage to the lower DC voltage (600-750 volts) used by the trains. From the substa-
tions, the energy would be transferred to the third rail that supplies power to the
train. Components of the traction power subsystem include transformers, rectifiers,
switches, and circuit breakers.

2.2.5 OPERATING CHARACTERISTICS

The rail transit system will use proven two-track, steel wheel, steel rail com-
ponents. The system's operating characteristics are based on an analysis of hours of
operation, train size, vehicle loading, the duration of each station stop (dwell time),
and average operating speed. Further information is contained in the Milestone |
Report: Preliminary System Definition and Operating Plan.

Patronage. Under the Locally Preferred Alternative, it is estimated that more than
364,000 passengers will board the rail system daily in the year 2000.* Total transit
boardings are nearly 2,429,000, of which about 2,065,000 would be on the bus
network. Daily rail transit boardings by mode of access for the Locally Preferred
Alternative are shown in Table 2-3. The greatest number of rail boardings arrive by
feeder buses. This mode of access accounts for 54 percent of the total rail
boardings. Figure 2-28 shows total daily boardings at stations as well as patronage
along the various segments of the Locally Preferred Alternative. The highest total is
between the Seventh/Flower Station and the Wilshire/Alvarado Station where about
88,400 patrons are accommodated daily in each direction.

* Section 3.9.3 of this chapter presents a sensitivity analysis of the cost effective-
ness of the Project alternatives if ridership fell 30 percent short of projections. It is
likely that actual ridership will be in the range covered by the ridership levels used in
the sensitivity analysis and the levels presented in the remainder of this document.
Ridership levels are difficult to predict precisely because a number of factors
involved in the calculations are themselves difficult to predict: ease or difficulty of
access, fuel costs, parking costs, fares, future development, population and
employment distribution, and highway and transit level of service.
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TABLE 2-3

DAILY RAIL TRANSIT BOARDINGS BY MODE OF ACCESS
LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Park Kiss
Station Walk & Ride & Ride Bus Total
Union Station 2,591 4,112 2,239 14,011 22,953
Civic Center 11,660 0 0 8,692 20,352
Fifth/Hill 23,305 0 0 21,051 44,356
Seventh/Flower 8,729 0 0 23,526 32,254
Wilshire/Alvarado 20,047 0 3,721 17,577 41,345
Wilshire /Vermont 15,445 0 3,504 17,661 36,610
Wilshire/Normandie 4,828 0 2,539 6,244 13,611
Wilshire /Western 9,057 0 2,592 13,460 25,109
Wilshire /Crenshaw 3,536 0 2,570 7,063 13,169
Wiishire /La Brea 3,721 0 1,083 6,523 11,327
Wilshire/Fairfax 4,626 450 1,222 13,464 19,762
Fairfax/Beverly 3,860 1,339 355 4,586 10,140
Fairfax/Santa Monica 3,106 0 622 13,192 16,920
La Brea/Sunset 4,602 0 436 3,350 8,388
Hollywood/Cahuenga 8,047 0 894 5,061 14,002
Hollywood Bowl |,464 0 792 2,184 4,440
Universa! City 2,164 3,655 1,412 10,232 17,463
North Hollywood 566 2,796 497 8,077 11,936
Total 131,353 12,352 24,478 195,954 364,137

Source: Schimpeler-Corradino Associates, Transportation Planning and
Modeling Services, Final Report, August 1983 (in print).
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Hours of Operation. Hours of operation for other roil rapid transit systems vary
from 14 hours to 24 hours per day. The operating characteristics described here
assume a 20-hour day for purposes of estimating fleet size, operating costs, and
other system information. The 20-hour day allows a regular period for maintaining
the trocks and other parts of the system. Table 2-4 shows the proposed hours of
operation during the week and the frequency of service.

Estimated Travel Time. For the Locally Preferred Alternative a one-way trip from
North Hollywood to Union Station would take about 35 minutes. A round trip
requiring two turn-arounds could be made in less than 75 minutes. Addition of either
of the optional stations would add about one minute in each direction.

Train Size and Fleet. The proposed maximum train size is six cars, with each car
approximately 75 feet long by 10 feet wide. This train size will provide the required
peak capacity to carry projected passenger demand with about 3.5 minutes between
trains. A six-car train requires a 450-foot station platform to provide for the con-
venient loading and unloading of passengers.

TABLE 2-4

SERVICE FREQUENCY
Maximum Schedule

Period Headway (Minutes)  Cars
Weekdays
Early Morning 5:30 a.m. ~ 6:00 a.m. 15 6
6:00 a.m. - 6:30 a.m. 3.5 6
Peak Periods 6:30 a.m. - 9:00 a.m. 3-6 6
3:30 p.m. - 6:30 p.m. 3-6 6
Midday 9:00 a.m. ~ 3:30 p.m. 7.5 6
Evening 6:30 p.m. ~ 7:30 p.m. 7.5 6
Night 7:30 p.m. - 1:30 a.m. 15. 4
Saturdays
Morning 5:30 a.m. ~ 7:30 a.m. 15
Day 7:30 a.m. - 7:30 p.m. 10
Night 7:30 p.m. - 1:30 a.m. 15 4
Sundays and Holidays
All Day 5:30 a.m. - 1230 a.m. I5 4

Source: SCRTD, Milestone | Report: Preliminary System Definition and Operating
Plan, August 1982.
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A fleet of 140 cars will be required initially, although the ultimate operating capac-
ity of six car trains operating at two minute headways would require a fleet of 214
cars. The fleet size includes vehicles needed for revenue service plus those vehicles
required for standby, maintenance, etc.

Vehicle Loading. The peak passenger load planned per car over the heaviest link
during the peak hour is 170 passengers. This loading standard is based on a capacity
of 76 seated passengers plus a 3.3 square foot area for each standing passenger,
permitting reasonable standing comfort and movement within the car. For off-peak
service, loads will not exceed 91 passengers per car. With the high rate of passenger
turnover expected at stations near the heaviest link, few passengers would have to
stand for more than one station stop during off peak hours.

System Capacity. The ultimate capacity shown in Table 2-5 is the maximum number
of passengers that could be carried given various schedule headways and passenger
loads per car.

TABLE 2-5
MAXIMUM PASSENGERS PER HOUR

Maximum 6~Car Trains
Passengers 2 Minute 2.5 Minute
Per Car Headways Headways
170 30,600 24,480
200 36,000 28,800
231 41,580 33,264

Source: SCRTD, Milestone | Report: Preliminary System Definition and Operating
Plan, August 1982.

A system using six-car trains would have an hourly maximum capacity of 30,600
passengers with two-minute headways. Higher passenger loadings per car (up to a
packed condition with 231 patrons) provide flexibility for unplanned circumstances.
These capabilities are adequate to meet expected growth during the first |15 to 20
years of rapid transit system operation.

2.2.6 COSTS

Capital and operating costs are presented in this section. The most general cost
estimate is the concept level, which uses basic unit costs for typical sections. This
was the level of detail presented in the First Tier EIS/EIR. Those estimates have
been refined during Preliminary Engineering. These estimates are presented here for
the Locally Preferred Alternative and include a 15 percent design contingency for
facilities, a 10 percent contingency for systems, and an allowance for uncertainties
during subsequent engineering design work. The need for this factor diminishes as
design progresses to the final stages. Cost estimates for the bus support system are
also inciuded.
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Capital costs are presented in 1983 and in escalated dollars (considering inflation).
The escalated capital costs of the project are determined by escalating each design
construction contract to its midpoint. This procedure is used to address the effects
of inflation over the duration of the contract. Because cost estimates are sensitive
to the choice of discount rates, three different rates have been used. At this time
the 10 percent discount rate appears to be most appropriate. However, discount
rates of four percent and seven percent have been included to assess the system's
costs and cost effectiveness under other assumptions regarding future economic
conditions. Annual operating and maintenance costs are in 1983 dollars.

Capital Cost Items. Capital costs are investments for the design and construction of
permanent facilities and procurement of equipment required for the operation and
maintenance of the rail rapid transit system. Each major cost item is presented in
Table 2-6 and is described below. The estimated total cost for the rail portion of the
Locally Preferred Alternative is $2.47 billion; in escalated dollars it is anticipated to
be $3.38 billion. Total capital costs for the increased bus fleet are $295.4 million*.
More information on cost estimates is contained in the SCRTD Milestone |1
Report: Cost Estimate.

Guideways and Stations. includes the basic heavy construction for the transit line
and station facilities, and all structures necessary to support the transit vehicle, such
as line structures, station shells, yards, and shop buildings.

Utilities. Accounts for utilities within construction sites that must be temporarily or
permanently relocated, or supported in place and maintained. The estimate includes
work on storm and sonitary sewers; water, gas, and steam lines; electric duct lines
for power, telephone, telegraph, traffic lights, police, and fire; manholes; catch
basins and storm drains; and overhead power and utility lines.

Parking. Covers various SCRTD-provided parking facilities, including bus terminals,
park and ride lots, and kiss and ride areas.

Central Control Facility and Main Yard. Includes the facilities necessary for the
storage and dispatch of rail vehicles and the control tower, from which all movement
within the yard would be directed.

North Hollywood Tail Track. Includes the cost of storage tracks at the northern end

of the rail rapid transit system.

Trackwork. Includes procurement and installation of the running rails and turnouts,

crossovers, track fasteners, ties, and ballast. These are the facilities required for
the vehicles to respond to the command-and-control system and to follow the guide-
way.

Train Control. Includes the cost of systems for train protection, train operation, and

train supervision. Specific facilities include track circvits, switch and lock move-
ments, and signals; yard control power; control consoles and supervisory computers;
and automatic train operation and protection. :

* This is the estimated capital cost for one bus fleet including 10 percent spares.
Over the time period used for the financial analysis two replacement fleets would be
required.
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TABLE 2-6

CAPITAL COSTS OF LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
(in 1983 dollars)

tem Cost
Guideways $523,800,000
Stations 708,500,000
Utilities 26,300,000
Parking 9,600,000
Central Control Facility 1,500,000
Main Yard 40,000,000
Trackwork 79,100,000
Train Control 57,200,000
Communications 22,600,000
Traction Power 38,100,000
Fare Collection 19,400,000
Vehicle-Passenger 130,000,000
Vehicle-Auxiliary 1,300,000

Capital Cost Subtotal $1,657,400,000
Design Contingency 235,200,000

15% - Facilities

10% - Systems
Right-of-Way 176,000,000
Design and Construction Management 237,200,000

3% - Facilities

10% - System
Agency Cost 82,800,000
Insurance . 80,000,000
TOTAL C.OST* (in constant 1983 dollars) $2,468,600,000

ESCALATED COST (at 7% to
midpoint of construction design/ $3,384,000,000
construction contracts)

Source: SCRTD, Milestone || Report: Cost Estimate, 1983.

*An additional $295.40 million would be needed for the complementary bus system,
but these costs would not be part of this project.
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FZommunicaﬁons. Covers the communication system between central control, auxil-
iary and supervisory personnel, rapid transit vehicles, and stations. Also included are
the public address systems and a closed circuit television for security.

Traction Power. Covers the cost of furnishing and installing equipment to provide
power for vehicle propulsion and system operation, including all equipment for power
transmission, conversion, and distribution.

Fare Collection. Includes facilities like ticket vending machines, bill changers, entry
and exit consoles, and handicapped/emergency gates.

Passenger Vehicles. Includes vehicles for rail passengers.

Auxiliary Vehicles. Inciudes vehicles for servicing the system like locomotives, self-
propelled cranes, and flat cars.

Other Construction Related Cost Items. These items include the aspects of con-
siruction not related to facilities and siructures.

Right-of-Way. Reflects the cost of obtaining easements, the permanent taking of
real property required for the construction and operation of the system, and the cost
of relocating the displaced residents and businesses.

Engineering Design_and Construction Management. Includes indirect costs for pro-
ject design and for procurement and construction management during construction of
the system, and is estimated as a percentage of the total facilities cost.

Agency Cost. Accounts for indirect costs incurred by SCRTD for administration of
the project. Included are costs for construction inspection; staff support on design
matters, cost estimating, and cost control; special consultants; operational planning;
and pre-operating and start up costs.

Insurance Costs. Includes insurance for facilities and contractors during construc-
tion,

Effect of Project Delay on Construction Capital Costs. The present cost estimates
are based on a six-year construction schedule beginning in 1984. These costs would
escalate were the project to be delayed. To illustrate the impact of a delay on the
project, cost estimates for a one-year and a two-year delay in issving construction
contracts at a seven percent inflation rate have been prepared. With a one-year
delay, capital costs of the Locally Preferred Alternative would increase by over 5237
million to over $3.62 billion. With a two-year delay, costs would increase by about
$491 million to $3.88 billion. Increases of this magnitude would affect SCRTD's
projected cash flow and financing plans. Thus, the importance of achieving the
projected schedule is apparent.

Annual Operating and Maintenance (O & M) Cost Items. Operating and maintenance
costs are annual recurring costs necessary for safe and dependable rail rapid transit
service. Over the life of the system, they represent a major portion of the total
investment for the project. Projections for year 2000 annual O & M costs, including
labor costs, are based on the experience of comparable rail rapid transit systems,
including BART (San Francisco), MARTA (Atlanta), NYCTA (New York), and CTA
(Chicago). Unit costs were developed for each of the following major categories:
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maintenance of ways and structures, maintenance of vehicles, electrical power, and
transportation.

General Administration. Includes the added SCRTD administration expense required
as a result of rail operation. It includes the labor cost associated with the
incremental Iabor required for general management, planning and marketing, opera-
tions training and safety, customer relations, administrative management, and
finance function.

Maintenance of Ways and Structures. Includes the expenses of maintaining fixed
facilities such as subways, aerial structures, tracks, stations, electrical and control
equipment, power systems, fare collection equipment, escalators, landscaping, fenc-
ing, and parking lots.

Maintenance of Vehicles. Covers the cost of maintaining, inspecting, repairing, and
cleaning vehicles.

Electrical Power. Includes the cost of providing traction power for propulsion of the
vehicles; auxiliary power for lighting stations, yards, and shops; and operation of
system machinery and equipment.

Operations. Provides for all management, train operations, control center, stations
and security functions including all labor, materials and other miscellaneous expendi-
tures necessary to operate the transit system.

Subsystem Operations_and Maintenance. Includes management, personnel, materials,
parts, and equipment to maintain the various subsystems and also includes all elect-
rical power to run the transit vehicles. Subsystems covered by this element are
traction power, train control, fare collection and communications.

Liability. Includes expense to estimate the costs of personal injury, property dam-
age, other liability expenses and/or insurance coverage.

Unit Costs. The unit costs for estimating the rail rapid transit system's annual
O & M costs were developed from cost accounts and operating statistics provided by
each transit system in its Section |5 reports to UMTA and were then applied to the
operating statistics projected for the system in year 2000. The Locally Preferred
Alternative has annual rail O & M costs of $48.5 million. The O & M costs for the
background bus system is $447.3 million. The total transit O & M costs for the
Locally Preferred Alternative are $495.8 million (Table 2-7).

Annualized Costs. In addition to annual O & M costs, the "annualized" capital cost of
the project can be determined. This figure represents the cost of each capital item
during a “typical" year over its economic life. The annualized cost is derived based
on assumptions about the economic life of the capital item, the salvage value, if any,
and the discount rate. Combined with the annual O & M, the annualized capital costs
give an idea of how much the system costs each year.

Table 2-8 shows the annualized capital, O & M, and total annual costs for the Locally
Preferred Alternative. At ten percent, the rail rapid transit system's annualized
capital costs total about $253.9 million per year. For the Locally Preferred
Alternative, total annual rail costs amount to $302.4 million and total annual transit
costs amount to $793.7 million (at ten percent).
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TABLE 2-7

ANNUAL OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE COSTS
LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
(in millions of 1983 dollars)

Itermn Cost
General Administration $ 3.96
Maintenance of Ways and Structures 5.07
Maintenance of Vehicles 8.31
Electrical Power 9.88
Operations 9.74
Subsystems 9.66
Liability 1.90
Total Rail Costs! $ 48.52
Total Bus Costs? $447.30

Source: QSCRTD, Milestone || Report: Cost Estimate, 1983
SCRTD Planning and Metro Rail Departments.

Financing. SCRTD is currently securing funds for the construction and operation of
the Metro Rail Project. Because the exact source and amounts are uncertain, this
discussion focuses on the prime sources of funding potentially available for the rail
project. All of the following sources are assumed to be available, but future changes
in federal and state policy could affect their availability to SCRTD. Prime sources
of funding are divided into federal and nonfederal categories. An illustrative cash
flow is presented in Table 2-9. It shows proposed funding sources over a nine-year
period assuming a 62% federal/38% nonfederal split. As cost estimates and funding
availability become more definite, a more specific cash flow can be prepared.

Federal Share. UMTA is the federal agency that provides transit funding. Federal

funds could finance up to a maximum of 75 percent of the capital costs of the
project subject to UMTA's funding constraints. Because of these constraints, SCRTD
is proposing to increase the local share so that federal funding levels are reduced to
about 62 percent. The prime UMTA funding programs include Section 3
(discretionary capital assistance) and Section 9 (formula capital assistance).

Local Share. Nonfederal sources of financing include state and local assistance

programs and SCRTD revenue programs. Nonfederal sources of funding are expected
to provide about 38 percent of the capital costs of the Metro Rail Project. The
California Transportation Commission (CTC) through the Los Angeles County
Transportation Commission allocates a major source of nonfederal transit funding.
Primary local funding programs inciude the following:

e Article 19 Mass Transit Guideways Program (Proposition 5) - State program
which allows motor vehicle revenues to be used for rail transit projects.

e Transportation Planning and Development Funds (TPD) - Fund allocates "spill-
over" revenues from the state sales tax on gasoline through AB255| (formerly
5B620). Recent legislation, SB 1331, calls for the combining of Article 19 and
TPD Funds into one mass transit guideway fund.
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TABLE 2-8

TOTAL ANNUAL COST -—- LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
(millions of 1983 dollars)

RAIL TOTAL (Rail & Bus) -

Annualized Annual Total Annualized Annual  Total =

Copitfl O&M Annual Capital O&M Annual =

Discount Rate Cost Cost Cost Cost Cost Cost =
4% $121.1 $48.5 $169.6 S154.4 $495.8 $650.2 =

7% 185.6 48.5 234.1 2240 4958 719.8 =

10% 253.9 48.5 3024 297.9 495.8 793.7 H

Source: Lynn Sedway & Associates for annualized costs.

I Annuclized costs are derived using the following formula:

Annualized = i X CcC
Cost ol + )™
Where: i discount rate

economic life of capital item

initial cost of purchasing the capital item (less present value
of salvage)

3
" onou

ccC

Key assumptions are:

e Discount rates are 4, 7, and 10 percent.

e The economic life for capital items is 32 years.
e Salvage values at the end of 32 years:

Rights-of -Way 100%
Tunnel 50%
Stations in Subway 50%
Parking Facilities 50%
Yards 50%
Control Center 25%
Other 0%

(From UMTA ond SCRTD, Final Alternatives Analysis/Environmental Impact Statement/Report on
Transit System Improvements in the Los Angeles Regional Core, Appendix |IE, "Benefit-Cost
Analysis," April 1979.) _

-
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TABLE 2-9

METRO RAIL PROPOSED LOCAL FUNDING SOURCES AND REQUIRED FEDERAL FUNDS

(in millions of dollars)

PROJECT

SOURCES FYy8 FY8s FYB8 FY8 FY87 FY8 FY8 FY9 FY9I TOTAL SHARE
Proposed Local Funding
State $39.3 $30.0 $53.0 $72.0 $72.0 §$57.0 657.0 SI19.7 0 $400.0 12%
LACTC 5.4 38.0 54.0 55.0 56.0 70.0 70.0 42.6  $21.0 412.0 12%
Local/Private 0 0 80.0 75.0 30.0 0 0 0 0 185.0 6%
UMTA Section 9 0 40.0 20.0 20.0 25.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 20.0 215.0 6%
City of L.A, 0 7.0 7.0 10.0 10.0 13.0 13.0 9.0 4.0 73.0 2%
Total Local

Share $44.7 $115.0 $214.0 $232.0 $193.0 $170.0 $170.0 $6101.3 $45.0 $1,285.0 38%
Required Federal Funds*
UMTA Section 3
- 62% Share — S$117.2 $336.0 $336.0 $378.0 $378.0 $377.0 $136.8 0 $2,059.0 1%
- 77% Share** $40.0 - - - - - - - - 40.0 1%
Total Federal

Funds $40.0 S117.2 $336.0 $336.0 $378.0 $378.0 $377.0 $136.8 0 $2,099.0 62%

Annual Totals $84.7 $232.2 $6550.0 $568.0 $571.0 $548.0 $547.0 $238.1 $45.0 $3,38:.0 100%

Source: SCRTD, Milestone || Report: Cost Estimate, 1983.
*No federal funding commitment for project construction has been made.
**Average of $15 million at 80% and $25 million at 75%.



- Proposition A - Measure which allows a 1/2 cent sales tax increase in Los
Angeles County to help finance lower bus fares, local transit improvements, and
construction of a rail rapid transit system.

Joint Development/Value Capture Funds - Techniques to generate revenues for
capital and construction costs. Joint development may result in cost effi-
ciencies in the construction of the rail system, a limited recovery of capital
costs, and increased farebox revenues. Value capture may create revenues by
tapping the increased real estate value generated around station areas by the
Metro Rail Project.

Other - Other nonfederal sources of financing to be considered by SCRTD in-
clude Equipment Trust Certificates, Grant Anticipation Notes, Certificates of

Participation, and Revenue Bonds.

2.2.7 REVENUES

The Locally Preferred Alternative is expected to generate $1.10 million in total
transit revenues per day, of which $796,000 would be from bus operations.

2.3 SUBWAY ALTERNATIVE WITH AERIAL SEGMENT (AERIAL OPTION)

2.3.1 ROUTE DESCRIPTION AND ALIGNMENT

This systemwide alternative
is a variation of the Locally
Preferred Alternative. Al-
though subways minimize
environmental impacts and
are justified in dense urban
areas, the costs of tunneling
are high. Ovutside the den-
sest areas, above ground or
surface construction may
result in considerable sav-
ings. The Aerial Option was
developed with costs savings
as a key consideration.
Based on preliminary esti-
mates of costs and ridership,
it was formulated by com-
bining the alternative
alignments that had the
lowest cagpital and operating
costs and generated the
highest patronage. This
alternative  includes the
Locally Preferred Alternat-
ive alignment from Union
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Station through Hollywood. In North Hollywood, however, the alignment would be

above ground (Figures 2-29.1 .and 2-29.2). The trains, operating on an elevated guide-

way, would emerge from the north siope of the Santa Monica Mountains and proceed

to an gerial station at Universal City. Leaving Universal City, the trains would pro-

geecli northwest to a terminal station in North Hollywood at Lankershim and Chandier
ovlevards.

2.3.2 STATIONS

The stations for the Aerial Option are the same as for the Locally Preferred Alterna-
tive, except at Universal City and North Hollywood. At these locations, this alterna-
tive proposes)elevated stations approximately 20-30 feet above the ground (Figures
2-30 and 2-31).

2.3.3 YARDS AND SHOPS

This alternative makes use of the same 45-acre major repair and storage yard de-
scribed under the Locally Preferred Alternative. In addition, aerial tail tracks would
be provided along Lankershim Boulevard immediately north of the North Hollywood
Station.

2.3.4 SUBSYTEMS

The subsystems are the same as for the Locally Preferred Alternative.

2.3.5 OPERATING CHARACTERISTICS

The Aerial Option would have the same rail patronage as the Locally Preferred
Alternative, more than 364,000 per day. Total ridership on the bus and rail systems
would be about 2,429,000 per day. Hours of operation, boardings, and mode of arrival
by station wouid be the same as for the Locally Preferred Alternative.

A one-way trip from North Hollywood to Union Station would take approximately 35
minutes, the same as for the Locally Preferred Alternative. Train size, fleet, vehi-
cle loading, and system capacity also would be the same as for the Locally Preferred
Alternative.

2.3.6 COSTS

Capital Costs. The Aerial Option with elevated guideway and stations at Universal
City and North Hollywood would reduce the capital costs of the Locally Preferred
Alternative by about $57.2 million to $2,411.4 million in 1983 dollars (Tabie 2-10).
The escalated cost would be $3,299.7 million.

Total Amnual Costs. The Aerial Option has the same annual rail O & M cost as the
Locally Preferred Alternative, $48.5 million per year. Using the ten percent dis-
count rate, the annualized cost for the rail component of the Aerial Option totals
$248.1 million per year, slightly less than for the Locally Preferred Alternative. This
gives a total annual rail cost of $296.6 (see Table 2-11). Total annual costs for rail
and bus include $292.1 million in annualized costs plus $495.8 million in annual O & M
costs.
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TABLE 2-10

CAPITAL COSTS OF THE AERIAL OPTION
(in 1983 dollars)

[tem Cost
Guideways $497,101,500
Stations 691,430,500
Utilities 26,300,000
Parking 9,600,000
Central Control Facility 1,500,000
Main Yard 40,000,000
Trackwork 79,167,000
Train Control 57,015,000
Communications 22,539,000
Traction Power 38,062,000
Fare Collection 19,400,000
Vehicles-Passenger 130,000,000
Vehicles-Auxiliary 1,300,000

Capital Cost Subtotal $1,613,415,000
Design Contingency $228,600,000

15% - Facilities

10% - Systems
Right-of-Way 176,000,000
Design and Construction Management 230,600,000

13% - Facilities

10% - System
Agency Cost 82,800,000
Insurance 80,000,000
TOTAL COST* (in constant 983 dollars) $2,411,415,000

ESCALATED CAPITAL COST (at 7% to
midpoint of construction design/
construction contracts) $3,299,700,000

Source: SCRTD, Milestone || Report: Cost Estimate, 1983,

*An additional $295.40 million would be needed for the complementary bus system,
but these costs would not be part of this project.
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2.3.7 REVENUES

The Aerial Option would generate the same daily revenues as the Locally Preferred
Alternative: $1.10 million from both bus and rail operations.

TABLE 2-11

TOTAL ANNUAL COST — AERIAL OPTION
{in millions of 1983 dollars)

RAIL TOTAL (RAIL & BUS)

Annualized Annudl Total Annualized  Annual Total
Cabiifl oaMm Annual Capital O&M Annual

Discount Rate Cost Cost Cost Cost Cast Cost
4% $118.3 $48.5 51668 $i51.6 $495.8  S6u7.4

7% 18t.3 48.5 2298 219.7 495.8 715.5

10% 248.1 485 296.6 292.1 495.8 787.9

Source: Lym Sedway & Associates for annualized costs.

Note: Same notes as Table 2-8.

2.4 MINIMUM OPERABLE SEGMENT

Changes made to the Minimum Operable Segment between the Draft EIS/EIR and
this Final EIS/EIR include the adoption of the Wilshire/Crenshaw Station, shifting the
Wilshire/F airfax Station from its previous paleontologically sensitive site in front of
the Page Museum to a location behind the May Company Building, and refinements of
the patronage estimates. The projected daily boardings have decreased from 295,000
in the Draft EIS/EIR to 261,000 in the Final EIS/EIR, and rail operating and
maintenance costs have increased by $1.3 million. Consequently, operating costs for
the entire transit system rose faster than projected revenues, resuviting in an overall
increase to the operating deficit derived in the Draft EIS/EIR.

2.4.1 ROUTE DESCRIPTION AND ALIGNMENT

The Minimum Operable Segment is identical to the Locally Preferred Alternative
from the main yard in the CBD to the Fairfax/ Beverly Station. Over the 8.8 mile
route, the system would stop at twelve stations.

An earlier alternative of the Minimum Operable Segment ended at Wilshire/Fairfax.
Initially this appeared to be acceptable because it served the areas likely to become
most congested by the year 2000. However, upon closer examination, operational
and service benefits suggested extending the system to Fairfax/Beverly. The ration-
ale for making this adjustment included the following considerations:

e Major regional centers at CBS and Farmers Market would not be served as well
by a terminal station at Wilshire/Fairfax.
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2.4.2 STATIONS

This alternative would have the same |2 stations as the Locally Preferred Alterna-
tive between the Union Station and the Fairfax/Beverly Station. Station access
facilities would be the same as for Locally Preferred Alternative. In this alternative
the Fairfax/Beverly Station would serve as a terminal station. The station layout
would be modified slightly to provide for bus layover space as noted in Figure 2-18.
2.4.3 YARDS AND SHOPS

The 45-acre site in the CBD industrial area would be used for a main yard and shops,
as in the Locally Preferred Alternative. Additionally, tail end pocket tracks for
temporary storage of passenger vehicles would be provided just beyond the Fairfax/
Beverly Station.

2.4.4 SUBSYSTEMS

Subsystems would be the same as for the Locally Preferred Alternative.

2.4.5 OPERATING CHARACTERISTICS

Daily rail transit boardings by mode of access for the Minimum Operable Segment
are shown in Table 2-12. Total transit boardings for the Minimum Operable Segment
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‘are approximately 2,430,000 per day. This includes 261,000 daily boardings on the

rail component and about 2,169,000 on the SCRTD bus system. The greatest number
of rail boardings is by feeder bus. This mode of access accounts for 54 percent of
the total boardings. Figure 2-32 shows total daily boardings at stations, as well as
patronage along the various segments of the Minimum Operable Segment. The
highest total is between the Seventh/Flower Station and the Wilshire/Alvarado
Station where over 73,700 patrons are accommodated daily in each direction. Hours
of operation and train size are assumed to be the same as the Locally Preferred
Alternative. A fleet size of 74 cars is proposed.

TABLE 2-12

DAILY RAIL TRANSIT BOARDINGS BY MODE OF ACCESS
MINIMUM OPERABLE SEGMENT

Park Kiss

Station Walk & Ride & Ride Bus Total

Union Station 2,302 4,065 2,178 12,986 21,531
Civic Center 9,197 0 0 10,764 19,961
Fifth/Hill 19,447 0 0 17,543 36,990
Seventh/F lower 7,162 0 0 19,934 27,096
Wilshire/Alvarado 19,392 0 3,602 17,380 40,374
Wilshire/Vermont 14,345 0 2,951 16,098 33,394
Wilshire/Normandie 4,313 0 2,335 4,733 11,381
Wilshire/Western 8,050 0 2,550 12,21} 22,811
Wilshire/Crenshaw 3,342 0 2,717 6,192 12,251
Wilshire/La Brea 2,240 0 1,065 6,572 9,877
Wilshire/F airfax 2,109 1,724 9268 10,999 15,800
Fairfax/Beverly 1,070 1,290 286 6,399 9,045
Total 92,969 7,079 18,652 161,811 260,511

Source: Schimpeler-Corradino Associates, Transportation Planning and
Modeling Services, Final Report, August 1983 (in print).

2.4.6 COSTS

Capital Costs. The estimated total cost for the rail portion of the Minimum
Operable Segment is $1.54 billion (1983 dollars). Escalated cost totals $2.13 billion.
Table 2-13 itemizes the capital costs for this alternative. Total capital costs for the
increased bus fleet are $329.6 million.

Total Anmwal Costs. Table 2-14 shows the alternative's annual O & M costs.
Table 2-15 shows the annualized, O & M, and total annual costs for the Minimum
Operable Segment. The Minimum Operable Segment has the lowest total annual
costs among the alternatives because of its shorter length and reduced service.
Using the ten percent discount rate, the annualized costs for the rail component of
the Minimum Operable Segment totals about $158.8 million per year. The O & M
costs are estimated to be $31.9 million making the total annual cost $!190.7 million
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TABLE 2-13

CAPITAL COSTS OF MINIMUM OPERABLE SEGMENT
(in 1983 dollars)

ltem Cost
Guideways $278,000,000
Stations 471,600,000
Utilities 17,600,000
Parking 3,100,000
Centra! Control Facility 1,500,000
Main Yard 40,000,000
Trackwork 51,500,000
Train Control 36,200,000
Communications 16,700,000
Traction Power 21,700,000
Fare Collection 15,400,000
Vehicle-Passenger 74,000,000
Vehicle-Auxiliary 1,300,000

Capital Cost Subtotal $1,028,600,000
Design Contingency 146,000,000

15% - Facilities

10% - Systerns
Righf—of—Woy 118,000,000
Desian and Construction Management 147,200,000

13% - Focilities

10% - System
Agency Cost 53,100,000
{nsurance 51,000,000
TOTAL COST* {in constant 1983 dollars) $1,543,900,000

ESCALATED CAPRPITAL COST (at 7% to
midpoint of construction design/ $2,133,500,000
construction contracts)

Source: SCRTD, Milestone || Report: Cost Estimate, 1983,

*  An additional $329.6 million would be needed for the complementary bus system,
but these costs would not be part of this project.
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for the rail operations. For bus and rail operations, total annual costs amount to
$728.1 million, including $207.9 million for annualized costs and $520.2 million for
O & M (at ten percent).

TABLE 2-14

ANNUAL OPERATING AND MAINTEMANCE COSTS
MINIMUM OPERABLE SEGMENT
{in millions of 1983 dollars!

ltem Cost
General Adminisiration $ .77
Maintenance of Ways and Structures 3.74
Maintenance of Vehicles 4,96
Electrical Power 5.55
Operations 6.89
Subsysterns 6.77
Liability 1.25
Tota! Rail Costs' $31.94#
Tatal Bus Costs? $329.60

Source: lSCRTD, Milestone {1 Report: Cast Estimate, 1983.
2SCRTD Planning and Metro Rail Departments.

*Figures do not total exactly becouse of rounding.

Eaad sl el o2l o s 2e s

TABLE 2-15

TOTAL ANNUAL COST — MINIMUM OPERABLE SEGMENT
{in millions of 1983 doliars)

RAIL TOTAL (RAIL & BUS)
Annualized Annuat Tota! Annuolized Annual  Total
Ccrpii?l O&M Annual Capital 0& M Apnual
Discount Rote Cost Cost Cost Cost Cost Cost
Lo, $75.7 $31.9 $107.6 $112.8 $520.2  $633.0
7% 116.1 319 148.0 158.9 §20.2  €79.1
10% 158.8 319 190.7 207.9 5202 728.1

Source: Lym Sedway & Associgtes for annualized costs.
Note: Same notes as Table 2-8,

2.4.7 REVENUES
The Minimum Operable Segment is expected to generate $183,300 per day from rail

operations and $861,600 per day from bus operations, for a total daily revenue of
$1,044,900.
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3. COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

Each of the alternatives has positive and negative attributes. The purpose of this
section is to summarize and highlight the differences among the alternatives, the No
Project Alternative, the Locally Preferred Alternative, the Aerial Option to the
Locally Preferred Alternative, and the -Minimum Operable Segment. The comparison
covers the foilowing categories, which correspond generaily to the impact discussion
in Chapters 3 and 4: transportation, land use and development, economic and fiscal
concerns, displacement, social and community concerns, aesthetics, physical en-
vironment, and cultural resources. In addition, a cost effectiveness evaluation has
been included. ‘

3.1 TRANSPORTATION

3.1.1 TRANSIT

By the year 2000, over 3.7 million daily person trips will be generated within the
Regional Core. Under the No Project Alternative, 20 percent of these trips would be
made on the bus system and 80 percent by automobile. The transit demand would
require a peak hour fleet of 2,209 buses. The Locally Preferred Alternative and
Aerial Option would change this demand to 1,969 buses, and the Minimum Operable
Segment would increase fleet requirements to 2,197 buses. Bus demand in the
Wilshire Corridor under all rail alternatives and along the Hollywood Freeway under
the Locally Preferred Alternative and Aerial Option would be reduced substantially
relative to the No Project Alternative. Under the Locally Preferred Alternative and
Aerial Option, about 236,000 daily auto person-trips would be diverted to transit.
Under the Minimum Operable Segment, 232,000 daily aquto person-trips would be
diverted to transit. As a result of this diversion, total transit ridership (rail and bus)
would increase from .96 million daily boardings to 2.43 million under the Locally
Preferred Alternative and Aerial Option. Total daily ridership under the Minimum
Operable Segment would be the same as the Locally Preferred Alternative although
the proportion of rail boardings would be smaller.

3.1.2 TRAFFIC

Within the Regional Core, total vehicle miles of travel (VMT) under the No Project
Alternative will grow from 14.2 million VMT in 1980 to 17.8 million VMT by the year
2000, a 25 percent increase. Peak hour traffic demand volumes on freeways will
exceed capacity virtually everywhere within the Regional Core. On the Hollywood
Freeway just east of the Harbor Freeway demand is projected to be nearly twice
capacity. The arterial street system which currently handles the majority of the
Regional Core travel is expected to carry an even larger share by the year 2000. As a
result of this growth, three times as many of the Regional Core's key intersections
will deteriorate to unsatisfactory levels of service. Under the No Project Alterna-
tive, these congested conditions mean motorists, transit users, and pedestrians will
have diminished mobility and will therefore require more time to reach their destina-
tions.



All of the rail alternatives would reduce automobile trips and VMT as compared to
No Project conditions. Table 2-16 summarizes the effect the Metro Rail Project
would have on various travel characteristics. The Aerial Option and the Locally Pre-
ferred Alternative would have the same impacts on travel, reducing vehicle miles
traveled in the Regional Core by five percent and reducing average daily vehicular
trips into and out of the Regional Core by about two percent.

3.1.3 PARKING

Demand for parking in the Regional Core is expected to increase faster than the
supply of available spaces between now and the year 2000. Under the No Project
Alternative the CBD will have a net parking deficiency of well over 23,000 spaces.
With implementation of the rail transit project, many auto drivers will be diverted to
transit, and parking pressures should ease at many locations in the Regional Core.
The increased development that may be accommodated because of the presence of
the rail line will, on the other hand, add to parking pressures in some areas. The net
effect of these factors on parking supply and demand is that the CBD stations will
continue to experience parking shortages under the rail alternatives, and that the
Fairfax/Beverly, Universal City, and North Hollywood Stations will experience
parking deficiencies that would not have occurred under the No Project Alternative.

TABLE 2-16
TRAVEL CHARACTERISTICS UNDER SYSTEMWIDE ALTERNATIVES
Locally
Preferred
Alternative Minimum
No Project and Operable
Trave! Characteristics Alternative  Aerial Option  Segment
Average Daily Traffic crossing
Harbor Freeway between Sunset & Pico 657,000 619,000 644,300
Western between Franklin & Santa
Monica Freeway 1,015,600 938,800 1,001,100
l.a Cienega between Sunset
& Santa Monica Freeway 739,100 732,500 735,700
Hollywood Boulevard between
Laurel Canyon & Wilton 486,400 469,100 486,400
Pico between L.a Cienega & Alameda 957,400 955,500 957,200
Vehicle Miles Traveled In
Regional Core 17,826,000 16,961,000 16,981,000
Percent of Key Intersections {(a.m. peak) with
- improved conditions - 56% NM
- no significant change - 32% NM
- worsened conditions - 12% NM
- good operating conditions 44% 47% NM

Source: Los Angeles City Department of Transportation, Draft Traffic Analysis
Report, 1983; SCRTD Metro Rail Department.

NM = Not measured
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‘Park and ride facilities will be provided at some of the rail stations, initially as
surface lots and ultimately as parking garages. The Locally Preferred Alternative
and Aerial Option include 8,675 total spaces (3,080 initially) at five stations, while
the Minimum Operable Segment includes facilities at three stations containing 3,675
spaces (725 initially). Demand for the park and ride facilities under each rail
alternative will exceed the number of spaces supplied at each of these stations.
Consequently, parking demand will spill over into surrounding areas, creating more
traffic in these areas. While the traffic will not affect Union Station, which is
surrounded by commercial and industrial activities, residential areas in the other
station areas with proposed parking facilities are more sensitive to traffic and would
be adversely affected.

3.2 LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT

Rail rapid transit would intensify development and, if supported by appropriate land
use decisions, accommodate development beyond projections for the No Project
conditions. A comparison of total development levels within the Regional Core
under the various systemwide alternatives is presented in Table 2-17. The land use
and development effects of the Aerial Option would be virtually identical to those of
the Locally Preferred Alternative within station areas, but for land use along the
Aerial Corridor, the Aerial Option would be significantly more adverse than the
Locally Preferred Alternative. A direct consequence of this growth will be the
increasing "densification” of the Regional Core and, particularly, the station areas.

TABLE 2-17

INCREASED DEVELOPMENT IN STATION AREAS
UNDER SYSTEMWIDE ALTERNATIVES, YEAR 2000

No Locally Minimum
Project Preferred Operable
Alternative Alternative! Segment
Commercial Space 91,315 105,015~116,835% 102,615-111,615*%
(1,000 Gross Sq. Ft.)
Employment 368,000 419,300-466,900* 412,000-449,900*
Dwelling Units 44,280 58,750 55,350
Population 97,000 131,250 124,470
Persons per Square Mile2 13,355 16,504 15,548

Source: SCRTD, Technical Report - Land Use and Development Impacts, June 1983.

*Range reflects amount of development both without and with a concerted effort by
SCRTD and others to promote joint development.

| Also reflects development under the Aerial Option.
2For Regional Core.



Within designated centers in the Regional Core, 87.4 million gross square feet of
commercial floor area is expected to be constructed by the year 2000 under the No
Project Alternative. Commercial development in conjunction with the Locally
Preferred Alternative could increase by 13 to 24 percent over the No Project
Alternative. The commercial floor area is expected to increase 10 to 19 percent in
conjunction with the Minimum Operable Segment.

Focusing development into specific areas is consistent and supportive of both the
City of Los Angeles' long range land use and development goals, as well as the
county’s General Plan, specifically its Urban Form and General Development
policies. These goals call for the development of major centers of residence and
business. Fourteen of the 18 stations on the Locally Preferred Alternative and 10 of
the 12 stations on the Minimum Operable Segment are in designated centers. These
high density areas are envisioned to contain a rapid transit station, high-rise office
structures, department stores, hotels, theaters, restaurants, and government
offices. The Locally Preferred Alternative is the most effective in helping fulfill the
city's and county's Centers Concept. The Minimum Operable Segment is somewhat
less effective and the No Project Alternative would not stimulate development in
designated centers. The Minimum Operable Segment could have a slightly different
impact on commercial development than the Locally Preferred Alternative. Under
the Minimum Operable Segment, the Wilshire Corridor would have greater regional
accessibility than Hollywood and North Hollywood. Accordingly, office and regional
retail development that may have been attracted to these areas under the Locally
Preferred Alternative might instead locate in the Wilshire Corridor.

While the Centers Concepts, adopted by the city and by the county, specifically call
for rapid transit stations in centers, they do not exclude the location of transit
stations in non-centers. In non-centers as well as centers the primary measure of
land use and development impacts is whether growth expected to occur in conjunc-
tion with the Metro Rail Project would be consistent with applicable local plans.
Commercial growth expected to occur in conjunction with the Locally Preferred
Alternative or the Minimum Operable Segment in the Wilshire/Fairfax Station area
may exceed the development capacity established by the Wilshire District Plan.
Residential growth expected to occur in conjunction with the Locally Preferred
Alternative may exceed the development levels established by the Wilshire District
Plan for the Wilshire/La Brea and Fairfax/Beverly station areas, by the West
Hollywood Community Plan for the Fairfax/Santa Monica Station area,* and by the
Sherman Oaks-Studio City-Toluca Lake District Plan for the Universal City Station
area. Both commercial and residential development expected to occur in conjunction
with the Locally Preferred Alternative in the Wilshire/Crenshaw station area would
not exceed the development capacities established by the Park Mile Specific Plan.

Residential growth expected to occur with the Minimum Operable Segment may
exceed established development capacities in the Wilshire/La Brea and Fairfax/
Beverly station areas.

*Residential growth expected to occur with the Locally Preferred Alternative would
not exceed the development capacity established by the county proposed Specific
Plan for this station area.
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These impacts can be mitigated through the actions of responsible planning agencies
with the support of the SCRTD. Specific plans for each station area, currently being
prepared by the City of Los Angeles Department of Planning, the County of Los
Angeles Regional Planning Department, and the Community Redevelopment Agency
of the City of Los Angeles, are the principal means by which mitigation measures
can be implemented.

3.3 ECONOMIC AND FISCAL CONSIDERATIONS

The rail rapid transit project would have substantial and diverse economic and fiscal
impacts. The regional economy, employment, development opportunities, and the
fiscal obligations and revenues of governments in the Regional Core would all bene-
fit. The impacts from the Locally Preferred Alternative and its Aerial Option would
be essentially the same and would result in the greatest positive benefit.

The Locally Preferred Alternative would generate between 3,000 and 5,000 jobs
annually during construction, and 800 and 850 permanent jobs. The Minimum Oper-
able Segment would, given its shorter route, generate fewer employment opportuni-
ties. The Locally Preferred Alternative is expected to increase the gross regional
product (total income within the Southern California Region) by between $97.0
million and $)45.6 million, while the Minimum Operable Segment would add between
$63.9 million and $95.8 million.

The additional development that the rail rapid transit project could help accom-
modate would also have considerable economic benefits. These benefits would affect
not only the regional economy in general but SCRTD in particular, were SCRTD to
pursue an aggressive program to capture a share of the revenue generated by
development in station areas. These "value capture" mechanisms include leasing air
rights above parcels acquired by SCRTD and formation of a special benefit
assessment district. Under the Locally Preferred Alternative, SCRTD could realize
about $6.7 million a year in lease revenues from development on SCRTD acquired
sites. Special assessment districts could also be established in all station areas, as
has been done in other U.S. transit systems, generating between $26.3 and $52.6
million for SCRTD in the year 2000. Under the Minimum Operable Segment, $1.9
million a year in lease revenues could be realized, as well as between about $25.7 and
$51.4 million in assessment district revenuves in the year 2000. The California
legisiature recently enacted enabling legislation to permit special assessment
districts at all station areas. This authority extends for one mile from stations in the
CBD and one-half mile from other stations. The SCRTD Board has voted to exempt
single-family residential property from the assessment areas.

While initially there could be some potentially adverse fiscal impacts from the rail
rapid transit project, the overall fiscal effects would be positive. Some property
acquisition by SCRTD would remove parcels from the property tax base. Business
loss could decrease sales tax revenues, but these effects would be only temporary,
given the increased development expected to occur in conjunction with the project.
Under the Locally Preferred Alternative, this development could increase annual
property tax revenues by between $8.1 million and $14.1 million over No Project
figures in the year 2000 and could increase year 2000 sales tax revenues by between
$.5 million and $1 million. The Minimum Operable Segment would add between $6.6
million and $11.6 million to property tax revenues and $.4 million and $.8 million to
sales tax revenues over year 2000 No Project figures. These figures to not account

2-88



for the relatively small losses associated with land acquisition by SCRTD. The

higher estimates assume SCRTD actively pursues joint development programs on its
sites.

34 LAND ACQUISITION AND DISPLACEMENT

Construction of the rail rapid transit project would require the acquisition of land
and the removal or replacement of uses within its right-of-way. The displacement
under each alternative is summarized in Table 2-18. The Locally Preferred
Alternative and the Aerial Option would displace the greatest number of residences
and businesses. While the Locally Preferred Alternative would displace 14 more
businesses than the Aerial Option, it would displace two fewer residences. The
Minimum Operable Segment requires the least land acquisition and incurs the least in
relocation costs.

TABLE 2-18
DISPLACEMENT UNDER PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

Locally Minimum

Preferred Aerial Operable

Use Alternative Option Segment

Residences

Single Family 6 10 0
Multifamily 195 193 24
Businesses 197 183 77
Public Services/Nonprofit Organizations 5 3 0

Source: SCRTD, Draft Staff Relocation Analysis and Report, August 1983.

3.5 SOCIAL AND COMMUNITY CHANGES

Social and community impacts can be both positive and negative, since population
groups with different social values may be affected differently. Most of the long
term impacts on a community result from the growth expected to be accommodated
by the rail alternatives. These physical land use and economic changes are considered
in conjunction with surveyed community values to arrive at an evaluation of social
change in the station environs. For the environs common to each Project alternative
the impacts are expected to be similar, Relative to the No Project Alternative, the
Project alternatives would result in the following impacts:

e A beneficial net increase in housing supply at all station environs except Holly-
wood Bow! and Universal City. Higher density housing as well as commercial
development is anticipated in the vicinity of stations. However, this wouid
result in some direct displacement and would also cause some indirect displace-
ment if rents rise beyond the financial means of the tenants.
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® A beneficial net increase in commercial services. The benefits include revitaliz-

ing economically stognant or declining areas, creating opportunities for
pedestrian oriented shopping areas, and increasing the availability and choice of
services. The greater attractiveness and accessibility of commercial areas could
increase rents and consequently cause businesses to relocate. To some extent
this would occur in all station areas except Union Station, Civic Center,
Wilshire/Crenshaw, and Hollywood Bowl.

e It is assumed induced growth will result in direct and indirect displacement of
social services and public facilities at all station environs except at Union
Station, Civic Center, Wilshire/Fairfax, Hollywood Bowl, and Universal City.
Growth in conjunction with the rail transit project will require expanding
existing social services. This will require additional revenues to maintain the
same level of social services as now exists. Accordingly, Metro Rail could
indirectly, adversely affect social services, if funding for these services were
constrained.

e Improved mobility for the community and greater accessibility to major destina-
tions because of faster travel service, somewhat reduced congestion, and the
expanded and modified bus network designed to connect with the rail project.
Patrons who are dependent on transit would benefit most.

e The character and cohesiveness of the Fairfax community could diminish, if the
new commercial development is permitted to conflict with the ared's many
small businesses and parking deficiencies are not alleviated.

e The aerial structures of the Aerial Option would disrupt the neighborhood at-
mosphere, as defined through surveys of local residents, in the San Fernando
Valley.

3.6 AESTHETICS

Visual impacts would be the same for the Project alternatives along the alignment
from Union Station to Fairfax/Beverly, where the Minimum Operable Segment ter-
minates. The Locally Preferred Alternative and the Aerial Option, would create the
same visual impacts up to the north face of the Santa Monica Mountains, where the
Aerial Option would emerge as an elevated guideway. Virtually all adverse impacts
for these segments of the route can be mitigated, so that the net effect of the
Locally Preferred Alternative and the Minimum Operable Segment will be a benefi-
cial one. The significant adverse impacts of the Aerial Option can only be partially
mitigated. These impacts include the contrasting and inappropriate scale of the
aerial guideway to the surrounding visual setting and the visual intrusion upon the
occupants of commercial and residential structures fronting along the aerial
alignment. Local and regional views from streets, homes, and businesses also would
be obstructed by the elevated guideway and stations.
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3.7 PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

3.7.1 NOISE AND VIBRATION

Various design features (such as use of resilient direct fixation fasteners) have been
proposed to ensure that ground-borne noise and vibration from the rail rapid transit
project would not be intrusive to occupants of nearby buildings. No vibration
impacts are expected with any of the Project alternatives and only at a few locations
would rail rapid transit operations generate noise levels exceeding adopted standards
and criteria. Under the Locally Preferred Alternative, eight sites would experience
noise levels in excess of standards and require special mitigation measures. Two
sites, both theaters, would be affected under the Minimum Operable Segment. The
Aerial Option, in addition to generating ground-borne noise, would emit airborne
noise. Much of this noise would be reduced to acceptable levels through the use of
sound barrier walls. Nevertheless, approximately 30 single family residences and 10
apartment buildings in the San Fernando Valley would experience excessive airborne
noise that would not occur with the Locally Preferred Alternative.

3.7.2 AIR QUALITY

impacts on air quality are defined at two geographic levels: subregional and local.
The subregional analysis examines the effect of the rail rapid transit project on
pollutant emissions for the area used to study traffic changes. Within this areaq, all
alternatives would reduce emissions for all five pollutants studied (Table 2-19).

At the site specific, or micro, level air quality impacts are measured in terms of

exposure to air pollutants at sensitive sites such as residences, parks, hospitals, and
schools. The pollutant of primary concern is carbon monoxide whose effects are
related to levels of traffic congestion. Such areas, known as "hot spots" include the
Lankershim/Burbank intersection and four of the stations with parking. Background
levels for carbon monoxide (eight-hour) in the year 2000 range from 9.7 parts per
million at Union Station to 15.0 parts per million at Universal City. These levels
exceed the state eight-hour standard. Changes to carbon monoxide fevels by any of
the Project alternatives beyond those under the No Project Alternative were found
to be minimal. The traffic changes resulting from the project would not cause the
eight-hour carbon monoxide standard to be exceeded.

3.7.3 ENERGY

Transportation energy requirements under the No Project Alternative include the
demand for construction, operation, and maintenance of automobiles and buses, and
the demand for fuel. The resultant energy demand in the year 2000 is a function of
auto and bus travel. An estimated 552,371 billion British thermal units (BTUs) would
be required for transportation purposes in the Los Angeles region.
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TABLE 2-19
COMPARISON OF POLLUTANT EMISSIONS UNDER SYSTEMWIDE ALTERNATIVES

(tons/day) -
No Project Reductions in Emissions under
Alternative Locally Minimum
Regional Vehicular Preferred Operable
Pollutant Emissions Alternative! Segment
Carbon Monoxide 461.3 1.9 1.5
Reactive Hydrocarbons 37.7 0.6 0.5
Oxides of Nitrogen 57.9 1.0 0.9
Sulfur Dioxide 8.9 0.1 0.1
Suspended Particulates 12.4 0.3 0.3

Source: SCRTD, Technical Report - Air Quality, 1983.

| Also reflects reductions under the Aerial Option

Under the Project alternatives, approximately three-fourths of the rail system
energy demand is required for traction power and station operations; the balance is
for construction of guideways, structures, and passenger vehicles and for main-
tenance. Total annual rail energy demand for the Locally Preferred Alternative is
1,556 billion BTUs; for the Aerial Option, 1,494 billion BTUs; and for the Minimum
Operable Segment, 914 billion BTUs. The construction and operation of the Locally
Preferred Alternative, the most energy demanding of the Project alternatives, would
represent less than one-half of one percent of the City of Los Angeles' Department
of Water and Power's projected year 2000 annual demand.

The energy demand imposed on the region by Metro Rail is projected to be offset by
the reduction in auto and bus vehicle miles traveled. Most of the net energy savings
generated by the rail transit system will come from reductions in propulsion energy
consumption; that is, the gasoline and diesel fuel that would be consumed if Metro
Rail were not built.

3.7.4 GEOLOGY AND HYDROLOGY

Features already incorporated into the design of the Project alternatives will elimi-
nate nearly all potential geologic and hydrologic hazards. The only hazard with
significant consequences for the rail transit system would be a fault rupture and
subsequent ground shaking which could impact the alignment of all Project alternc-
tives and damage support structures of the Aerial Option. However, the probability
of such an event is extremely low-—-the maximum displacement estimated for the
Malibu-Santa Monica Fault is expected to occur on an average of once every 20,000
to 30,000 years and for the Hollywood F ault, once every 60,000 to 70,000 years.
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3.8 CULTURAL RESOURCES

3.8.1 SECTION 106 AND 4(f) HISTORIC PROPERTIES

The No Project Alternative would have no effect on the 29 properties found to be
historically significant from surveys conducted along the Metro Rail alignment. Four
historic properties would be adversely affected by the Project alternatives.

e At Union Station, a National Register District, station construction would cause
the staged removal and replacement of Union Station rail track; removal of the
north end of the Mail, Baggage, and Express Building; removal and later recon-
struction of a ramp and an architecturally integrated wall on the north side of
the station; the removal of the first floor of another section of the Mail,
Baggage, and Express Building; and the removal of a canopied loading dock east
of the track area.

e At the Title Guarantee Building on West Fifth Street and the Pershing Square
Building on South Hill Street (if another station entrance is needed in the future)
the ground floors of the building would need to be altered to include station
entrances. Visual and audible elements out of character with the buildings
would also be introduced.

e At Hancock Park/L.a Brea Tar Pits paleontological resources may be disrupted
during construction.

Were the Aerial Option to be adopted, an additional 10 potentially historic structures
may be adversely affected along the North Hollywood alignment.

3.8.2 ARCHAEOLOGY

Along the Locally Preferred Alternative's alignment, three archaeologically signifi-
cant sites have been identified and four other sites are considered potentially signifi-
cant. All Project alternatives have the potential for disrupting resources in the Los
Angeles Passenger Terminal District, at the Civic Center and Hill Street Station
locations, and in the Hancock Park/La Brea Tar Pits area. In addition, the Locally
Preferred Alternative and the Aerial Option may uncover archaeological resources in
the Campo de Cchuenga area of Universal City. No other adverse effects are
expected.

3.8.3 PALEONTOLOGY

Potential impacts on paleontological resources are identical for all Project alterna-
tives. The most significant impact would be in the Rancho La Brea Tar Pits resource
area where there are known occurrences of fossils. Marine invertebrates and verte-
brates may also be encountered in the CBD and along the Wilshire Corridor.
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3.8.4 PARKS AND RECREATION LANDS

The No Project Alternative would not enhance accessibility to public parks and other
recreational facilities in the Regional Core, in contrast to the Project alternatives.
While the long term net effect to 4(f) lands will be beneficial, short term effects are
expected. Under all Project alternatives, removal of sidewalks and landscaping
would occur at the Court of Flogs and at Pershing Square would be necessary for
construction of station entrances. In addition, the Locally Preferred Alternative and
the Aerial Option would affect the Campo de Cahuenga park area through indirect
construction impacts (such as noise and vibration). No actual use of parkiand in the
Campo de Cahuenga area would be required. The Hollywood Bowl Station also would
be affected under these two alternatives. A station entrance and vent shafts at each
end of the station would be built on Bowl| property.

3.9 COST EFFECTIVENESS ANALYSIS

Cost effectiveness, as used here, is a measure of the cost of the benefits derived
from investment in rail transit. Benefits include the number of patrons served and
the number of passenger miles traveled. This section considers the cost effec-
tiveness of the rail alternatives under differing assumptions about the discount rate
and the patronage estimates.

3.9.1 COST SUMMARY

Table 2-20 presents a summary cost comparison of the alternatives in 1983 dollars.
Included are total capital cost, annualized capital cost at ten percent (currently
assumed to be the most accurate rate), year 2000 operating cost, and total annual
cost. The costs include bus and rail costs. Over the time period of the financial
analysis, the initial bus fleet with its 12 year economic life would have to be
replaced twice. This has been taken into account in the annualization of the capital
costs.

The Locally Preferred Alternative is the most costly alternative with a total rail and
bus capital cost of $2,764.0 million and a total annualized capital cost of $297.9
million. The Aerial Option would reduce rail and bus capital costs by $57.2 million
and total annualized capital costs by $5.8 million. The Minimum Operable Segment
would cost a total of $1,873.5 million in rail and bus capital expenditures and result
in a total annualized capital cost of $207.9 million. Expected annual revenue for the
Locally Preferred Alternative and the Aerial Option are the same, estimated at
$334.4 million. The Minimum Operable Segment could generate as much as $15.2
million a year less in revenue.
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TABLE 2-20

COST COMPARISON
(in millions of 1983 dollars)

Locally Minimum
Preferred Aerial Operable
No Project  Alternative Option Segment
Capital Cost! '
Bus $331.4 $295.4 $295.4 $329.6
Rail N.A. 2,468.6 2,411.4 1,543.9
Total $331.4 $2,764.0 $2,706.8 $1,873.5
Total Annualized Capital Cost?
(@ 10%) $48.3 $297.9 $292.1 $207.9
Annual Operating Cost!
Bus $526.1 $447.3 $447.3 $488.3
Rail NL.A. 48.5 48.5 31.9
Total $526.1 $495.8 $495.8 $520.2
Total Annual Cost?
(@ 10%) $574.4 $793.7 $787.9 $728.1
Total Annual Revenue3 $247.2 $334.4 $334.4 $319.2

Source: |DMJM/Kaiser Engineers/Booz, Allen & Hamilton (capital and operating
costs. Annual operating costs are based on an average of 315 days of bus
service and 310 days of rail service.

2Lynn Sedway & Associates (annualized costs).

3SCIRTD; Schimpeler-Corradino Associates (patronage and revenues).
Annual revenues are based on projected weekday revenues, multiplied by
an average of 308 operating days for bus service and by an average of 295
operating days for rail service; service will be provided daily.

3.9.2 COST EFFECTIVENESS

This section presents calcuiations of cost effectiveness for total annual costs
(annualized capital costs and annual O & M costs) on both an average cost and mar-
ginal cost basis. Average costs are total costs divided by either total passengers or
total passenger miles. For systems of comparable length, the cost per passenger is a
useful measure of comparison. However, for systems of different lengths it is more
accurate to compare passenger miles because this measure better reflects system
use by accounting for both trip volumes and trip length. Marginal costs are the
expenditures incurred for each addition to the rail project. In the following
discussion, the cost effectiveness in terms of average and marginal cost is presented
first for the entire transit system and then for the rail component alone.
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Analysis of Average Costs. Table 2-21 presents total annual costs on both a per
passenger and passenger mile basis. As the table indicates, the relative ranking of
each alternative's cost effectiveness is very sensitive to the discount rate used to
annualize capital costs. For example, when considering total transit (rail and bus)
costs on a per passenger basis, the Minimum Operable Segment is the least costly
alternative when using the four percent and seven percent discount rates—per
passenger costs are $0.85 and $0.91, respectively. However, at ten percent the No
Project Alfernative is least costly at $0.95 per passenger. The relative rankings are
distributed in a similar manner when costs are estimated on a passenger mile basis.
The Minimum Operable Segment is least expensive when using the four percent
discount rate ($0.25 per passenger mile), and the No Project Alternative cost least
per passenger mile at seven percent and ten percent. However, it should be noted
that the costs per passenger mile for all discount rates are relatively comparable
among alternatives. At four and seven percent, only two cents separate the *most"
and "least" cost efficient alternatives; at ten percent, the difference is more
significant at four cents per passenger mile.

Among the rail alternatives, the Minimum Operable Segment costs least per
passenger; the Locally Preferred Alternative costs the most. This is to be expected
for two reasons. First, the Minimum Operable Segment is shorter and has fewer
stations; thereby costing about two-thirds of the Locally Preferred Alternative's
capital and operating costs. Second, the Minimum Operable Segment, although much
shorter, still carries 72 percent of the Locally Preferred Alternative's rail ridership.

Analysis of Marginal Costs. A marginal cost analysis can determine if further ex-
penditures for a project are economically feasible. The analysis involves a com-
parison of the average cost of operations under the No Project Alternative against
the incremental, or marginal, costs of expanding operations. If the marginal costs
are less than the average costs, then expansion can occur without increasing the
average cost. Conversely, if the marginal costs are greater than current average
costs, then expansion will couse average costs to rise. In effect, further expansion is
feasible if the marginal cost is less than the average cost of the No Project Alterna-
tive. It should be kept in mind that the cost effectiveness analysis offers only one
perspective on the merits of a project. Other factors, such as improving mobility
and supporting land use decisions, will be weighed by UMTA, SCRTD, and the public
in determining the project's merits.

Total Annual Costs. Table 2-22 presents the additional costs of carrying an

additional passenger or offering service for one more passenger mile. This table
should be compared with total average costs per passenger and per passenger mile in
Table 2-21. As seen in the tables, when marginal costs (Table 2-22) on a per
passenger and passenger mile basis are less than the average costs (Table 2-21), then
the additional investment in a rail system has the effect of reducing the average
costs of building and operating the overall SCRTD transit system. This, in turn,
means that the operating subsidy per passenger and per passenger mile are likewise
reduced.

As with average costs, however, marginal costs are very sensitive to the interest
rate used to discount capital costs. As a result, on a marginal passenger mile basis
the Minimum Operable Segment has the lowest marginal total cost when using a four
percent discount rate ($0.20 per passenger mile). This cost is also less than the
average costs per passenger mile for the No Project Alternative, indicating the
construction of the Minimum Operable Segment is cost efficient. The Locally
Preferred Alternative would cost $0.23 per marginal passenger mile at four percent
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TABLE 2.2}

TRANSIT EFFICIENCY AND PATRONAGE SENSITIVIT
TOTAL ANNUAL COST PER UNIT OF PRODUCTIVITY

(in 1983 dollars)
Locally Minimum
No Project Preferred Aerial Operable
Alternative Alternative Option Segment
Rail
Per Passenger
4% N.A, $1.58 (52.26) $1.55 (52.22) $1.40 (52.00)
7% NL.A. 2.18  (3.12) 214 (3.06) 1,93 (2.75)
10% N.AL 28  (4.02) 276 (3.94) 248 (3.54)
Per Passenger Mile
4% N.A. $0.36 (50.52) $0.36 (50.51) $0.52 (50.74)
7% N.A, 0.50 (0.72) 0.49  (0.70) 0,72 (1.02)
10% N.AL 0.65 (0.93) 0.64 (0.91) 0.92 (1.32)
Total (Roil & Bus)
Per Passenger
4% $0.93 (1.33) $0.87 (5).25) $0.87 (51.24) $0.85 (51.21)
7% 094  (i.34) 097 (1.38) 096 (1.37) 091 (1.30)
10% 095 (135) 107 (1.53) 1.06 (1.50) 0.98 (1.40)
Per Passenger Mile
4% $0.26 (0.37) $0.26 (50.37) $0.26 (50.37) $0.25 ($0.36)
7% 0.26 (0.38) 0.28 (0.41) 0.28 (0.40) 0.27 (0.39)
10% 027 (0.38) 031 (0.A5) 031 (0.44) 029 (0.42)

Source: Lymn Sedway & Associates
I ¢ igures in parentheses assume projected rail and bus patronage are reduced by 30 percent. For a dis-

cussion of the sensitivity of the costs to these different patronoge ievels, see section 3.9.3 of this
chapter.

T 0 0 S 0 S T S N N

TABLE 2-22

MARGINAL COST SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS - TOTAL ANNUAL RAIL AND BUS COST!
(in 1983 dollars)

Locally Minimum
Preferred Aerial Operabie
Alternative Option Segment
Marginol Total Anrwat Cost
Per Marginal Passenger
4% $0.64 (50.83) $0.57 (50.81) $0.51 (50.72)
7% 1,10 (1.44) 0.98 (1.40) 0.80 (1.14)
10% 1.60 (2.08) A3 .00 L (1.58)
Margino! Total Annual Cost
Per Marginal Passenger Mile
4% $0.23 (50.32) $022 (50.31) $0.20 ($0.29)
7% 0.39 (0.56) 0.38  (0.54) 0.31  (0.45)
10% 0.57 (0.81) 0.55 (0.79) 044 (0.62)

Source: Lymn Sedway & Associates

IFigures in parentheses assume prajected rail ond bus patronage ore reduced by 30 percent, For a
discussion of the figures, see section 3.9.3 of this chapter.
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and $0.44 at ten percent. This situation is a good example of where other factors
should at least be recognized. While the Minimum Operable Segment costs the {east,
it does not provide the desired improvement in transit travel times between the San
Fernando Valley and destinations in Hollywood, the Wilshire Corridor, or the CBD,
nor does it satisfy the land use and development objectives of Hollywood and North
Hollywood. At the seven percent and ten percent discount rates, the incremental
costs per passenger mile for the Minimum Operable Segment are higher than the
average costs for the No Project Alternative, indicating the cost effective transit
option is the No Project Alternative. The marginal cost analysis at ten percent

shows that all of the Project alternatives will raise the average cost of SCRTD's
transit system.

Operating Costs. The efficiency of operating costs is a useful index, because once
the rail project is built, a primary concern becomes the annual operating costs and
how they will be met. Table 2-23 presents measures of marginal operating costs on
both @ marginal passenger and marginal passenger mile basis with regard to the total
system (rail and bus). To carry an additional passenger the Locally Preferred
Alternative and the Aerial Option would both incur the least additional operating
cost. This is because their operating costs are lower than projected for the No
Project Alternative, and each alternative increases boardings by almost 23 percent.
The Minimum Operable Segment is not as efficient as the full-length systems on the
per marginal passenger basis because the former neither reduces operating costs nor
increases patronage to the extent projected for the Locally Preferred Alternative
and the Aerial Option.

TABLE 2-23

MARGINAL OPERATING COST SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS!
(in 1983 dollars)

Locally Preferred Aerial Minimum Operable
Alternative Option Segment
Rail
Marginal Operating Cost
Per Marginal Passenger $0.45 (50.64) $0.45 (50.64) $0.41 (50.59)

Marginal Operating Cost
Per Marginal Passenger Mile $0.10 (50.15) $0.10 (50.15) $0.15 (50.22)

Total (Rail & Bus)

Marginal Operating Cost
Per Marginal Passenger $-0.22 (5-0.29)  $-0.22 (5-0.29)  $-0.04 (5-0.06)

Marginal Operating Cost
Per Marginal Passenger Mile  $-0.08 (-0.12)  $-0.08 (5-0.12)  $-0.02 (5-0.02)

Source: Lynn Sedway & Associgates.

g igures in parentheses assume projected bus and rail patronage is reduced by 30
percent. For a discussion of these figures, see section 3.9.3 of this chapter.
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The marginal operating cost analysis on a per marginal passenger mile basis likewise
shows the full-length system to be more cost efficient. This results from the factors
listed above and from passengers on the full-length system making longer trips than
on the Minimum Operabie Segment. The combination of more boardings plus longer
average trip lengths means the Locally Preferred Alternative and Aerial Option are
projected to carry more than twice as many (124%) rail passenger miles than the
Minimum Operable Segment. Moreover, even though the 18.6 mile system is longer
and has more stations, its operating costs are only about 50 percent greater than the
shorter rail alternative. Thus, the Locally Preferred Alternative and Aerial Option
on a per marginal passenger mile basis are most cost efficient.

Revenve and Cost Analysis. A comparison of annual revenues against annual
operating costs shows which alternatives would operate at a surplus or deficit. Table
2-24 indicates that operating costs for each alternative are projected to exceed
revenues. The greatest deficit, therefore requiring the greatest operating subsidy, is
projected for the No Project Alternative ($278.9 million). The operating subsidy is
significantly reduced with the rail components. Under the Locally Preferred Alter-
native, the deficit decreases by $166.0 million to $112.9 million; under the Minimum
Operable Segment, the deficit decreases by $109.8 million to $169.1 million. This
improvement in the financial aspects of transit operation is one of the most positive
effects of the rail alternatives. With a reduction in the operating subsidy, SCRTD
has the opportunity to improve services, reduce fares, reduce the demand for
funding, or some combination of all of these.

TABLE 2-24

COST /REVENUE SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS - YEAR 2000
TOTAL RAIL AND BUS SYSTEM!
(in millions of 1983 dollars)

No Project Locally Prefer{ed Minimum Operable
Alternative Alternative Segment

Annual Revenues $247.2 (5173.0)  $334.4 (5234.1)  $319.2 (5223.4)
Annual Operating Costs 526.1 ( 526.1) 447.3 ( 447.3) 488.3 ( 488.3)

Annual Operating Deficit  $278.9 (6353.0)  $112.9 (5213.2)  $169.1 (5264.9)

Source: Lynn Sedway & Associates.

I igures in parentheses assume projected rail and bus patronage are reduced by 30
percent. For a discussion of these figures, see section 3.9.3 of this chapter.

2Figures are identical for the Aerial Option.
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- 3.9.3 PATRONAGE SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS - 30 PERCENT REDUCTION

Because of the uncertainty inherent in predicting patronage, a patronage sensitivity
analysis was conducted. The analysis was undertaken to assess the cost effectiveness
of the project if bus and rail patronage did not reach the predicted level. For the
purpose of this analysis, a reduction of 30 percent was assumed. This would mean
that annual transit boardings would be 520.4 million under the Locally Preferred
Alternative and Aerial Option and 521.5 million for the Minimum Operable
Segment. Annual rail boardings would be 75.2 million under the Locally Preferred
Alternative and 53.8 million under the Minimum Operable Segment.

This 30 percent reduction represents the low end of the probable ridership. The
ridership figures in the remainder of the document are indicative of the high end of
the range. Uncertainties in the patronage estimates occur because many of the
underlying factors are themselves difficult to predict. They include ease or
difficulty of access to the various modes of travel, fuel costs, parking costs, fares,
future development, population and employment distribution, and transit and highway
level of service.

The analysis was conducted assuming that there would be no reduction in the capital
costs of the alternatives. The assumption, as stated above, is that the project which
uses six car trains and 450 foot platforms is built as planned but patronage is less
than projected. While operating costs could be lower, the analysis assumes no reduc-
tion in operating cost. These "worst case" assumptions are selected to highlight the
most negative effect on cost effectiveness. It is recognized that ultimately service
will be matched with the realized patronage. The reduction in patronage would
result in a reduction of revenue (Table 2-24).

For the Locally Preferred Alternative and Aerial Option annual transit revenue
would drop from $334.4 million to $234.1 million, a $100.3 million difference. For
the Minimum Operable Segment, the reduction in revenue is approximately $95.8
million. With the costs remaining the same, this decrease in revenues would increase
the expected annual operating deficits of the alternatives by a like amount.
However, the total deficit for the Locally Preferred Alternative and Minimum
Operable Segment with the reduced patronage would still be less than for the No
Project Alternative.

Cost per passenger and cost per passenger mile would both increase if patronage
were less than predicted (Table 2-21). For the rail system only (assuming a discount
rate of ten percent) the cost per passenger would increase by about $1.20 for the
Locally Preferred Alternative, by about $g 1.10 Aerial Option, and by about $1.05 for
the Minimum Operable Segment. This represents a 43 percent increase in cost per
rail passenger. If bus and rail passengers are looked at together, the reduction in
total transit patronage would result in a comparable percentage increase in cost per
transit passenger and cost per passenger mile. The effect of a decrease in total
transit patronage under the Project alternatives is to reduce their cost effec-
tiveness. The relative rankings of each alternative, however, do not change when
patronage is reduced, as each is affected in a similar manner. All project
alternative's would have greater average costs than the no project alternative.

The impacts on marginal cost per marginal passenger and marginal cost per
passenger mile were reviewed (Table 2-22). A reduction in rail patronage would
increase the figures for all alternatives. For the ten percent discount rate the
marginal cost per marginal passenger becomes $2.28 for the Locally Preferred Alter-
native (50.68 increase), $2.22 for the Aerial Option ($0.61 increase), and $1.58 for
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the Minimum Operable Segment (50.67 increase). The increase in marginal cost per
marginal passenger mile likewise increase. With either the full projected patronage
or the scenario assuming 30 percent less patronage, the Minimum Operable Segment
has the lowest marginal cost per marginal passenger or passenger mile.

In summary, a 30 percent reduction in patronage is not a major factor in choosing
among alternatives: the Minimum Operable Segment is preferable, but on a marginal
cost basis. Using the criterion that marginal costs should be less than average costs,
the patronage reduction does not influence the cost effectiveness analysis. Under
the predicted patronage levels (not reduced by 30 percent), none of the Project
alternatives would be considered cost efficient on a per passenger basis. Similarly,
under the reduced patronage levels, no alternative has marginal costs less than
average costs. But, as noted earlier, this scenario assumes worst case assumptions.
This analysis represents only one perspective upon which to evaluate the project. If
this worst case situation were to occur, system changes could be effected to reduce
service and make them commensurate with the patronage levels. In turn service
charges would reduce overall operating costs, and thereby, result in a smaller
demand for transit subsidy.

3.10 SUMMARY EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

Table 2-25 summarizes the impacts of the alternatives. Each measure is more fully
discussed in Chapters 3 and 4. There, the basic information and rationale upon which
the evaluations are based are presented. The summary table provides a broad
overview for a comprehensive comparison of the alternatives, "
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TABLE 2-25
SUMMARY COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

Locally Preferred
No Project Alternative/ Minimum

Alternative Aerial Qgtionl Operabie Segment

FINANCIALZ
Patronoage ~ Annual Boardings {millions)3
Rait N.A, 107.42 76.85
Bus 605.95 635.97 668.21
Total 605,95 743.39 74506
Copital Costs (millions)
Rai N.A, $2,468.6/52,41) .4 $1,543.9
Bus 333l 4 295.4 329.6
Totat 331.4 $2,764.0/52,706.8 $1,873.5
Annuol Operating Costs (miHions)s
Rail N.A, 548.5 $31.9
Bus $526.1 S447.3 $488.3
Total $526.1 $495.8 $520.2
Total Anrwal Operating Costs
Per Passenger $0.87 .67 N
Per Passenger Mile $0.25 .20 .21
Total Annual Costs at 10 percent discount
Per Passenger $0.95 $1.07/51.06 $0.98
Per Passenger Mile $0.27 $0.31 $0.29
Totol Annual Revenves (millions)? $247.2 $3364 §319.2
Operating Subsidy Per Passenger (doliars) $0.46 $0.20 $0.23
TRANSPORTATION
Doily Auto Vehicle Miles Traveled
Diverted (millions) N.A, 112 1.06
Daily Auto Person~Trip Diverted to Transit N.A, 236,463 232,317
Tronsit Mode Split (percent) 334 3.81 3.80
Daity Revenue Bus Hours Traveled 28,590 25,098 26,970
Doily Revenue Bus Miles Traveled LH4 322,471 359,790
Peak Hour Buses Operated 2,209 1,969 2,197
REGIONAL CORE DEVELOPMENT, YEAR 2000
Growth
Commercial Floor Space - 1000 sq. f1. 271,600 290,400-298,100 287,400-290,300
Employees 984,500 1,053,500-1,083,700 1,046,200-1,066,100
Dwelling Units 428,720 528,230 492,020
Population 1,021,670 i,263,560 1,189,420
Estimated Tax Revenues (millions) $16.9 $25.5-$32.0 $23,9-529.3
Estimated Annual Value Capture Potential (millions)
Via Ground Leasing N.A, $6.7 $1.9
Vio Assessment District N.A, $26.3 - $52.6 $25.7-551.4
Displacement
Residential Units N.A, 201/203 24
Commercial Establishments NL.A. 197/183 77
Nonprofit Establishments N.A, 5/3 0
PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT
Annual Transportation Energy Requirements
(billions of BTUs}
Rail Transit N.A, 1,556/1,494 914
Tatal Transportation System 552,371 §50,045/549,983 550,076
Air Pollutont Emissions (tons/day)
Carbon Monoxide 4613 4534 453.8
Reactive Hydrocarbons 31.7 37.2 37.2
Oxides af Nitrogen 57.9 56.9 57.0
Sulfur Dioxide 8.9 8.8 a.8
Suspended Porticulates 12.4 12, 12.4

Note: All costs and revenues are in 1983 dollars,
NL.A.: Not applicabie.,
lindicated only where it differs from the Locally Preferred Alternative,

24 finarcial comparison assuming the Metro Rail Project does not achieve predicted patronage levels has
been performed. See Section 3.9.3 of this chapter for more details.

3Acewal boardings and revenues assume an average of 308 operating days for bus service and 295 operating
days for rail service; service will be provided daily.

“Only includes injtial cast. Full capital cast would require two cycies of replocement costs.

5Annuul operating costs assume an average of 315 operating days for bus service and 310 eperating days for
rail service; service will be provided doily.
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CHAPTER 3

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This chapter describes the existing and future environmental setting of the Regional
Core, the likely effects of a rail transit project on the setting, and possible ways to
minimize the adverse effects. The setting includes key land use, socio-economic
characteristics, as well as natural and physical features, that may be affected by the
construction and operation of the Project alternatives. The impact assessment
focuses on the site-specific issues that could not be addressed in the First Tier
EIS/EIR. Accordingly, the impact area receiving the greatest attention is the station
area, covering approximately |/4 mile around each station. Larger areas are used in
order to properly address areawide or regional impacts. Air quality impacts, for
example, extend beyond the boundaries of the Regional Core, so a larger study area

- was defined.

Two types of impact, short term and long term, are evaluated. The first type of
impact occurs during the temporary construction period; whereas the second type
occurs during Metro Rail's operation. Because of their long term nature and
potential for changing environmental setting, long term impacts are covered in
greater detail than short term impacts, which have all been combined into one
discussion. ‘Aside from these "timing" aspects, impacts can be direct or indirect.
With direct effects, such as noise and vibration, there is an immediate connection
between the Metro Rail Project and its alteration of the environmental setting. By
contrast, indirect impacts occur later in time or are farther removed in distance.
Growth accommodated by Metro Rail and the subsequent economic and fiscal
implications are examples of indirect impacts.

Following each impact assessment, mitigation measures are described to avoid,
reduce, or eliminate significant adverse impacts. The measures presented represent
various strategies. that can be adopted. Some mitigation strategies can be carried
out completely by SCRTD. These measures have been committed to by SCRTD in
this Final EIS/EIR and the costs of implementing them are included in the estimates
of project cost and funding. Other measures are not in SCRTD's jurisdiction or
directly related to project impacts. In this Final EIS/EIR this latter group of
mitigation measures are suggested to other agencies for implementation. These will
have to be refined and finalized during Final Design for the project. SCRTD has
signed Master Agreements with the City and the County of Las Angeles and under
these agreements their traffic and transportation departments will assist SCRTD in
developing and implementing transportation-related measures.  Should UMTA
commit funding to a rail project, the grant agreements for construction funding will
include a commitment to carry out specific mitigation measures contained in the
Final EIS/EIR. The following sections of this chapter discuss the timeframes and
procedures that will be followed and the measures most likely to be adopted for each
impact area.

While in many cases, mitigation measures will eliminate adverse impacts, there will

be situations where adverse impacts cannot be completely mitigated by any
reasonable means. These impacts are also identified.
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1. TRANSPORTATION

1.1 INTRODUCTION

This section describes the existing transportation situation in the Regional Core,
defines the transportation impacts of the alternatives, and describes mitigation
measures where practicable. Transit data has been prepared by SCRTD's Planning,
Scheduling, and Metro Rail Departments. Traffic and parking data have been
compiled by the Los Angeles City Department of Transportation and can be
examined in greater detail in their Draft Analysis Report (1983). The transportation
impacts are subdivided into transit, traffic, and parking. Transit impacts involve the
transportation providers as well as riders. Traffic impacts also involve the agencies
who build and maintain the road system as well as auto owners and drivers. Parking
is of concern at all stations.

12 TRANSIT

1.2.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS

Southern California has the largest all-bus transit system in North America,
dominated by SCRTD's 2,400 bus fleet including spares. The SCRTD system extends
from the Ventura County line on the west to Riverside and San Bernardino on the
east, a distance of approximately 90 miles, and from the north end of the San
Fernando Valley to San Pedro and Long Beach on the south, a distance of 40 miles.
Typical weekday patronage on SCRTD's 226 lines has risen from 1.2 million boardings
per day in fiscal year 1982 to 1.5 million in 1983. This increase in ridership was in
response to the fare reduction (approximately one-half) resulting from Proposition
A. Within SCRTD's service area, the Regional Core accounts for approximately half
of the daily service commitment of },950 peak buses, 280,000 revenue bus miles and
21,000 revenue bus hours, and more than half of the passengers. In contrast to the
remainder of the region, where only about three percent of the population's daily
trips use public transportation, |15 percent of all trips within the Regional Core are
made by transit. Figures 3-1 and 3-2 illustrate the intensive bus route pattern in the
Western Los Angeles (includes Wilshire area) and San Fernando Valley portions of the
Regional Core, respectively. Service is provided on conventional local bus lines,
express buses on freeways, and limited-stop lines on arterial streets (Table 3-1).

Speeds of both local and limited buses in the Wilshire Corridor are unusually low
(Table 3-2), especially in the p.m. peak hour. For example, lines 20, 21, and 22
average only 6.7 miles per hour for 3.6 miles on Seventh Street and Wilshire
Boulevard from Maple Avenue to Western Avenue. The limited lines on the same
route, 308 and 309, save seven minutes over the same distance and average 8.7 miles
per hour by skipping local stops. Of the bus lines in the east-west corridors to be
served by Metro Rail, only the Olympic Boulevard Limited (line 311) exceeds the
SCRTD system average of |4.1 miles per hour.

These low speeds result from a combination of traffic congestion, delays at closely-

spaced traffic signals, and long dwell times needed to load the large number of
passengers. Load factors are higher in the Wilshire Corridor (Western Los Angeles)
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TABLE 3.}
SUMMARY OF REGIONAL CORE EXISTING BUS SYSTEM

Number of Weekday Peok Buses Revenue
Area ond Type of Line Lines Passengers Required Bys-Hours
Western Los Angejes
Rodial-Local 28 423,099 558 5,755
Crosstown-Local 13 159,820 184 2,18)
Express 10 7,287 67 302
Park-and-Ride 1 737 9 3
Total 52 590,943 818 8,269
San Fernando Vallfy
Rodial-Local 9 59,217 137 1,293
Crosstown-Local 13 54,185 9% 1,168
Express 3 1,203 16 57
Park-and-Ride _t 1,127 6 41
Total 27 115,732 263 2,559
Total Regional qusa
Raodial-Local ' 43 551,616 832 8,449
Crosstown-Local 20 208,013 266 3,013
Express 40 91,387 365 3,209
Park-ond-Ride 10 7,069 77 252
Total ] 858,085 1,550 14,923

Source: SCRTD Bus Planning, Milestone 9 Report, and related anolyses.
Note: Data shown is for entire routes, rother than specific segments.

Hincludes four related limited-stap tines (308, 309, 31, and 3(3).
2inciudes three related express services (410, 412, and 425).
3Includes all lines passing through Central Los Angeles regardiess of corridor.

A RBERERERRER RN

TABLE 3-2

TYPICAL BUS SPEEDS IN THE HOLLYWOOD/WILSHIRE CORRIDOR
IN HIGH DENSITY COMMERCIAL AREAS
(p.m. Peak Hours)

Distance Time Speed
Line Timepoint | Timepoint 2 {miles) (min.) {mph)
Local
1 Hollywood /Vine Hollywood/La Brea 1.0 8 7
243 Sunset/Western Sunset/La Brea 1.9 12 9
4 Sonta Monica/Western  Santa Monica/Fairfox 2.9 16 1
13 Third/Rompart Third/Western 1.7 10 10
18 Sixth/St. Paul Sixth/Alvarado 0.9 7
20,21 & 22 Seventh/Maple Wilshire/Western 3.6 32
27428 Olympic [Figueroa Olympic/Western 2.7 13 12
Limited
308 & 309 Seventh/Maple Wilshire/Western 3.6 25 9
3 Olympic/Figueroa Olympic/Western 2.7 10 16

Source: SCRTD Schedules for Winter 1982-83,

Note: Averoge local bus speeds are 12.5 mph in West Central Los Angeles and 18.5 mph in the
San Fernando Valley, Regional Core freeway express buses average 28 mph.
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than in other parts of the system. Over 55.percent of the buses operating in the
Wilshire Corridor in the a.m. peak hour—including crosstown and express lines as well
as locals—have standing passengers. More than 25 percent have over {0 standees per
bus, a level where the standing passengers begin to hinder passengers leaving the
buses. During rush hours, on Wilshire Boulevard, buses are consistently at crush loads
exceeding 70-80 passengers per bus.

Despite the relatively high average bus speeds (28 miles per hour) of freeway express
lines systemwide, in the Wilshire/Hollywood/North Hollywood corridor the freeway
buses are delayed in peak hour congestion just as much as autos and trucks. Only on
the San Bernardino Freeway Busway are buses able to bypass stop-and-go freeway
traffic during peak periods.

Bus schedule reliability is also a problem. On Wilshire Boulevard, where over 30
buses per hour are scheduled, service frequency is seldom at the rate of one bus
every two minvtes. More typically, a platoon of three or four buses arrives at
intervals of four to ten minutes—due to a combination of traffic congestion, signal
delays, and heavy passenger loading on the lead buses. The lead bus in such a platoon
tends to become so overloaded that the driver will be instructed by the dispatcher to
pass up stops in an effort to regain the original schedule. Waiting passengers who are
passed up by the overloaded buses do not understand the operational needs of the the
system and protest strongly. On other heavily used lines in the corridor, similar
problems are found, though they are not so severe as on the Wilshire Boulevard lines.

1.2.2 IMPACTS

No Project Alternative. The bus system under the No Project Alternative would be
based on the existing bus system, plus the Sector Improvements now underway.
These improvements were approved in 1980 and have been implemented in phases
since then. They should be complete by 1985 and would require 2,209 buses during
peak hours and |,278 at midday. The bus requirements for this alternative have been
updated since the Draft EIS/EIR was published (see Chapter 2 section 2.1).

If a rail transit project were not implemented, the logical alternative would appear
to be one of expanding the present system. However, neither the highway network
nor the bus system can be expanded sufficiently to provide for the anticipated
growth of employment in the Regional Core. Bus system expansion is constrained by
the number of vehicles that can be accommodated by the street system in the
downtown. Within the downtown, moreover, convenient curb space for loading
commuter buses in p.m. peak hour is almost fully utilized. Accordingly, the No
Project Alternative is virtually a "do-nothing" alternative, refiecting year 2000
conditions without major transit improvements. |t assumes no growth in transit
service to match expected population and employment increases in the region.
Consequently, a reduced share of trips would be made using transit.

Without improved transit service, worsening congestion will likely retard or preclude
further economic growth. Some employers and workers will endure circulation
problems with correspondingly reduced efficiency. However, the more enterprising
will tend to move to locations where their time can be occupied more productively
than in traffic jams or late, overcrowded buses. Transit patronage may still
increase, but the traffic and loading delays will require a higher commitment of
drivers and vehicles in relation to results achieved, with higher operating costs per
passenger as a result.
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Minimum Operable Segment. The Minimum Operable Segment would provide a new,
highly reliable express transit facility in the Wilshire Corridor. Table 3-3 presents
some comparative bus, auto, and bus/Metro Rail travel times for selected journeys to
or within the Regional Core. Further travel time comparisons, measuring changes in
regional accessibility, may be found on Table 3-30. The faster rail transit system
will benefit public transit commuters whose trips involve traveling along the line.
For example, a commuter from Century City to Civic Center could travel by bus to a
rail transit station. The time involved in transferring to a train would be offset by
the much faster train, resulting in a reduced overall travel time.

TABLE 3-3
TRANSIT TRAVEL TIME COMPARISON

TRIP TIME IN MINUTES

Minimum Locally
No Project Operable Preferred

Origin and Destination Alternative Segment  Alternative
North Hollywood to Financial District 53 53 38
Miracle Mile to Civic Center 42 25 24
Crenshaw/M. L. King Boulevard

to Universal City 65 65 52
Beverly Hills (Wilshire/Canon) to

Hollywood/Vine 47 47 36
Marina Del Rey to Wilshire/Vermont 65 48 47
Union Station to L.A. Coliseum 37 37 36

Source: SCRTD, Technical Report - Regional Accessibility and Travel Time
Analysis, 1983.

This alternative would not service the San Fernando Valley since it would not be
feasible to reroute San Fernando Valley buses through the congested Hollywood and
Fairfax District surface streets to the Fairfax/Beverly terminal of the Minimum
Operable Segment. This circuitous routing would require much more time than a
direct bus ride to downtown via the Hollywood Freeway. Therefore, it is expected
that commuters from North Hollywood will continue to use the faster express bus
service to downtown rather than travel to the terminal station at Fairfax/Beverly.

In order to minimize total transit system operating costs, changes in the bus network
are planned to coordinate with the rail transit line. The bus system would require
2,197 buses, or 12 less than the No Project Alternative. Detailed discussions of the
bus route plans are presented in SCRTD's Milestone 9 Report: Supporting Services
Plan. The following bus changes are associated with the Minimum Operable
Segment:

e Some of the El Monte Busway lines will terminate at Union Station. The other
El Monte buses will distribute passengers in the CBD but will not continue to
serve the Wilshire Center area.



e The limited lines on Wilshire Boulevard will be discontinued, and some of the
local buses on Wilshire Boulevard will terminate at the Metro Rail station at
Wilshire/F airfax.

e Two new rail feeder services will be initiated: S-101 Rampart Boulevard - Union
Avenue, servicing the Wilshire/Alvarado Station, and S$-215 Park La Brea
Shuttle, serving the Wilshire/La Brea and/or Fairfax/Beverly Stations.

e The north-south lines connecting with the Metro Rail stations along Wilshire
Boulevard will be reinforced in peak hours by short-service "trippers" in order to
accommodate Metro Rail passenger loads.

e The SCRTD express bus lines which now use the Santa Monica Freeway will be
rerouted via Fairfax Avenue fo terminate at the Wiishire/Fairfax Station of
Metro Rail.

e Lines on streets closely paralleling Wilshire (on Sixth, Seventh, and Eighth) will
be extended to terminate at Metro Rail stations and will have service adjusted
as needed to reflect changing ridership patterns.

e Some additional CBD-~oriented routes would terminate at Union Station.

e At Fairfax/Beverly, bus line frequencies would be increased to accommodate
increases in rail feeder ridership. Some lines may be terminated at this station
for which additional bus bays would be required. Changes would not be major
since North Hollywood or Hollywood buses would not be terminating here. This
station will help distribute passengers arriving from the west between it and the
Wilshire/Fairfax Station. See Section 2.4.1 of Chapter 2.

In addition to the improved mobility for present users and the potential to attract
the auto user to a fast, reliable form of transit, rail transit will dramatically
increase the passenger-carrying capacity of the corridor's tfransit system. The
190,000-plus passenger load crossing the Harbor Freeway in buses each day
approaches the capacity of the bus system, as well as the ability of buses to be
loaded conveniently in downtown Los Angeles curb space. The Minimum Operable
Segment would approximately double that capacity. This capacity increase would
not only remove the present ceiling on transit use but also would allow existing
passenger flows to be carried with a smaller commitment of vehicles, staff, and
funds. Bus needs for Wilshire Corridor lines alone would be reduced substantially
relative to the No Project Alternative. When it is considered that maintaining peak
hour bus service is much more costly than all-day "base" service because of the
substantial amount of overtime involved and the higher proportion of time needed in
shuttling vehicles into and out of service, the economic advantages of rail transit to
the provider are multiplied.

Locally Preferred Alternative and Aerial Option. The Locally Preferred Alternative
will tap travel desires from the San Fernando Valley to the CBD, Hollywood, the
Wilshire Center and Century City, as well as travel by western Los Angeles residents
to Universal City and Burbank. Peak requirements will be 1,969 buses, or 240 fewer
than the No Project Alternative. The reduction in bus requirements results primarily
from terminating many San Fernando Valley lines at Universal City or North
Hollywood Stations rather than contirnuing them on to the Los Angeles CBD.
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With rail transit service to Hollywood and North Hollywood, SCRTD bus service will

be modified. All changes identified for the Minimum Operable Segment would apply,
in addition to the following.

e Express bus lines 429 and 60| between the westerly portion of Sunset Boulevard
and the CBD will be discontinued and replaced by a limited-stop feeder service.

e Minor changes will be made in lines serving Hollywood and West Hollywood in
order to provide direct station access.

e Lines 93 (Northridge-Van Nuys-Los Angeles), 150 (Ventura Boulevard), 152 (Fall-
brook-Roscoe-Vineland), 159 (Lankershim), 160 (Laurel Canyon), and 423 West-
lake Village will be terminated at the Universal City Station.

e Express lines 35 and 425 (Northridge-Tampa-Los Angeles) will be replaced by a
new limited-stop service on Ventura Boulevard.

e Express lines 419 (Chatsworth-Downtown Los Angeles), 426 (San Fernando
Valley-Wilshire Center-Downtown Los Angeles), 427 (Canoga Park-Los Angeles
Park-and-Ride) and 721 (Reseda-Van Nuys-Los Angeles Park-and-Ride) are
planned to be replaced by peak hour limited-stop lines terminating at either the
Universal City or North Hollywood Station.

In addition to these changes, lines 86 and 97 may be either combined or replaced with
a feeder line connecting Downtown Burbank and the Burbank Media Center with
either the Universal City or North Hollywood Station.

Relative to the Minimum Operable Segment, patronage projections indicate that
while serving Hollywood and North Hollywood with rail transit will not increase the
number of transit riders, bus needs would be reduced substantially (228 buses) in the
Regional Core, because rail patronage would be 39 percent greater under the Locally
Preferred Alternative.

1.3 TRAFFIC

1.3.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS

In the City of Los Angeles, there are 156 miles of freeways and 6,415 miles of
surface streets. During a typical weekday almost half (45 percent) of the Regional
Core vehicle miles traveled (VMT) occurs on the freeway system. Freeways which
skirt the Regional Core are the Hollywood, Santa Monica, Golden State, and Ventura
Freeways. While more than half of the Regional Core travel occurs on arterial
streets, there are only six continuous arterial streets extending westward from the
CBD: Beverly Boulevard, Third Street, Sixth Street, Wilshire Boulevard, Olympic
Boulevard, and Pico Boulevard.

To determine traffic levels in the Regional Core, 24-hour machine traffic counts and
six-hour manual counts conducted citywide in 1980 were examined. Where 1980
counts were not available, 1979 and 198] data were utilized; approximately 100
additional manual counts were made at intersections within the Metro Rail station
impact areas (generally a one-mile-wide corridor) as part of this study. The
individual counts were compared with adjacent link volumes, and the data were
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adjusted to provide a reasonable areawide flow pattern. Development of similar

‘information for freeways was based on counts supplied by the California Department

of Transportation (Caitrans). Current VMT in the Regional Core is 14,185,000 miles
per day.

In the Regional Core, 256 key intersections were studied to evaluate traoffic
impacts. They generally lie within a one-half-mile radius of the proposed stations in
the San Fernando Valley and at Union Station, a one-mile-wide corridor along the
proposed alignment trom Hollywood through Fairfax and Wilshire to the Harbor
Freeway, and a one-fourth-mile radius of the proposed stations in the CBD. The
methodology used to calculate intersection capacity was the "Planning" application
of the Critical Movement Analysis (CMA). The high bus and pedestrian volumes in
the CBD were taken into account in calculating downtown intersection volume-to-
capacity (V/C) ratios. (A V/C ratio represents the volume of vehicles passing
through an intersection in a given time period, compared to the calculated traffic
capacity of the intersection.)

The term Level of Service (LOS) is used to describe the quality of traffic flow, based
on the V/C ratio. Levels of Service A to C (V/C ratio of 0.80 or below) operate quite
well. LOS C normalily is taken as the desirable design level in urban areas outside of
a regional center. LOS D (V/C ratio between 0.8} and 0.90), typically the maximum
level for which a metropolitan area street system is designed, is characterized by
relatively heavy traffic on the approaches. Excessive back-up does not occur. LOS
E (V/C ratio of 0.9| to [.00) represents volumes at or near the capacity of the
intersection. This condition is characterized by unstable flow with long queuves and
stoppages of several signal cycles. LOS F (V/C ratio over 1.00) occurs when an inter-
section is overloaded (demand exceeds intersection capacity) and is characterized by
stop-and-go traffic with stoppages ot long duration.

Rather than present all data provided by the City of Los Angeles Department of
Transportation (LADOT)*, the streets and intersections at station locations were
selected to show current and projected traffic conditions. The available traffic
capacity of the principal Regional Core highways is fully utilized during peak hours,
and delays are also common in high density areas. Figure 3-3 indicates where service
levels of "E" or "F" (severe peak hour queuing delays) prevailed in 1980 in the Metro
Rail Corridor. Typical freeway travel speeds, illustrated in Figure 3-4, are slow
because of peak-hour congestion, which has been extending over a longer time period
as demand has increased.

Even where the calcuiated LOS is C or D, peak arterial streets speeds may be low
(15-20 mph) due to close spacing of traffic signals, high pedestrian flows, and heavy
turning movements. Such conditions are presently found on Hollywood Boulevard,
along Fairfax Avenue north of Wilshire Boulevard, and on Wilshire Boulevard in the
"Miracle Mile" and east of Wilton Place, as well as in the CBD. A total of 46
intersections operate at or near capacity in either the a.m. or p.m. peak hours.

*A complete list ot the reports prepared by LADOT and used in the preparation of
this EIS/EIR can be found in the References section of Chapter 7.
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1.3.2 IMPACTS

Measures of traftic impacts in the Regional Core include:

e average daily traffic on roadway segments

e directional peak hour traffic volumes on roadway segments

e volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratios in a.m. and p.m. peak hours at key intersections
e vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in the Regional Core

In addition, the intersections near each station were selected for special traffic
analyses. A summary of traffic impacts tor each alternative is provided in Table
3-4. Traffic impacts at intersections at station locations are shown in Table 3-5,
while intersection V/C ratios at these locations are given in Table 3-6. There is no

significant difference in the impacts for the Locally Preferred Alternative and the
Aerial Option. Impacts are discussed by alternative below.

TABLE 3-4
SUMMARY OF TRAFFIC IMPACTS, 1980 and 2000*

Locally Preferred

1980 No Project Minimum Alternative and
Existing Alternative Operable Segment Aerial Option
Condition Volurme Chongel Volume Chonqe2 Volume Chnnqe2

Screenline Traffic Volumes,
24 -Hour Two~Way Totals
Crossing Wilton/Arlington 784,700 1,015,600 29% 999,700 -2% 983,800 -3%
Crossing Hollywood Bivd. 370,400 486,400 31% 486,400 0 469,100 4%
Peak Hour Traoffic Volumes,
Entering/Leaving L.A, CBD
From/To Local Streets to the West
Inbound-a.m. Peak Hour 14,350 20,030 40% 20,480 2% 18,860 -6%
Outhound-p.m. Peak Hour 17,380 22,610  30% 22,740 1% 22,930 1%
Number of Key Intersections in
Regional Core ot or Near Capacity
(V/C more than 0,90, LOS E or F)
Either a.m. or p.m. Peak Hour 46 156 239% 163  +4% 156 0
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Daily
in Regiona!l Care (thousands)
Freeways 6,092 1,566  24% 1,397 2% 7,393 2%
Major/Secondary Streets 7,384 9,369 27% 8,735 7% 8,720 7%
Coliector/Local Streets 709 89! 26% 849 -5% 848 5%
Total 14,185 17,826 26% 16,981 -5% 16,961 5%

Source: City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation; SCRTD.

*No Project Alternative, Minimum Operable Segment, and the Locally Preferred Alternative and Aerial Option impacts

reflect Year 2000 projections.

'Year 2000 No Praject Alternative is measured against existing conditions.
2Minimum Operable Seqgment, Locally Preferred Alternative, and Aerial Option are measured ogainst the No Project

Alternative,
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TABLE 3-5

INTERSECTION 24-HOUR TRAFFIC VOLUMES AT STATION LOCATIONS
TWO-WAY TOTALS (in thousands)

Locally Preferred

1980 No Project Minimum Alternative and
Intersection Existing Conditions Alternative Operable Segment Aerial Option
(First Street/ Ist 2nd Ist 2nd Ist 2nd Ist 2nd
Second Street) Street Street Street Street Street Street Street Street
Alameda/Macy 23.6 23.1 28.6 27.3 30.3 29.1 29.5 29.3
First/Hill 23.1 15.4 32.3 21.4 31.0 20.9 30.6 20.1
Fifth/Hill 16.6% 18.9 23.2* 24.1 22.7* 23.7 22.5* 23.2
Seventh/F lower 17.9 16.4 31.7 25.5 3.4 25.7 30.7 25.4
Wilshire/Alvarado 22.2 24.0 29.4 32.8 28.2 33.3 28.1 32.7
Wilshire/Vermont 30.0 41.2 39.5 54.4 39.2 52.9 38.8 52.5
Wilshire/Normandie 32.7 16.6 42.5 22.0 41.4 21.9 4]1.3 22.2
Wilshire/Western 32.2 31.2 42.7 41.1 39.9 39.7 39.4 39.5
Wilshire/Crenshaw 36.1 17.0 48.1 22.1 46.7 22.1 45.6 22.1
Wilshire/La Brea 29.0 38.1 41.1 52.8 40.4 50.7 39.6 50.5
Wilshire/F airfax 29.4 27.3 40.3 38.7 43.1 37.5 42.7 37.3
Fairfax/Beverly 27.7 31.9 39.0 41.5 40.2 42.7 37.8 42.1
Fairfax/Santa Monica 24.3 33.3 33.6 41.8 32.4 41.8 31.1 41.6
La Brea/Sunset 33.5 46.3 43.7 57.7 42.3 57.1 41.1 55.2
Hollywood/Cahuenga 30.1 23.2 38.7 3i.1 37.9 30.3 36.6 30.9
L ankershim/Cahuenga 23.9 12.2 37.2 17.4 37.2 7.4 36.2 19.4
Chandler/L.ankershim 4.3 17.1 6.8 22.2 6.8 22.2 13.1 22.6

Source: Los Angeles City Department of Transportation

* One-Way Street



TABLE 3-6

INTERSECTION V/C RATIOS AT STATION LOCATIONS
A.M. AND P.M, PEAK HOUR, 1980 and 2000+

Locally Preferred

1980 { No Projecfl Minimum 2 Alternctive onF
Existing Condition Alternative Operable Segment* Aerial Option
Locotion v/C LOS v/C LOS v/C LOS v/C LOS
Alameda/Macy - AM 72 C .85 D .92 E 92 E
- PM .69 B .83 D 1.09 F f.09 F
FirstMilt - AM .88 D (.19 F {.09 F {.09 F
- PM .90 E .92 E .92 E .92 E
FifthMHill - AM £8 B .82 D 79 C 79 C
- PM 70 C .93 E I E 91 E
Seventh/Flower - AM .57 A .70 C .68 B .68 B
- PM .82 D .76 Cc 7 C J7 C
Wilshire/Alvarado - AM .56 A 74 C 73 C .73 C
- PM .79 C 1.02 F .90 E 90 E
Wilshire/Vermont - AM T C 94 E .89 D .89 D
- PM .82 D .13 F 1.05 F 1.05 F
Wiishire/Normandie - AM .65 B8 .92 E 81 D Bl D
- PM g1 C .96 E 1.01 F 1.01 F
Wilshire/Western - AM .89 D 99 E 93 E .93 E
- PM 94 E 1.03 F .99 E .99 E
Wilshire/Crenshaw - AM g1 C 1.01 F .96 E 96 E
- PM .87 D .11 F 1.08 F 1.08 F
Wilshire/La Brea - AM .58 A 84 D .78 C .79 C
- PM .69 B 1.06 F 1.05 F 1.05 F
Wilshire/Fairfax - AM 61 B .88 D .90 D .70 D
- PM .79 C 1.11 F .17 F 1.17 F
Fairfox/Beverty - AM .85 D 96 E 97 E .95 E
- PM 95 E 1.07 F 1.09 F 1.07 F
Fairfax/Santa - AM 77 C 95 E 95 E 90 E
Monica - PM .85 D 1.05 F {.05 F 1.04 F
Lo Brea/Sunset - AM 67 5} .85 D .85 D 93 E
- PM .85 D 1.06 F 1.06 F .98 E
Hollywood/Cahuenga - AM v C .95 E .95 E .98 E
- PM .90 E 1.13 F 1.13 F 1.23 F
Lankershim/ - AM .53 A .89 D .89 D 1.01 F
Cablwenga - PM 55 A .13 C 13 C .85 D
Chondler/ - AM 45 A .82 B .82 B 1 C
Lankershim - PM .38 A .57 A .57 A 1.27 F

Sources: 'Los Angeles City Department of Transportation
25CRTD

Note: Calculations reflect ultimate park and ride facilities at Union Station (2,500 spaces), Wilshire/Fairfax (175 spaces),
Foirfax/Beverly {1,000 spoces), Universal City (2,500 spaces), and North Hollywood (2,500 spaces).

V/C = Volume to Capacity Ratio
LOS = Level of Service

*No Project Alternative, Minimum Operable Segment, and the Locally Preferred Alternative and Aerial Option V/C ratias
reflect Year 2000 projections.
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No Project Alternative. Projections of traffic volumes and intersection V/C ratios

were made by LADOT for the year 2000 for the No Project Alternative. To project
directional splits of daily traffic and a.m. and p.m. peak hour volumes it was assumed
that current patterns would continue. Street widenings associated with the city's
Capital Improvement Program, Community Redevelopment Agency projects, and
private development were assumed to exist. In addition, possible operational
improvements normally implemented by LADOT were identified for those
intersections projected as operating at LOSE or F.

Resulting traffic conditions are iliustrated in Figures 3-5 and 3-6. In practice,
certain heavily congested points, known as critical intersections, will effectively
limit volumes elsewhere in the system so that low service levels may not prevail
quite as universally as Figure 3-6 indicates. What is shown, however, is that any
"bottleneck" improvement on corridor arterial streets will simply transfer the
problem to a neighboring intersection or street segment. In the CBD, Hollywood,
Wilshire Center, and Fairfax District, the forecasts indicate a substantial risk of
"gridlock" conditions, where the queues of vehicles from an intersection accumulate
to a point where cross-streets, and ultimately exits from the areq, are blocked.

At present, freeway ramp metering tends to stabilize speeds and maintain LOS D or
better in most locations. By the year 2000, p.m. peak queues at ramps meters will
regularly accumulate to a point where they obstruct surface streets. In order to
prevent gridlock on the surface streets, Caltrans may have to raise ramp metering
rates and allow a reduction in the already low peak hour freeways speeds,
approaching stop-and-go traffic flow at many locations.

The most severe traffic congestion under the No Project Alternative will occur south
of the Hollywood Hills as a result of increasing population and employment
denstties. In contrast, traffic congestion in the North Hollywood area is expected to
be relieved somewhat by street improvements. These include a new Universal City
access bridge across the Hollywood Freeway and reconstruction of the six-legged
complex intersection at Camarillo, Lankershim, and Vineland. Other improvements,
programmed to accompany redevelopment in the North Hollywood Commercial Core
(Lankershim between Magnolia and Chandler) will improve traffic flow quality, even
when the traffic from planned new developments are tactored in. Only in the
vicinity of Universal City along Lankershim Boulevard do North Hollywood traffic
delays appear likely to worsen. The Universal Place on-ramp to the Hollywood
Freeway will become a particular problem area. Traffic on the Hollywood and
Ventura Freeways will continue to operate slowly at LOS E or F during peak hours.

Minimum Operable Segment. Traffic flow in the year 2000 with Metro Rail differs
from the No Project Altfernative in that auto trips are diverted to transit, while
additional auto trips are made to access Metro Rail stations. These changes were
estimated based on mode-of-arrival projections. Physical and operational
intersection improvements assumed under the No Project Alternative were again
assumed in the Minimum Operable Segment and Locally Preferred Alternative
analyses.

The Minimum Operable Segment will reduce vehicle traffic across the principal
screenlines by up to 2.7 percent. Even this small reduction will likely reduce
congestion along Wilshire Boulevard and parallel arterial streets, relative to the No
Project Alternative (Tables 3-5 and 3-6). For example, Metro Rail is expected to
improve the p.m. peak hour V/C ratio at Vermont Avenue and Wilshire Boulevard
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from [.[3 to 1.05. Even though both ratios are LOS F, the risk of gridlock at this
point would be reduced by the Minimum Operable Segment.

The general traffic impact of Metro Rail in the Wilshire Corridor would be
favorable. Nevertheless, traffic ot station locations is expected to worsen,
especially at stations planned for parking facilities (Union Station, Wilshire/Fairfax,
and Fairfax/Beverly), where peak hour commuter vehicles are expected to offset the
general improvement. The greatest impacts will be at Unjon Station, which is
planned to have the largest parking facility. For example, the p.m. peak hour V/C
ratio at Alameda and Macy Streets near Union Station is expected to change from
0.83 (LOS D) for the No Project Alternative to (.09 (LOS F) for the Minimum
Operable Segment. At Wilshire Boulevard and Fairfax Avenue, the p.m. peak hour
V/C ratio is projected to remain approximately the same as before Metro Rail
(before and after V/C ratios ot 1.1] and 1.17, respectively).

With Fairfax/Beverly as the terminal station, impacts at this location are not much
different than for the Locally Preferred Alternative. Even though many passengers
using the Fairfax/Santa Monica Station under the Locally Preferred Alternative
would use the Fairfax/Beverly Station under the Minimum Operable Segment, this
additional patronage would be offset by the loss of riders traveling between West Los
Angeles and destinations in Hollywood and North Hollywood. The major destination
for feeder buses from the west is the Wilshire/Fairfax Station. Most bus transfer
passengers at Fairfax/Beverly will be arriving on lines which continue on past the
station providing through service on Fairfax and on Beverly. Since the station is well
to the north of the Santa Monica Freeway, well to the west of the Hollywood
Freeway, and has the Hollywood Hilis as a barrier to the north, it will not attract
high volumes of long distance auto access trips to the rail line. The station is
expected to have virtually the same patronage under ali rail alternatives, and so
traffic pressures at Fairfax/Beverly should be essentially the same for the Minimum
Operable Segment as for the Locally Preferred Alternative. There would be no
change in level of service.

To measure the impact of Metro Rail on a more comprehensive, regional level, data
from the patronage forecasts were utilized to calculate the hours of auto travel time
saved annually due to the higher average speeds for the Project alternatives. Using
the projected auto vehicle hours of travel (VHT) in the LARTS region, approximately
10,890,000 hours are saved annually at the average speed calculated for the Minimum
Operable Segment, rather than at the No Project average speed. At an average auto
occupancy of 1.49, this is equivalent to 16,220,000 annual person hours of travel.

Locally Preferred Alternative and Aerial Option. Traffic projections were made
based on the same data sources as for the Minimum Operable Segment, but refiect
the increased ridership on the full 18-mile Metro Rail line, and the resultant changes
in travel patterns. When Metro Rail is extended to serve Hollywood and North
Hollywood, a further improvement in corridor traffic conditions can be anticipated.
Traffic conditions are the same whether the North Hollywood alignment is subway or
elevated. For example, a further 0.8 percent reduction over the Minimum Operable
Segment in traffic demand crossing Western Avenue (Wilton/Arlington) is projected.
Since this percentage reduction will be concentrated in peak periods, an improve-~
ment in peak hour service levels can be anticipated. The station area traffic condi-
tions in the downtown area and Wilshire Corridor are similar for both the Minimum
Operable Segment and Locally Preferred Alternative. See Figures 3-7 through 3-9
for intersection LOS under the Locally Preferred Alternative and how they differ
from the No Project Alternative. The annual auto vehicle and person hours of travel
saved, due to higher average speeds for these alternatives, are |1,450,000 VHT and
17,050,000 person hours of travel.
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1.3.3 MITIGATION

It is evident from Table 3-6 that traffic mitigation measures will be needed in the
vicinity of Metro Rail stations with major park and ride facilities, particularly Union
Station, Universal City, and North Hollywood. Factors to be considered in designing
mitigation measures include costs, public acceptance, effectiveness, and
responsibility for funding and/or enforcement. These measures are being developed
in conjunction with Milestones 10 and 12, closely tied in with station design. Plans
are being coordinated among the responsible public agencies and local community

groups.

The traffic analyses upon which the mitigation measures are based were done by
LADOT in late 1982-early 1983 using the most up-to-date patronage projections, bus
volumes, and station access plans available at that time. As the project proceeds
through Final Design and construction, all of these will be refined. Under the terms
of a Master Agreement between SCRTD and the City of Los Angeles, the City
Department of Transportation is assisting in finalizing these measures. Therefore,
the locations needing mitigation measures, as well as the specific measures proposed,
are subject to change.

SCRTD is responsible for certain specific mitigation measures, primarily those
within the immediate vicinity of stations, and these will be implemented as part of
station construction. Other measures are suggested for consideration by the LADOT
and the County Road Department for possible inclusion in their Capital Improvement
Programs. These measures apply for areas not in the immediate vicinity of stations
and thus would probably not qualify for project funding. Implementation of these
measures would be subject to availability of cdequate city or county capital
improvement funds. Finally, there are some intersections for which no reasonable
measures were found to be available to mitigate completely the adverse traffic
impacts.

Traffic mitigation measures have been analyzed for the 29 intersections with
projected LOS E or F after completion of Metro Rail Project, or projected V/C
increase of .02 or more over the No Project Alternative. The mitigation measures
considered include:

e increase approach capacity through installation of a parking restriction

e restripe approach to provide an additional through lane and/or turn lane

e install left turn restriction/prohibition

e add or revise traffic signal phase to accommodate the projected traffic pattern
e widen approach

e provide reversible lanes, if peak period traffic is highly directional.

The first two mitigation options are generally but not always implemented
together. Generally, the least restrictive measure that would completely mitigate

the anticipated adverse impact was chosen. If there was no measure available to
completely mitigate an anticipated adverse impact, then that measure which would
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most effectively improve the intersection LOS was selected. Street widening was
not considered feasible at locations where either extensive building demolition or
remodeling would be required, or in business districts where substandard sidewalks
would result. Street widening was considered to be a realistic mitigation measure at
locations contiguous to station sites where property acquisition is contemplated and
cut and cover consiruction techniques would require street reconstruction.

The intersections requiring mitigation and the measures to be employed are listed
below, by station area. V/C ratios before and after mitigation are presented in Table

The following traffic mitigation measures are being considered for all rail
alternatives.

Union Station Area.

Alameda/Macy. Provide left-turn channelization, three through lanes in each
direction, and a northbound right-turn lane on Alameda. This requires some right-of-
way acquisition, and the replacement of two railroad tracks with one, in Alameda
Street. These are proposed for LADOT consideration.

Macy/Mission. No reasonable mitigation measures were found to be feasible, beyond
the widening of Mission, which is assumed in the No Project Aiternative as part of
the city’s Capital Improvement Program. The alternative of widening Macy would
only marginally improve the LOS while requiring right-of-way acquisition and bridge
widening. It is therefore not recommended.

Macy/Vignes. Install right-turn lanes northbound, eastbound and westbound,
requiring right-of-way acquisition. These are proposed for LADOT consideration.

Ramirez/Vignes/Santa Ana Freeway Ramps. SCRTD will construct the entrance/exit
to the Union Station park and ride facility to provide two lanes in and three lanes
out. The existing freeway ramps will also be reconstructed by SCRTD to streamline
entrance to the park and ride lot, as part of the rail project. Additional measures for
LADOT consideration are: restripe Ramirez and Vignes, add a traffic island to better
accommodate turning movements, and signalize the intersection.

Fifth/Hill Area.

Olive/Fifth. Since project-related traffic has only a small impact, no mitigation
measures are recommended. Both streets have substandard lane widths and widening
them would not increase intersection capacity.

Wilshire/Vermont Area. All mitigation options are proposed for LADOT considera-
tion.

Vermont/Sixth. [nstall eastbound right-turn lane on Sixth within existing right-of-
way.

Vermont/Wilshire. No reasonable mitigation measures were found to be available.
The impact of project-related traffic is relatively small.

Virgil/Third. Restripe Virgil to provide three lanes northbound and two lanes
southbound and add parking restrictions on Virgil. This does not mitigate the
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TABLE 3-7
EFFECTS OF TRAFFIC MITIGATION MEASURES

Worse Case V/C Ratio
Locally Preferred

Minirmum Alternative/

Station Area and Intersection No Project Operable gmenfI Aerial Option Mitigated Time Period
Unijon Station

Atameda*/Macy .83 {.{5 1.09 88 pm

Macy /Mission .86 95 99 None am

Macy* [Vignes* 95 1.02 1.0 972 am

Macy*/Vignes* .88 1.07 t.10 .89 pm

Ramirez*/Vignes* No Signal 1.04 1.08 92 pm
Fifth/Hill

Olive/Fifth 1.08 1.06 1.05 None am
Wilshire/Vermont

Vermont/Sixth* .17 1.22 1.21 1.18 pm

Vermont/Wilshire® .88 93 93 None pm

Virgil*/Third 1.18 1.28 .23 1.232 am

Virgil*/Third .15 134 1.22 1.07 pm

Virgil /Sixth* 97 .12 1.07 93 pm
Wilshire/Normandie

irolo/Eighth* 86 98 98 932 pm

Normandie*/Wilshire 96 1.0t [.01 96 pm

Normandie/Third 113 1.17 1.17 None pm

Normandie/Sixth 1.02 1.08 1.06 None pm
Wilshire/Fairfax

Fairfax*/Wilshire 97 1.7 1.17 1.08 pm
Fairfax/Beverly

Beveriy*/Gardner 96 1.02 99 83 pm
Fairfax/Santa Monica

Crescent His.*/Fountain 1.06 N.A. 1.08 91 pm
Holiywood /Cahuenga

Cahuenga*/Holly wood §.13 NLA, 1.23 98 pm

Cahuenga/Sunset 1.00 N.A, 1.02 None pm
Universal City

Bivffside*/Lankershim* J4 N.A. 92 82 pm

Cahuenga/Hollywood Fwy/Regal 94 N.A, 96 KN am

Cahuenga/Lankershim* B9 N.A, 1.0l 8l am

Hollywood Fwy/Lankershim*/

Universal Place .87 N.A, 1.08 .86 am
Lankershim®*/North Gate 54 N.A, 81 64 am
Lankershim only 67 N.A, 1.06 .83 om

Lankershim/Tour Center .16 N.A. 131 .31 am
North Hollywood

Burbank*/Lankershim/Tujunga K] N.A. 141 1.282 am

Chandler*/Lankershin(S) .57 N.A. 1.27 .79 pm

Chandler®/Tujunga (N} 54 N.A, 96 .55 om

Chandler*/Tujunga (N) Jl N.A, 92 £8 pm

Chondler*/Fair N.M. N.M, N.M. N.A. N.A,

Saurce: Los Angeies City Department of Transportation, Technical Report—Traffic Mitigation Measures, March 1983,
Note: No traffic mitigation measures are required in the following station creas: Civic Center, Seventh/Flower,
Wilshire/Alvarado, Wilshire /Western, Wilshire/La Brea, La Brea/Sunset, and Wilshire /Crenshaw.

NLA. = Not Applicable.

N.M. = Not Measured.

*Street to be improved.

IEstimated by SCRTD.

2Project-reluted traffic impact is not fully mitigated, l.e. LOS E or F still exists and V/C Increase of at least .02 over No
Project Alternative still exists.
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project-related traffic impacts in the morning; however, improvements are needed at
this intersection whether or not the rail project is built,

Virgil/Sixth. Widen Sixth by four feet within existing right-of-way and stripe to
provide an additional through lane westbound.

Wilshire/Normandie Area. All mitigation options are proposed for LADOT considera-
tion.

irolo/Eighth. Restripe Eighth to provide east and westbound left-turn pockets and
install peak hour parking restrictions. This would not fully mitigate the anticipated
impact. Other mitigations investigated would move adverse impacts to adjacent
intersections.

Normandie/Wilshire. Prohibit northbound left turns in the p.m. peak.

Normandie/Third. No reasonable mitigation options were found which would improve
traffic flows sufficiently to correct the overcapacity condition. Projected-related
impacts, however, are relatively small, and improvements are needed at this location
regardless of whether the rail line is built.

Normandie/Sixth. No mitigation measures are recommended, since widening either
street would move the overcapacity condition to adjacent intersections. Some
improvement is needed at this intersection with or without the rail line.

Wilshire/Fairfax Area.

Fairfax/Wilshire. No left turns would be allowed from Wilshire at its intersection
with Fairfax during the a.m. or p.m. peak hours. The traffic would be routed to
complete this trip.

Fairfax/Beverly Area.

Beverly/Gardner. Widen Beverly within existing right-of-way to provide three
through lanes and left-turn channelization in each direction. This is recommended
for the one-mile section from La Brea to Fairfax and could be done in conjunction
with a storm drain project administered by the Los Angeles County Flood Control
District. The implementation of this mitigation measure would be coordinated with
both the Flood Control District and other appropriate city and county departments.

The following mitigations would be necessary for the Locally Preferred Alternative
and Aerial Option only:

Fairfax/Santa Monica Area.

Crescent Heights/Fountain. Restripe Crescent Heights for three through lanes in
each direction in the immediate vicinity of the intersection (one block north and
south) and install peak period parking restrictions. This is proposed for consideration
by the Los Angeles County Road Department.

Hollywood/Cahuenga Area.

Cahuenga/Sunset Boulevard. No reasonable mitigation measures were found to be
available, given the small impact of project-related traffic at this intersection.
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“Universal City Area. SCRTD will construct a new bridge over the Hollywood

Freeway to provide better access to the station's auto and bus facilities from the
west. This bridge will divert much of the project-related traffic away from
Cahuenga ond Lankershim and is therefore a mitigation measure for a number of
intersections, as noted below. This bridge and the access road extending to Vineland
will be built as part of station-related construction.

Lankershim/Cahuenga. Construct an additional through lane southeastbound on

Lankershim. This requires widening a bridge over the Los Angeles River but no
right-of-way acquisition. This is proposed for LADOT consideration. Construction
of the new station access bridge (see above) would also help mitigate traffic impacts
at this intersection,

Lankershim/Bluffside/Universal City exits. Widen southbound Lankershim north of

Bluffside to provide a right-turn lane, provide a three-phase troffic signal, prohibit
pedestrian crossings of the north leg, and widen Bluffside to provide two lanes in
each direction west of Lankershim. Right-of-way acquisition is required. This is
proposed for LADOT consideration. (Bluffside is the connection from the new access
roadway to Lankershim.)

Lankershim/Hollywood Freeway Ramp/Universal Place. Widen Lankershim to

provide a southbound right-turn lane. This requires additional right-of-way
contiguous to the station site and will be the responsibility of SCRTD. Construction
of the station access bridge and roadway (see above) would also help mitigate
impacts at this location. Change Universal Place to a one-way westbound street.

Lankershim/North_Gate (Universal City). Construct the new station access bridge

over the Hollywood F reeway (see above).

Lankershim/Tour Center. Construction of the new station access bridge over the

Hollywood F reeway will provide partial mitigation in the p.m. peak hours.

Cahuenga/Hollywood Freeway Ramp/Regal. Construct the new station access bridge

over the Hollywood F reeway (see above).
North Hollywood Area.

Burbank/Lankershim/Tujunga. Install eastbound right-turn only lane and optional

right-turn lane, and associated parking restrictions eastbound on Burbank. This is
proposed for LADOT consideration.

Chandler/Tujunga (north intersection). If there is a problem at this location a

potential mitigation measure would be to widen the southbound Tujunga approach to
provide a through lane and a right-turn lane and install parking restrictions
southbound. This measure, which requires acquisition of right-of-way, is proposed
for LADOT consideration.

Chandler/Fair. Relocate Fair Avenuve eastward. Widen the section of Chandler

between Lankershim and Fair Avenue to add left turn lane for traffic using Fair
Avenve.
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.4 PARKING

Parking is relevant to the Metro Rail Project in two ways:

e the rail project would reduce the need for parking facilities in the CBD and
other regional centers

e rail patrons driving to and parking at a station will create a demand for parking
near stations

As travel by transit to the CBD increases relative to automobile travel the demand
for parking spaces in the CBD will decrease. This is a positive impact for the CBD.
At stations where the demand for park and ride spaces is greater than the number of
spaces provided, a potential for negative impacts will exist.

To measure current conditions and to project future parking supply and demand,
LADOT inventoried parking spaces, usage, and costs within a one-quarter mile radius
of the proposed rail stations. For the downtown area, this data was obtained from
the Central City Parking Study, done for LADOT in 1981 by Wilbur Smith &
Associates. Based on this data and anticipated development plans, future conditions
in each station area were projected for the year 2000 under No Project and Project
conditions. Results of the analyses are shown in Table 3-8.

[.4.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS

The CBD in 1979 had a total of I 11,124 parking spaces. Of this total, 5,888 spaces (5
percent) were located at the curb with the remaining 105,236 spaces located off-
street. Over the previous |3 years the CBD experienced only a |3 percent increase
in parking spaces*. Changes in the type of parking facilities providing these spaces
have been dramatic. Curb spaces have decreased by |9 percent and off-street
surface lot spaces have decreased by 26 percent, while spaces in garages have
increased 142 percent. Many of the surface parking lots have been replaced by new
construction, and curb spaces have been eliminated to improve traffic flow. These
changes have resulted in high parking charges in certain sections of the CBD. Off-
street parking now costs as much as $5.00 per hour or $15.00 per day near the
Financial District. In the areas surrounding each of the three proposed CBD stations,
more than 80 percent of the parking supply is used.

Outside the CBD, parking is more available and less expensive, but it remains a
major concern especially where residential neighborhoods adjoin commercial
centers. Usage exceeds 70 percent of supply at five stations (Union Station,
Wilshire/Vermont, Wilshire/Normandie, Wilshire/Western, and Universal City),
resulting in some "spillover" of parking demand into neighborhoods.

In April 1983, a new Parking Management Plan was implemented by the City of Los
Angeles. The plan will have the effect of reducing the costs of providing parking
spaces, especially in the CBD. It allows developers to reduce by up to 40 percent the
number of parking spaces provided in a building if they can implement an effective

* Based on CBD parking studies conducted in 1966 and 1979 by Wilbur Smith and
Associates.
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- TABLE 3-8
TOTAL PARKING SUPPLY AND USAGE BY STATION AREA

Station Parking Supply Parking Usage
1980 1980
Existing No Project Existing No Project
Conditions Project Alternatives Conditions Project Alternatives
Union Station 5,158 5,158 8,706 3,020 3,020 5,644
Civic Center 16,443  17,166* 15,203* 13,829 15,517 15,859
Fifth/Hill 11,828  20,457% 19,187+ 9,977 21,222 21,359
Se_\(enth/ Flower 17,344 22,029* 18,932% 15,013 22,010 22,808
Wilshire/Alvarado_ .- 4,899 ~7=5285"°7"5847 = 3,231 3,681  -.3,617
Wilshire/Vermont 13,107 15,482 15,463 9,962 12,366 1 1,365
Wilshire/Normandie 13,358 15,917 16,964 9,933 12,623 15,106
Wilshire/Western 8,670 12,015 11,628 6,289 10,360 9,059
Wilshire/Crenshaw 3,254 4,294 4,158 1,521 2,601 2,132
Wilshire/La Brea 4,152 4,780 5,544 2,964 3,596 4,112
Wilshire/F airfax! 6,473 11,268 8,844 3,423 7,633 7,876
Fairfax/Beverly 5,554 8,660 12,754* 3,357 6,612 11,653
Fairfax/Santa Monica 2,753 3,233 3,838 1,523 2,067 2,386
La Brea/Sunset 5,592 6,089 6,017 3,649 4,173 4,327
Hollywood/Cahuenga 7,121 8,613 10,352 4,528 6,325 8,666
Hollywood Bow! 3,000 3,000 3,000 *x el x
Universal City 1,175 13,978 13,743* 654 12,208 14,432
North Hollywood 4,804 6,229 8,048* 2,307 4,313 1,476
Total LPA2 134,685 183,633 188,228 95,180 150,337 167,877
MOS2 110,240 142,491 143,230 82,519 121,241 130,590

Source: Los Angeles City Department of Transportation, Draft Traffic Analysis Report,
1983.

* Parking deficiency = usage greater than 90 percent of supply.
** Fuyll usage for Bowl events. No parking for Metro Rail.

IThe construction of the Wilshire/Fairfax Station behind the May Company Building would
require the removal and use of an area which currently has [,000 parking spaces. This
means that demand could reach 89 percent of supply. Spillover would be limited by the
metered and restricted parking in the surrounding neighborhoods and frequent bus service
to this station. This may not be a permanent loss since additional parking could be built at
the station site after station construction is completed.

21 pA includes Locally Preferred Alternative and Aerial Option. MOS is the Minimum
Operable Segment.
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ridesharing or vanpooling program. It also allows a reduction of up to 75 percent of
the required spaces on-site if a remote parking lot is provided, and an effective
means of transporting employees from the remote lot to the worksite is developed.
The plan provides special protection tor residential neighborhoods near commercial
centers by requiring participating developers to prove that the parking reduction will
not result in spillover parking into residential neighborhoods.

1.4.2 IMPACTS

No Project Alternative. The demand for parking, especially in the CBD, will
continve to increase as new development occurs. The supply, however, will grow
more slowly, as new development replaces surface parking in many cases. The
Central City Parking Study projects that the supply in the CBD will increase only
slightly, to 119,000 spaces, while the peak demand will increase to over 123,000 by
the year 1990.

A review of Table 3-8 shows that the parking supply is projected to increase at
almost all stations, generally by 20 to 40 percent, and 37 percent overall. Demand is
expected to increase even more than supply (58 percent overall). The three CBD
station areas will be effectively at capacity, given the criteria that 90 percent of

off-street spaces and 100 percent of curb spaces will be utilized under full
conditions.

Project Alternatives. The greatest projected percentage increases in parking usage
occur at Union Station, Fairfax/Beverly, and North Hollywood. Parking supply will
also increase at each of these stations, but only at Union Station will it increase
sufficiently to avoid a parking shortage. Under the No Project Alternative, three
station areas experience parking deficiencies, when usage exceeds 90 percent of the
supply. Under the Minimum Operable Segment, the area around the Fairfax/Beverly
Station would also experience a shortage of parking spaces. Under the Locally
Preferred Alternative and Aerial Option, Fairfax/Beverly, as well as Universal City
and North Hollywood would have parking deficiencies. These six stations and the
amount of parking deficiencies are identified below.

Station Parking Deficiency
Civic Center 2,176
Fifth/Hill 4,091
Seventh/Flower 5,769
Fairfax/Beverly 174
Universal City 2,063
North Hollywood 233

The parking deficiencies presented above are for the area surrounding the station.
Greater deficiencies may exist at specific locations since available spaces are not
located where the greatest demand occurs.

Park and ride facilities will be provided at three stations tor the Minimum Operable
Segment: Union Station, the Wilshire/Fairfax Station, and the Fairfax/Beverly
Station. Under the Locally Preferred Alternative and Aerial Option, facilities will
also be provided at Universal City and North Hollywood. Only these stations were
selected for park and ride facilities in order to maximize reliance on the bus system
and other modes not requiring parking, and to minimize capital costs. Also, the
number of parking spaces provided at a station was determined by policy in addition
to estimated demand. Initially, only surface parking will be provided; the vltimate
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supply will be accomplished by building parking structures on most of the surface

parking lots. The structures, however, will be deferred until other funding sources
are identified.

Table 3-9 shows the number of spaces to be supplied at each park and ride station
under each alternative and the number needed based on demand. The demand
exceeds the number of spaces being supplied at each of the stations. Potential for
spillover parking to the surrounding neighborhood will exist. Although the potential
for spillover is greatest at the Union Station, it is considered more adverse at the
Wilshire/Fairfax and Fairfax/Beverly Stations. Union Station is located in a mixed
land use area of industrial and commercial uses, whereas the areas around the
Wilshire/F airfax and Fairfax/Beverly Stations are more residential.

TABLE 3-9
RAIL ACCESS PARKING DEMAND AND SUPPLY BY STATION

Minimum Locally Preferred Alternative
Operable Segment and Aerial Option
Supply Supply

Station Demand Initial Ultimate Demand Initial Ultimate
Union Station 4,363 300 2,500 4,352 300 2,500
Wilshire/F airfax 1,875 175 175 1,894 |75 175
F airfax/Beverly 1,251 250 1,000 1,281 250 1,000
Universal City N.A. N.A. N.A. 3,272 [,175 2,500
North Hollywood N.A. N.A. N.A. 2,732 1,180 2,500

Source: SCRTD, Milestone 10 Report: Fixed Facilities, 1983; Schimpeler-Corradino
Associates, 1983.

N.A. = Not Applicable

1.4.5 MITIGATION

Mitigation measures will be needed to control the spillover parking from the
stations. The difference between the demand for parking spaces and the amount to
be supplied does not represent the total number of spillover parkers. Some of these
potential riders would be lost to Metro Rail due to the unavailability of readily
accessible parking. However, the potential for spillover parking will exist and
mitigation measures are discussed below.

The stations with significant adverse parking impacts are divided into two distinct
groups. The first group includes the CBD stations (Civic Center, Fifth/Hill and
Seventh/Flower) where the year 2000 parking condition is already crowded even
without Metro Rail. These stations are not adjacent to residential neighborhoods
that may be impacted by parking usage overtlow. As noted above, the impacts at
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these stations are based not on Metro Rail itself, but on the increased development
accommodated by a rail transit system.

The second group of stations are the Fairfax/Beverly, Universal City, and North
Hollywood Stations. They have a relatively high park and ride demand, and are
adjacent to residential neighborhoods that may be impacted by parking usage
over flow.

Possible parking mitigation measures that require the cooperation of other agencies
and/or the private sector and that may be applied to the CBD stations are as follows.

I. Encourage or require employer-sponsored rideshare or transit incentive
programs to reduce potential parking usage.

2. Encourage developers and employers to take advantage of the city's new Parking
Management Plan, as discussed in Section l.4.1 above. Use of the provisions in
this plan can effectively reduce both the cost of providing parking (by allowing
off-sife)a facilities) and the need for it (by encouraging vanpools, ridesharing, and
transit).

Parking supply increases can be counterproductive to diverting auto trips to the
Metro Rail system. Metro Rail itself is a principal parking mitigation measure, since
it makes transit a more attractive alternative to the automobile.

The aforementioned parking measures may also be applied to the second group of
stations. Additional parking measures that may be applied to the second group
include:

I. Establish preferential parking districts within residential neighborhoods that are
adjacent to station areas. This is an ongoing program managed by LADOT,
which requires local property owners to prepare petitions and obtain City
Council approval. It has already been implemented in six neighborhoods of the
city. Such districts have not been established in the county, but they are being
discussed by the West Hollywood Citizens Plan Advisory Committee for applica-
tion in the Metro Rail station areas. Where parking districts are needed due to
intrusion from Metro Rail patrons SCRTD will assist the residents in preparing
and circulating the necessary petitions.

2. Include more project-provided parking in the Metro Rail Project. This could be
the responsibility of SCRTD, but at this time funding sources seem insufficient
to provide for this op'rion.

e

3. .. Operate on extenswe network’ “of sfeeder -bus dines :serving the stations “and

‘provide on alternative to the park and ride mode of station access. SCRTD will
provide these bus services, as specified in“the discussion of transit impacts,
above. Over 60 percent of Metro Rail riders are expec'red to access the stations
using feeder buses.

4, Provide more metered curb spaces in commercial areas, effectively reserving
these spaces for short-term use by customers of commercial establishments.
Implementation and enforcement would be the responsibility of the City of Los
Angeles and of the county in the unincorporated areas.
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5. Bicycle parking will be provided at Metro Rail stations outside the Central
Business District plus Union Station.

6. Preferential parking for car and van pools will be studied. If not immediately
adopted on opening, it will remain an available option should conditions warrant
its adoption.

Increasing parking fees as a policy tool would discourage some potential parking and
thus rectify the projected shortages in Downtown Los Angeles, the Wilshire Center,
and at Fairfax/Beverly. People who would otherwise drive to these areas would
divert to other Metro Rail stations that have more available nearby parking~or, in
the Wilshire Corridor, be diverted to feeder bus use.

The potential Universal City and North Hollywood parking problems are complicated
by the planned role of these stations as park and ride railheads for the entire San
Fernando Valley. To the extent that Metro Rail riders are not directly responsible
for spillover parking demand (it is derived from development in conjunction with
Metro Rail rather than Metro Rail park and ride passengers), it may be possible to
divert these commuters to the feeder bus system through pricing policies. Increasing
the Metro Rail parking supply at these two sites will be undesirable because of the
traffic impacts of such parking (see previous discussion on Traffic Impacts).

2. LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT

2.1 INTRODUCTION

Impacts on land use from the operation of the Metro Rail Project can be expected
primarily within a one-quarter mile radius around each station, on the basis of
experience with rail rapid systems in other North American cities. For each station
in the Metro Rail Project, a potential impact areq, or "station areq,” with a radius of
approximately one-third mile was established. The boundaries of the station areas
generally correspond to the boundaries of the City of Los Angeles Department of
Planning’s (LADOP) and Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning's
(LADRP) Specific Plan areas and represent a walking time of about 10 minutes from
any point in the station area to a station entrance. Eaoch station area consists of 150
to 200 acres, of which about 75 percent is parcel area and 25 percent is street right-
of-way. Throughout this section, the term parcel refers only to the buildable parcel
and does not include the adjacent street right of way. Maps showing station area
boundaries are included in the SCRTD Technical Report on Land Use and
Development Impacts (1 983).

2.2 EXISTING CONDITIONS

This section describes existing conditions relevant to the assessment of impacts,
emphasizing conditions in station areas. It focuses on existing land use, intensity of
development and economic activity, relevant land use plans and policies including
community plan and zoning designations, and the capacity for new development in
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each station area. Further background information on land use, population growth,
economic development trends, and property valuation for the community plan areas
is presented in the SCRTD Technical Report on Existing Conditions—Regional and
Community Setting (1982). The planning and regulatory context for development
within station areas and planning areas in the Regional Core is described in more
detail in the First Tier EIS, the SCRTD Milestone 6 Report: Land Use and Develop-
ment Policies, and in two SCRTD Technical Reports: A Summary of Public Policies
and An Impact Assessment Methodology (1982), and Land Use and Development
Impacts (1983).

2.2.1 REGIONAL CORE

Plamning Areas. The Regional Core encompasses much of the following planning
areas in the city: Central City, Central City North, Westlake, Wilshire, Hollywood,
Toluca Lake-Studio City-Sherman Oaks, and North Hollywood. The West Hollywood
and Universal City planning areas of the county also lie in the Regional Core. For
presentation purposes, the Central City and Central City North Planning Areas have
been combined as the Central Business District (CBD). The Universal City and North
Hollywood Planmning Areas have been combined to represent a single south San
Fernando Valley area. The majority of land in all planning areas except the CBD is
devoted to residential use. In all planning areas, except the CBD and Westlake,
single family housing consumes more parcel area than multifamily housing although
there are more thon twice as many multifamily units as single family units in the
Regional Core.

The Regional Core contains more than half of all the high-rise commercial space in
the Los Angeles Urbanized Area and represents the greatest concentration of
development in the Southern California region. During the 1970s, 68 percent of the
12 million square feet of high rise commercial development in the Regional Core
occurred in the CBD, 3| percent along the Wilshire Corridor, and the remaining one
percent in Hollywood and the Universal City/North Hollywood areas. As of 1980
there were 40.9 million square feet of high rise commercial space in the Regional
Core. This space was generally distributed as follows: CBD, 24.9 million square
feet; Westlake, 2.1 million square feet; Wilshire, | 1.6 million square feet; Hollywood,
1.7 million square feet; and Universal City/North Hollywood, 0.6 million square feet.

A generalized land use summary of the planning areas reveals:

e The CBD has only 10 percent of its parcel area in residential uses. The most
prominent land uses in terms of area are industrial and public facilities/open
space.

e Westlake, with the smallest planining area, has the greatest percentage of parcel
area devoted to multifamily residential (about 40 percent) and to commercial/
mixed uses (about 20 percent).

e Approximately three-fourths of the Wilshire Planning Area is devoted to
residential uses.

e Hollywood is the largest area and contains an equal percentage of single family
residential and public facilities/open space (about 40 percent).

3-33



e The Universal City/North Hollywood area is predominantly single family
residential, with about two-thirds of the parcel area devoted to this use.

Although the station areas comprise only a small percentage of the parcel area in the
Regional Core, they contain a significant concentration of its commercial and
multifamily land uses. Most significant, commercial land use accounts for nearly 10
percent of all parcel area in the Regional Core, but over 30 percent of parcel area in
the station areas. Similarly, while multifamily residential use accounts for under 20
percent of the Regional Core parcel areq, it amounts to about 25 percent within the
station areas. In summary, the stations are located in areas of intense use within the
Regional Core.

Station Areas. Table 3-10 shows the current distribution of parcel area among
general land use categories in each station area. In the CBD station areas the
predominant land use is regional commercial, except in the Union Station areq,
where 80 percent of the land is used for industrial purposes. The Union Station site,
owned by Southern Pacific Railroad, and the Terminal Annex Post Office site occupy
50 percent of the station area. All downtown station areas contain a substantial
amount of land that is either vacant or used for commercial surface parking not
directly serving any particular facility.

Along the Wilshire Corridor the land use mix varies among station areas. At both the
Wilshire/Vermont and Wilshire/Normandie Stations over 50 percent of the land is
used commercially, while only about five percent of the Wilshire/Crenshaw Station
area is devoted to commercial uses. Only in the Wilshire/Normandie, Wilshire/
Fairfax, and Fairfax/Beverly Station areas do substantial portions of the
commercially developed land serve a regional market. In the Mid-Wilshire area
(Vermont to Normandie and Western Avenues Station areas) residential development
is primarily multifamily. Along the Miracle Mile (La Brea and Fairfax Station areas)
and at Fairfax/Beverly, residentially developed land is more evenly divided between
multifamily and single family housing. At Crenshaw the housing is predominantly
single family.

The Fairfax/Santa Monica and La Brea/Sunset Station areas are predominantly high
density residential neighborhoods with community-serving commercial enterprises as
the secondary use. The Hollywood/Cahuenga Station area is devoted primarily to a
mix of regional and community commercial uses, with high density residential
development as the secondary use. This station area includes a substantial amount of
land that is vacant or used for commercial surface parking.

The Universal City Station area contains a mix of primarily single family residential,
regional-serving commercial, and public open space uses. The North Hollywood
Station area is evenly divided among community-serving commercial, industrial, and
residential uses.

Table 3-]1 shows the commercial floor area, employment, dwelling units, and
population in Metro Rail station areas. Figures for each planning area are also
provided to turther illustrate that stations have been located in areas of considerable
development intensity. As an example, the entire CBD Planning Area contained 81.5
mitlion square teet of commercial space and 289,700 employees. About 45 percent
of the floor space and employees are within the four Metro Rail station areas in the
CBD. Overall, station areas contain 27 percent of all commercial floor area and 30
percent of all employees on just 6.3 percent of the parcel area in the Regional Core.
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TARLE 3-10

STATION AREA LAND USE PROFILES, YEAR 980
Percent of Parce! Area in Generalized Land Use Categories

Public Vacont/
Single Multi- Community Regional Facilities/  Commercial
Family Fomily  (Low Imensite (High Intensit Open Surface
Residentiol Residentig! _Commercial Commercial Industrial Space Porking3
UNION STATION
Londt Use - - 5% - 70% 5% 20%
Community Plan - - 10% - 80% 10% -
Zoning - - 20% - 80% - -
CIVIC CENTER
Land Use - 2% - 35% - 38% 25%
Redevelopment Project Designation - 10% - 40% - 50% -
FIFTH/HILL
Land Use - 2% 30% 45% - 3% 20%
Redevelopment Project Designation - 2% - 95% - 3% -
SEVENTH/FLOWER
Land Use - - 8% 50% - 2% 40%
Redevelopment Project Designation - 4% - 50% - 2% -
~WILSHIRE /ALVARADO = .
—rrland-lse s C 3% - 20% -
‘Community Plan : - 18% -
3 E irt) [T =ty ,; - 20% -
T WILSHIRE /VERM S s —
Laond Uise 2% 18% 60% 2% - 5% 3%
Community Plan - 40% 15% 40% - 5% -
Zoning - 50% 35% 10% - 5% -
WILSHIRE /NORMANDIE
Land Use 5% 35% 5% 25% - - -
Community Pian - 40% 10% 50% - - -
Zoning - H8% 10% 42% - - -
WILSHIRE /WESTERN
Laond Use 7% 48% 35% 10% - - -
Community Plan - 45% 20% 35% - - -
Zaning - 55% 25% 20% - - -
WILSHIRE /CRENSHAW
Lond Use 70% 15% 5% - - 5% 5%
Specific Plan 65% 20% 10% - - 5% -
WILSHIRE /LA BREA
Lond Use 40% 36% 15% 5% - 4% -
Community Plan 45% 3% 12% 8% - 4% -
Zoning 45% % 7% 13% - 4% -
WILSHIRE /FAIRFAX
Land lise 30% 37% 5% 10% - 18% -
Community Plan 22% 45% 5% 10% - 18% -
Zoning 22% 45% 5% 10% - 18% -
F AIRF AX/BEVERLY
Lond Use 7% 30% 8% 25% - - -
Community Plan 30% 30% 40% - - - -
Zoning 30% 30% 40% - - - -
FAIRFAX/SANTA MONICA
Land Use 15% 71% 10% - - 4% -
Community Plan 10% 76% 10% - - 4% -
Zoning 10% 76% 10% - - 4% -
LA BREA/SUNSET
Lond Use 25% 50% 12% 3% - 10% -
Community Plan - £0% 5% 25% - 10% -
Zoning - 68% 5% 15% 2% 10% -
HOLLYWOOD/CARUENGA
Lond Use 5% 25% 8% 25% - 2% 15%
Community Plan - (5% - 85% - - -
Zoning - 20% - 80% - - -
HOLLYWOOD BOWL
Land Use 35% 10% 5% - - 50% -
Community Plan 35% 10% 5% - - 50% -
Zoning 35% 10% 5% - - 50% -
UNIVERSAL CITY
Lond Use 30% 12% 10% 20% - 18% 10%
Community Plan 30% 12% 10% 30% - 18% -
Zoning 30% 12% 10% 30% - 18% -
NORTH HOLLYWOOD
Lond Use 10% 15% 35% - 25% 15%
Community Plan - 15% 40% - 30% 15%
Zoning - 25% 45% - 15% 15%

Source: Sedway/Cooke from existing lond use dato provided by the County Regiona! Pianning Department and
Ploming.

Each station oreo contains from 100 ta 150 acres of parcel orea.
2lnt:lude; on-site parking required by Code to serve the commercial focilities.
3Commercial parking consists of facilities not affilioted with or required by Code to serve a cormmercial facility.
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TABLE 3-11
DEVELOPMENT IN REGIONAL CORE, YEAR 1980

COMMERCIAL RESIDENTIAL
Floor ArecxI
(in 1,000 sq. ft.) Emglozeesz Dwelling Units Population
CBD PLANNING AREA 81,500 289,700 12,7408 43,0008
Union Station 9003 3,000 0% 0?
Civic Center 7,500% 37,000 1,030° 1,720°
Fifth/Hill 16,5004 44,000 7805 1,2507
Seventh /Flower 14,0004 45,000 1,380° 1,6607
All CBD Station Areas 38900 .. . |2 3,180 4,630
WESTLAKE PLANNING AREA* 35,2008 92,4508
Wilshire/Alvarodo 5. U omee 7,720°
WILSHIRE PLANNING AREA 65,100 227,000 137,7808 308,2108
Wilshire /Vermont 4,500° 21,300 3,500° 7,720°
Wilshire Normandie 3,800° 19,200 3,960° 7,860°
Wilshire/Western 2,900° 10,000 4,260° 8,810°
Wilshire/Crenshaw* 800° 4,200 820° 1 ,8009
Wilshire/La Brea 1,600% 4,500 3,150° 5,670°
Wilshire /Fairfax 3,000° 13,300 6303 1,070°
Fairfox/Beverly* 9005 5,000 2,3905 4,300°
All Wiishire Station Areas 17,500 77,500 18,710 37,230
HOLL YWOOD PLANNING AREA 39,700 136,300 114,5208 216,5208
Fairfox/Santa Monica® 4008 1,200 4,9903 8,480°
La Brea/Sunset 1,000% 5,500 2,320° 3,6507
Ho lty wood /Catuenga 2,600° 12,400 2,230% 4,020°
Hollywood Bow [+ 155 300 460° 8307
All Hollywood Station Areas 4,015 19,400 10,000 16,980
UNIVERSAL CITY/NORTH HOLLYWOOD
PLANNING AREA 22,700 75,100 77,8608 172,708
Universal City 1,0007 9,100 (,170% 2,230°
Nor th Hollywood 5005 2,900 5603 1,230°
DESIGNATED CENTERS 61,200 231,700 30,200 54,610
ALL STATION AREAS 63,315 242,400 38,860 70,020
REGIONAL CORE 232,800 811,600 378,100 832,960

*Station areas not designated as centers in the city’s Concept Plan or in the county's General Pian,
linciudes office, retail, and hotel spoce. Tato! estimates for the planning areas were derived by Sedway/Cooke, assuming
250 sq. ft./Jemployee for office space and 500 sq. fi./employee for retail space,

2 ssumes 250 sq. ft./Joffice emplayee, 500 sq. f1./retail emplayee, and 2 rooms/hote} employee. Tatal estimates far the
plonning areas are fram the Southern Californio Association of Governments, 1980 base for SCAG-82A ond -82B
projections.

3Sede::y/Cooke estimate.

'I‘City af Los Angeles Department of Tronspartation, 1981,
SCity of Los Angeles Department of Planmning survey.

6L os Angetes County Department of Regional Planning.
Thusic Corporation af America.

8U.S. Census Bureau, 1980 Census. See SCRTD Technical Report on Land Use and Development (1983) far Census tracts in
each planming area.

9Derived by multiplying dwelling units by averoge persons per household in corresponding census tracts,
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2.2.2 LAND USE PLANS AND POLICIES

Land Use Planning and Regulation. The basic principle for the organization and
planning of the Los Angeles area is the Centers Concept. The Centers Concept was
developed during the late 1960s and early 1970s and adopted by the City of Los
Angeles in 1974 as a fifty~year plan. The Concept Plan envisions a series of regional
centers connected by a regional rapid transit system, with low to medium building
intensity between centers. The concept of a series of regional centers connected by
a rapid transit system was also adopted by the County of Los Angeles in 1970 and by
the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). The county's concept is
incorporated into its General Plan and identified as the "Urban Form Policy."
Reference to the "Centers Goncept" in this report refers to the city's policy for
areas located within its jurisdiction and the county's policy for areas in the
unincorporated county.

The city's Concept Plan is refined and localized in the twenty-year Citywide Plan
and short-term Community Plans. In some cases, the Community Plan is further
refined by Specific Plans that define both the planning and the zoning for an areq,
like the Park Mile Specific Plan area which contains the Wilshire/Crenshaw Station.
The City of Los Angeles Department of Planning (LADOP) is developing a single
Specific Plan tor the areas around ten of the proposed stations. The Specific Plan is
being prepared with input from Citizens Advisory Committees in each station area.

The county's 1980 General Plan is further refined by community or area plans. Like
the city, the county may also prepare Specific Plans which represent both the plan
and the zoning for an area. Two unincorporated areas of the county lie within
station areas. Most of the Fairfax/Santa Monica Station area is located within that
portion of the county represented by the West Hollywood Community Plan and one-
third of the Universal city station area lies within an unincorporated area of the
county represented only in the county General Plan. The county is preparing the
Specific Plan for the Fairfax/Santa Monica Station, under the continuing review of
the West Hollywood Citizens Plan Advisory Committee, and for that portion of the
Universal City station within its jurisdiction.

Zoning is the regulatory mechanism by which the Community Plans (and the General
Plan) are implemented, and California State law requires that zoning conform to land
use plans. Zoning in most station areas basically contorms to a jurisdiction's General
Plan (and its constituent parts such as Community or District Plans) land use
designations (Table 3-10). In a tew station areas where the Community Plan land use
designation has been revised to reflect "regional center" commercial development,
the existing high density residential zoning has not been changed correspondingly.
This inconsistency between planning and zoning occurs to the greatest degree in the
Sunset/La Brea Station area.

Specific Plans are ordinances. Unlike General Pians, Community Plans, District
Plans, and other policy documents, Specific Plans have the force of law and are
intended to implement a jurisdiction's General Plan. Where adopted, Specific Plans
supersede zoning and can regulate a broad range of activities, including details of
signage, facades, landscaping, and parking that are important in a particular locality
but are not feasible for the city's or county's zoning ordinances to address. Specific
Plans, therefore, are a principle tool for guiding a station area's development in
contormance to community desires and public policy objectives.
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The Los Angeles Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA), a state empowered
body, has designated some areas in the Regional Core as Redevelopment Projects. In
these areas, the CRA and LADOP jointly oversee the development process. Except
for Union Station, all downtown stations lie within the Central Business District
Redevelopment Project area. The North Hollywood Station is adjacent to the first
phase commercial core development project in the North Hollywood Redevelopment
Project area. Other areas along the Metro Rail route may be designated as re-
development areas by the City Council and the CRA through adoption of redevelop-
ment plans. The redevelopment process has been initiated in the Hollywood com-
mercial core area which includes the two Hollywood stations. The CRA has primary
responsibility for steps leading to the preparation and adoption of redevelopment
plans and for their implementation. Once adopted, redevelopment plans become the
governing land use plans tor redevelopment areas and supersede zoning. The process
leading to adoption generally takes 12 1o 18 months. The CRA is preparing the
Specific Plans for all four CBD stations as well as for the La Brea/Sunset,
Hollywood/Cahuenga, and North Hollywood Stations.

Figure 3-10 shows centers designated in the city’s Concept Plan, Community Pian
areas, the Park Mile Specific Plan areqa, and Redevelopment Projects within the
Regional Core along the Metro Rail route. It should be noted that the identified
centers correspond to multipurpose or institutional/cultural/recreational centers
designated in the county General Plan. Although not presently a center, the
Fairfax/Santa monica locale is being considered by county planning staff for such a
designation. The county's Urban Form Policy also designates F airfax Avenuve as an
institutional/cultural/recreational center. Figure 3-11 shows the relative develop-
ment intensities permitted by city zoning code, county plans, and CRA Redevelop-
ment Projects tor the Regional Core. The regional commercial category in the city's
Community Plans and in zoning generally corresponds to Height District 4 (FAR 13)*
and community commercial to Height District | or 2 (FAR 3 or 6). The multifamily
residential category includes R3, R4, and R5 zoning at theoretical maximum
densities of 54 units per net acre, 101 units per net acre, and 216 units per net acre,
respectively. The majority of iand zoned for multifamily residential use downtown,
along Wilshire from Alvarado to Western, in Hollywood, and in North Hollywood is
zoned R4 or R5. From Wilshire/Crenshaw to Fairfax/Beverly, the multifamily
category represents primarily R2 and R3 zoning with some R4. In the Fairfax/Santa
Monica Station area the county's planning and zoning permits 50 units per net acre
with a 50 percent density bonus for all-rental projects and a density bonus of FAR |
on commercially zoned land if that additional development is residential.

In both the city and county, lesser intensities than the zoned use as well as some
other less intensive uses are permitted in any given zoning category. For example,
residential development, up to the intensity permitted by R5 zoning and the Height
District designated for a particular parcel, is permitted within commercial zones as
either single-use structures or mixed use developments with retail and/or office
space. Similarly, commercial development, up to the intensity permitted by the
designated Height District, is permitted on industrially zoned land. However,
residential development is not permitted on industrially zoned land.

* FAR is Floor Area Ratio, the ratio of building square footage, exclusive of parking
ond mechanicaol equipment storage, to parcel area.
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Consistency between Planning and Zoning. California state law requires that zoning
be consistent with the General Plan. According to the County Counsel, zoning in the
unincorporated county is largely consistent with the county General Plan. When
conflicts between the two occur, it is the county's policy that the General Plan or a
more specific community or area plan, if available, would prevail. In the West
Hollywood area where the Fairfax/Santa Monica Station is located, the potential for
conflict was avoided during the period between adoption of the West Hollywood
Community Plan and the adoption of a Community Standards District designed to
implement the plan through the passage of an “urgency ordinance". That ordinance
established the West Hollywood Community Plan as the prevailing land use regulation
for the area. With the adoption of the Community Standards District in June of
1983, zoning was brought into consistency with the plan.

Within the City of Los Angeles, there are significant discrepancies between zoning
and the applicable community or district plans along the Metro Rail route. Major
discrepancies include the following areas. The frontage along Wilshire Boulevard,
with the exception of the Park Mile Specific Plan area, is zoned for FAR 13 while
the Westlake Community Plan and the Wilshire District Plan establish FAR 6 for that
frontage. The area east of Fairfax Avenue between Beverly Boulevard and Fourth
Street is zoned for FAR |3, while the Wilshire District Plan establishes FAR 3. In
Hollywood zoning permits FAR 13 along the Hollywood and Sunset Boulevard
corridors while the Hollywood Community Plan establishes FAR é. Discrepancies
with respect to type of use exist as well, the most significant of which occur in the
LaBrea/Sunset Station areq, as documented in Section 2.4 of this chapter.

The LADOP is in the process of bringing zoning and the community or district plans
into consistency. It is currently the city's policy that zoning is the legally
enforceable land use regulation when there is a conflict between zoning and the
General Plan (except where a subdivision or a zone change is being proposed). For
example, at the present time a developer would be permitted to build to FAR 13
along Wilshire Boulevard or in Hollywood, even though the district or community
plans establish an FAR of 6. Once Specific Plans for the station areas are adopted,
they will supersede current zoning regulations. The Specific Plans can be expected
to respect the objectives of community plans much more than current zoning.

Within the CBD, the CRA has established a single land use regulation in the form of
the redevelopment plans which establish average FARs ranging from 3 in the Civic
Center area to 6 in the Central City area.

2.2.3 A COMPARISON OF EXISTING AND PERMITTED LAND USE INIENSITIES

in general, the pattern of land use types designated in the Community Plans and
zoning is consistent with existing land use. However, the intensity of development
established by the plans and zoning is, in most cases, substantially higher than the
current intensity of use except in the CBD development areas. In these areas the
CRA has downzoned land from FAR §3 to FAR 3 (with a maximum of FAR §), or to
FAR 5 or 6 (with a maximum of FAR 13 on a given site). The maximum development
intensities are permitted on individual sites as long as the overall intensity does not
exceed the permitted average. Only occasionally in the CBD has recent development
approached intensities permitted on individual sites. For example, the Crocker Bank
towers in Bunker Hill redevelopment area are built at an FAR of 13. This FAR is
balanced by other sites having FARs of less than 5 in the redevelopment area. Older,
stable buildings not expected to be renovated or removed for redevelopment in the
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C3D typically have FARs of 4 to 6. Recent residential development in the South
Park Area achieves a density of 100 units per net acre, substantially less than the
216 units per net acre permitted by R5 zoning.

Along the Wilshire Corridor where FARs of |3 are permitted by zoning, mid- to high-
rise buildings fronting Wilshire typically achieve FARs of 4 to 6, comparable to the
intensity recommended by the Wilshire District Plan. Community-serving
commercial uses, usually located in areas zoned Height District 2 (FAR 6), are
typically developed at FARs of 0.5 to |. Recent multifamily residential development
is typified by three-story wood-framed structures over parking, usually on 100-foot-
wide lots (two single family parcels). A maximum density of about 20 units per net
acre is achievable with this type of development, compared with densities of |0
units per net acre or 216 units per net acre currently permitted by R4 or R5 zoning.

Commercial intensities of stable buildings in station areas along Fairfax, in
Hollywood, and in the San Fernando Valley station areas are on the order of FAR 0.5
to |.5. The overall FAR for the proposed North Hollywood Commercial Core
development project is about 2. FARs permitted by zoning may vary from 3 to |3
along Fairfax Avenue and in the San Fernando Valley station areas; FAR of 13 is
generally permitted in Hollywood. Recent residential densities are similar to those
described for the Wilshire Corridor. In summary, development rarely reaches the
intensity permitted by zoning. In the CBD recent development has occurred at the
intensities permitted by the redevelopment plans. Along the Wilshire Corridor
recent development has occurred at the intensity established in the plan for that
area.

2.2.4 PARCELS SUSCEPTIBLE TO REINVESTMENT

The ability of a station area to accommodate new development is a key measure of
land use impact potential. To evaluate the ability of station areas to accommodate
demand for development, areas susceptible to reinvestment have been identified.
These areas are mapped and presented in the SCRTD Technical Report on Land Use
and Development Impacts (1 983). Reinvestment is defined as either:

e replacement of existing structures (if any) on a site by a new structure or
structures, or

e renovation and/or expansion of existing structures if their inherent architectural
or historic value suggests that they should be preserved.

A parcel is considered to be susceptible to commercial redevelopment or renovation
if it meets all the following criteria:

e |t is zoned for commercial use;

e The assessed value of the existing improvement is less than the assessed value of
the land—typically a vacant parcel, surface parking lot, or an older, poorly
maintained low-rise structure on a parcel zoned for substantially more intensive
development; and

e It can be combined with contiguous parcels into a development site comparable
in size to sites recently developed in the area.
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A parcel is considered to be susceptible to residential redevelopment if it meets all
the following criteria:

e Itis zoned for multifamily residential use—R3, R4 or R5;
e Its current use is single or two family residential; and
e Other parcels on its block have already been redeveloped.

Table 3-12 identifies the acres of residential and commercial parcel area susceptible
to reinvestment, and the intensity of development that would be permitted on it by
zoning as well as the intensity that would be likely to occur with current
development practices. In general, the intensity of development permitted by zoning
is unlikely to be achieved by current or expected development practices. The
“probable" development intensity represents an intensity slightly higher than that of
recent development projects in the area and substantially higher than the existing
average FAR of existing development in the station area.

The parcel area susceptible to reinvestment is used in two ways in this analysis.
First, in evaluating existing conditions, it provides a measure of the development
opportunities in a station area and the amount of additional development needed to
achieve the land use pattern established by the Community Plan or Specific Plan and
by zoning. A substantial amount of land susceptibie to reinvestment indicates a need
for revitalization.  Second, in assessing impacts, the development capacity
establishes an impact "threshold." If the amount of development projected with
construction of the Metro Rail Project does not consume all of the parcels
susceptible to reinvestment, that development will not, in general, produce adverse
impacts because it is consistent with land use planning designations. The comparison
of development projections with capacity assumed that development would occur at
"probable development intensities" indicated in Table 3-[2. In all station areas
except one this intensity is less than or equal to the development intensity
established by applicable local plans. Furthermore, if the Metro Rail Project
stimulates development in an area designated as a growth center and with a
substantial amount of land susceptible to reinvestment, the impact is beneficial.

For example, only five percent of all parcel area in the Wilshire/Fairfax Station area
is susceptible to commercial reinvestment. Zoning would permit up to 4.5 million
square feet of new development at an FAR of 13. The Wilshire District Plan would
permit 2 million square feet at an FAR of 6. Given expected development practices,
which would result in an average FAR of 8, 2.6 million additional square feet of floor
area could be accommodated in addition to the existing approximately 3.0 million
square feet. In contrast, 55 percent of the parcel area in the Hollywood/Cahuenga
Station area is susceptible to commercial reinvestment. Zoning would permit the
development of 47 million square teet at an FAR of [3. The Hollywood Community
Plan would permit 28 million square feet at an FAR of 6. Current development
practices and projected land use in the station area suggest that an average FAR of 3
better reflects the probable intensity of development and would result in the addition
of |l million square feet to the existing 2.6 million square feet of commercial
development. This comparison indicates that the Wilshire/Fairfax Station area is
more stable and much less in need of revitalization than the Hollywood/Cahuenga
Station area.
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TABLE 3-12
PARCEL AREA SUSCEPTIBLE TO REINVESTMENT

PARCEL AREA SUSCEPTIBLE PARCEL AREA SUSCEPTIBLE
TO COMMERCIAL REINVESTMENT TO RESIDENTIAL REINVESTMENT
As Development
Percent Intensity (FAR ly
of All Maximum - As Development
Parcel Designoted: Percent of  Intensity (Nc:l'3
Area in  Maximum in Appro- - All Parcel Dwelling Units?)
Station - Permitted priate = 2 Area in Permitted
Stotion Area Acres Area by Zoning Plan Probable Acres Station Area by Zoning
Union Station 73 49% 13 4 3 0 0 4]
Civic Center 28 19% w2 i 4 35 2% 760
Fifth/Hil 7t 47% é [3 0 0 -
Seventh/Flower . 47% 6 6 . 0 0 e -
Wilshire/Alvarado 2% 6 3 . 205 14% 3,780 .
Wilshire/Nermont 30  24% 6 6 25 20% 4,270
Wilshire/MNormondie 28 25% 6 6 17 15% 2,180
Wilshire/Western B 27% 6 6 26 21% 2,090
Wilshire/Crenshaw 1S 12% 1.8 1.5 18 14% 990
Wilshire/La Brea /3 17% 13 4 4 10 7% 980
Wilshire/Fairfox 8 5% 13 6 8 21 14% 2,080
Foirtax/Beverly 48  32% 12 3 5.7 2 1% 170
Fairfox/Sonto Monica 20 13% 26 26 26 0 0% 1,200
See Footnote 7 610
{.o Brea/Sunset 26 17% 10.4 6 3 2! 14% 2,350
Hollywood/Cohuenga 83  55% 13 6 3 7 5% 700
Hollywood Bowl 0 0 - - - 3 2% 600
Universol City
West of _ankershim
(City) 5 % K| 3 2.5 0 0 0
East of Lankershim
(City) 10 5% 3 [3 6 0 0 0
East of Lankershim
(County) 10 5% 13 13 6 é 0 0
North Hollywood 53 35% K| K| 3 25 17% 2,310

Source: Sedway/Cooke
'EAR = Floor Area Ratio, or the ratio of floor areq, excluding parking and mechanical equipment storage, to parcel
area.

7Likely development intensities based on current lond use patterns, trends, and projected land uses in eoch station
area.

et dwelling units take into occount units that would be displaced.
SMaximum permitted by Redevelopment Plans which supersede zoning.
SMaximum permitted by the Park Mile Specific Plan which constitutes zoning.

6This FAR represents the average maximum permitied by the West Hollywood Community Plon and Community
Standords District. The averoge maximum development intensity that would be permitted in this station area by the
county’s proposed Specific Plan would he FAR 3.3 and the probabie development intensity would be FAR 2.5.

A density borus of FAR | is permitted on the 21 acres of commercial parcel arec if that additionol development
consists of housing units. Assuming an average unit size of 1,500 square feet, an odditional 610 residential units
would be permitted in the station area.
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All station areas except Wilshire/Fairfax and Wilshire/Crenshaw contain 20 or more
acres of commercially zoned land susceptible to reinvestment, with probable
development capacities ranging from 2.6 million square feet to 20 million square feet
per station area. The supply of residentially zoned land susceptible to change varies
dramatically from almost none in some station areas to over 20 acres in others.

2.3 IMPACT ASSESSMENT

2.3.1 METHODOLOGY AND MEASURES

Development that occurs in conjunction with the Metro Rail Project may produce
both beneficial and adverse impacts. In general, the stimulation of development in
the Regional Core and around stations is itself a pasitive land use impact with
respect to stations designated as centers. It implements the Centers Concept by
connecting centers with a "regional rapid ftransit system" and by promoting
development at designated growth centers, revitalizing economically stagnant areas,
and providing commercial services and employment near established concentrations
of population. However, it may result in some potentially adverse impacts,
particularly in the neighborhoods around stations. 1t is also more likely to produce
adverse impacts at stations not designated as centers. In the case of both centers
and non-centers, the primary measure of impact is the compatibility of development
expected to occur in conjunction with the Metro Rail Project with the type and
intensity of development permitted by local plans. In order to assess the impacts of
the growth likely to occur in conjunction with the Metro Rail Project, it was
necessary to first determine the level of development expected under each
alternative both with and without a concerted effort by SCRTD and other agencies
to promote development around stations.

Residential development projections for planning areas and individual station areas in
the Regional Core were based on growth projections developed by SCAG in their
SCAG-82 Growth Forecast Policy (1982). The No Project Alternative growth levels
were based on SCAG-82A, a growth projection which assumes that the vast majority
of population and housing growth will be dispersed throughout outlying areas, with
limited growth in the Regional Core.

The residential growth levels for the Locally Preferred Alternative and its Aerial
Option correspond to SCAG-82B, which assumes a concentration of new growth
within the Regional Core. The adoption by SCAG of a 1982 growth projection
roughly equivalent to SCAG-82A suggests that the SCAG-823 projection may be too
high for the Regional Core as a whole. However, it is a reasonable projection of
population growth within station areas where development would concentrate. For
the purposes of impact assessment, it is appropriate to think of the SCAG-828
projections for the entire Regional Core not as growth that would be directly induced
by the Metro Rail Project but as an intensification of recent trends independent of
the Metro Rail Project and an expression of the policies of the Centers Concept,
which probably could not be accommodated without a rail rapid transit system in the
Regional Core.

For the Minimum Operable Segment, the growth projections for the CBD, Westlake,
and Wilshire Planning Areas and for the Union Station through Fairfax/Beverly
Station areas are the same as the Locally Preferred Alternative (SCAG-82B).
Projected development in the balance of the Regional Core for this alternative is the
same as the No Project Alternative and is based on SCAG-82A.
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Under both SCAG-82A and SCAG-82B forecasts, new residential units in the
Regional Core are expected to be accompanied by a slight increase in the number of
persons per household in both new and existing units. In some areas, four or five
people will be added for every additional dwelling unit.

Commercial growth projections were developed in a real estate market absorption
study prepared by Peat Marwick Mitchell & Co. and Sedway/Cooke. The market
study identified commercial absorption potential for the period from 1980 to 2000
for three scenarios: |) assuming the Metro Rail Project is not constructed, 2)
assuming that the Locally Preferred Alternative or Minimum Operable Segment is
constructed, and 3) assuming that SCRTD and other local agencies actively promote
joint development around stations. Six categories of development were considered:
major office, community office, hotel, employee-serving retail, regional retail, and
community retail. The projections reflect projects unaer construction or completed
from January 1980 through January 1983, as well as market absorption projections
for January 1983 to January 2000 based on historic growth rates, recent development
trends and information provided by local developers and brokers. The figures for
retail development were based on projected population growth for each alternative.
(Retail projections are derived from the SCAG-82A and -82B population pro-
jections). The six commercial development categories were summarized into a single
commercial value for this impact assessment. The market projections are presented
2n de';ail in the SCRTD Technical Report on Land Use and Development Impacts
[ 983).

Only the No Project Alternative growth projections tor office space are derived from
the market study. The "With Project" office space projections are illustrative of the
increase in development that could occur given experiences in other cities with fixed
rail systems and the constraints on the local market. Actual additional development
in conjunction with the Metro Rail Project may be substantially higher or lower
depending on actual population growth and the extent to which local agencies
actively promote joint development.

The projected growth under each alternative is assessed for its consistency with land
use plans and policies and whether it can be accommodated in station areas without
adverse impacts in the surrounding community. Consistency with land use plans and
policies is assessed at two geographic scales: regionwide and station area.
Accommodation of growth is evaluated only for the station areas. Consistency of
projected growth with land use plans and policies is evaluated at the regional scale
by four measures which correspond to key objectives of the city's and county's
General Plans. The city's plan objectives are to concentrate development at
designated growth centers along the Metro Rail route; to concentrate development
at designated centers in other areas of the Regional Core (first two measures are in
accordance with the Centers Concept); to revitalize economically stagnant or
declining areas; and to provide additional commercial services and employment near
established concentrations of population. Comparable objectives are sought by the
county, which uses centers as an implementation strategy for desired urban develop-
ment. Centers are viewed as a way of conveniently and efficiently providing the
broadest array of services and Centers are also viewed as a way of improving areas
of blight, areas suffering from disinvestment, and areas where substantial public
investment are needed. At the station area level, consistency is evaluated by the
above measures as well as by the extent to which new development implements
applicable Community Plans, Specific Plans, and/or redevelopment plans. Accom-
modation of projected growth within station areas and potential adverse impacts are
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evaluated at the station area level by six measures which correspond to basic
planning objectives in these areas.

2.3.2 GROWTH PROJECTIONS

Regional Core. Table 3-13 summarizes the commercial and residential growth
projections for each of the systemwide alternatives and compares it with total
development and population in 1980. Projections are given for the Regional Core.
Commercial projections are expressed as gross square footage and include office,
retail, and hotel development.  With construction of the Locally Preferred
Alternative commercial development added within the Regional Core would be
expected to increase by a range of 50 to 69 percent over development added under
the No Project Alternative. The effects of the Aerial Option would be virtually
identical to those of the Locally Preferred Alternative, Commercial development
added under the Minimum Operable Segment would increase by a range of 41 to 49
percent over the No Project Alternative.

With the construction of the Locally Preferred Alternative, the number of dwelling
units added would increase by about 200 percent over the No Project Alternative.
Population added would increase about 130 percent over the No Project Alternative.
With the Minimum Operable Segment, the Regional Core is projected to experience
an increase in dwelling units added of about |25 percent and an increase in
population added of about 85 percent over the No Project Alternative.

Planning Areas. Table 3-14 compares total 1980 population and population densities
in planning areas and the Regional Core with those projected under the various
Project alternatives. Population density in the Regional Core would increase from
10,888 persons per square mile in 1980 to 13,355 persons per square mile in 2000 with
the No Project Alternative, 16,504 persons per square mile with the Locally Pre-
ferred Alternative, and 15,548 persons per square mile with the Minimum Operable
Segment. The density of those planning areas served by the Minimum Operable Seg-
ment (CBD, Westlake, and Wilshire) would increase from {4,624 persons per square
mile in 1980 to 19,251 persons per square mile in 2000 with the No Project Alterna-
tive and to 24,780 persons per square mile with the Minimum Operable Segment.

With respect to commercial development activity under the No Project Alternative,
the CBD Planning Area is expected to capture the majority of commercial develop~
ment within the Regional Core at an average annual rate of 750,000 square feet for
major office space. This rate s slightly higher than the capture rate of 690,000
square feet per year during the last decade (1970-1980) and 550,000 square feet per
year during the last five years ot the decade (1975-1980). Although development
activity is expressed as an average annual absorption arate, in reality the annual rate
may fluctuate significantly. During some years, when large projects come on the
market, the rate could well exceed 1,000,000 square feet, while in other years it may
be below the projected average. The CRA estimates that the growth increment
between the No Project Alternative and the Project alternatives may range from
zero to 450,000 square teet of major office space in any given year.

Westlake is expected to capture 50,000 square feet of major office space per year.
The Wilshire Planning Area is expected to capture 400,000 square feet per year
compared with 433,000 square feet per year during the last decade and 220,000
square feet per year during the last five years ot the decade. Hollywood is expected
to capture 75,000 square feet per year, continuing the trend established by a decline
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TABLE 3-13

PROJECTED REGIONAL CORE GROWTH FOR SYSTEMWIDE AL TERNATIVES,
YEARS 1980 TO 2000

NO PROJECT LOCALLY MINIMUM
ALTERNATIVE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE OPERABLE SEGMENT
1980 Percent Percent Percent
Total Increment  Chonae Increment Chanae Increment  Chonae
Commercial
Development 232,800 38,600 17% 57,600-65,300! 25%-28%  54,600-57,500' 23%-25%
(1,000 sq. F1.)
Residential
Develooment 378,100 50,620 13% 150,130 40% 113,920 30%
{dwelling units}
Population
Growth 832,960 188,710 23% 429,6002 52% 356,4602 3%

Source: Southern California Association of Governments, Draft SCAG-82 Growth Forecast Policy, 1982; LADOP;
Sedway /Cooke.

Ierqe reflects amount of development both without and with a concerted effort by SCRTD and others to promote
joint development.

ZAth-nh this Jeve! of residentiol development is identified by SCAG-82B for the entire Regiona! Core, it is more
likely to occur at this intensity only within station areas and to be less for the Regional Core as a whole.

TABLE 3-14
POPULATION AND DENSITY IN PLANNING AREAS AND REGIONAL CORE, YEARS (980 AND 2000

LOCALLY PREFERRED MINIMUM
1980 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE OPERABLE SEGMENT
Popula- Persons/ Popula-  Persons/ Populo-  Persons/ Popula~  Persons/
Piarmning Areas Sq. Mi, _ tion Sq. Mi. tion Sq. Mi. tion Sq. Mi. tion Sq. Mi.
CBD 6.76 43,040 6,367 73,930 10,936 102,890 15,220 102,890 15,220
Westlake 3.53 92,450 26,190 126,620 135,870 159,410 45,159 159,410 45,159
Wilshire 20.05 308,210 15,372 383,530 19,129 489,530 24,415 489,530 24,415
Hotlywood 21.21 216,520 10,208 258,290 12,178 324,870 15,317 258,290 12,178
Universal City 9.71 41,100 4,232 62,630 4,390 44,160 4,548 42,630 4,390
North Hollywood 15,26 131,640 8,638 136,670 8,968 141,700 9,298 136,670 8,968
Regionol Core 76.50 832,960 10,888 1,021,670 13,355 1,262,560 16,504 1,189,620 15,548




from 87,000 square feet per year in the 1970's to 73,000 square feet per year from
1975 to 1980. The Universal City/North Hollywood area is expected to capture
225,000 square feet of major office space per year, reflecting a continuation of
recent trends. The area absorbed 105,000 square feet per year during the 1970s and
155,000 square teet per year from 1975 to 1980.

Residential development is expected to continve at the same rate as during the last
two decades except in the CBD where CRA involvement is expected to increase the
rate of growth considerably. Because most stations are at established centers,
development within the Regional Core planning areas will tend to concentrate within
station areas even under the No Project Alternative.

With the Locally Preferred Alternative, the CBD is expected to increase its capture
rate to a range of 1,000,000 to 1,050,000 square teet of major office space per year.
Westlake is expected to increase its capture rate to a range of 75,000 to 125,000
square feet per year. Wilshire is expected to capture 650,000 to 750,000 square feet
per year. Hollywood could increase its capture rate to a range of 100,000 to 150,000
square feet per year. The Universal City/North Hollywood capture rate is not
expected to increase significantly without special incentives. Because the Music
Corporation of America (MCA) owns the Universal City area, where the majority of
development is expected to occur, its development costs are substantially lower than
a typical developer's. Since MCA has been able to act relatively independently of
the development market, its development plans under the No Project Alternative
probably reflect its internal ability to accommodate development. Similarly, the
current market demand has already been increased by the North Hollywood
Community Core Redevelopment Project, the major development site in North
Hollywood. Consequently, additional growth as a result of the Metro Rail Project is
not expected, unless incentives are provided in these two areas. With incentives, the
capture rate in Universal City/North Hollywood could increase to 275,000 square
feet per year.

With the Minimum Operable Segment, the CBD, Westlake, and Wilshire Planning
Areas would experience increases in capture rates comparable to those experienced
under the Locally Preferred Alternative. The Hollywood and Universal City/North
Hollywood areas would experience no increase in capture rate.

Station Areas. Table 3-15 indicates total residential and commercial development in
station areas for each alternative in the year 2000 and Table 3-16 shows population
and employment in station areas. The level ot development for the Project alterna-
tives is presented as a range. The low end is illustrative of the development that
could occur in conjunction with the Metro Rail Project and that could be absorbed by
the market under normal circumstances. The high end includes the additional
development that the market could absorb given special incentives by SCRTD and
other agencies to encourage joint development adjacent to stations. Table 3-17
presents growth in residential and commercial development over the 20-year period
between 1980 and 2000 while Table 3-18 indicates the growth in population and
employment.

A close look at these tables, especially Table 3-17, indicates that under the No
Project Alternative total commercial development in the |4 station areas designated
as core areas of centers wili increase by 43 percent over 1980; with the Locally
Preferred Alternative it will increase by 61 to 77 percent; and with the Minimum
Operable Segment, 58 to 70 percent. Employment will be similarly concentrated
within designated centers under the Locally Preferred Alternative, and the Minimum
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-Operable Segment. Thus, relative to the No Project Alternative the Metro Rail

Project will promote the concentration of activity within designated centers in
accordance with the Centers Concept. The Locally Preferred Alternative will more
effectively implement the Centers Concept in the Regional Core than will the
Minimum Operable Segment. The Minimum Operable Segment will not provide the
economic stimulation needed to promote revitalization in Hollywood and North
Hollywood.

Table 3-19 identifies the parcel area that would be required to accommodate the
growth projected under each alternative from January 1980 to January 2000 and the
corresponding percentage of the total parcel area susceptible to reinvestment.
Figure 3-12 depicts these results graphically. This comparison of the development
projections with development capacity provides the basis for assessing impacts
associated with the accommodation of growth.

2.3.3 IMPACTS OF GROWTH

Potential impacts both in the region and in station areas are listed in Table 3-20.
The table contains a matrix which evaluates the Locally Preferred Alternative and
the Minimum Operable Segment relative to the year 2000 No Project Alternative
base conditions. Impacts are identified as potentially beneficial impacts, potentially
adverse impacts which can be mitigated, and potentially adverse impacts which
cannot be mitigated. Impacts of the Aerial Option are identical to those of the
Locally Preferred Alternative.

Consistency With Land Use Plans and Policies. A number of local land use plans and
policies are relevant in addressing the potential impacts of growth that would occur
in conjunction with Metro Rail. The primary ones include the county General Plan
and West Hollywood Community Plan; the city's General Plan, Concept Plan,
community plans, and the Park Mile Specific Plan; and the CRA's development plans.

Regional Impacts. All Metro Rail Project alternatives benefit the region by

implementing the Centers Concept within the Regional Core. Fourteen of the |8
proposed stations along the Locally Preferred Alternative are located within 12 of
the 13 designated growth centers in the Regional Core. Ten of the 12 stations on the
Minimum Operable Segment would be located in eight of the |3 growth centers.
While the Centers Concept specifies that designated centers should contain regional
rapid transit stations, it does not exclude the location of transit stations outside of
designated centers. The non-center stations serve essential transit functions not
necessarily tied to concentrations of population and comercial activity, such as
interfacing with other transit modes or providing access to major public facilities.
For non-center stations, as for stations located in centers, land use and development
impacts are assessed primarily within the station areas by evaluating the
compatibility ot development expected to occur in conjunction with the project with
local plans. Relative to the Locally Preferred Alternative, the No Project
Alternative would adversely aftect implementation of the Centers Concept. It would
neither stimulate development in designated centers nor accommodate the
transportation demands generated by such development.

The only potentially adverse impact of the Locally Preferred Alternative at the
regional scale might be a shift ot development trom centers not on the route to
centers that are on the route. The growth centers in the Regional Core which would
not be connected by Metro Rail and which would attract office development under
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TABLE 3-15
TOTAL DEVELOPMENT IN REGIONAL CORE FOR SYSTEMWIDE ALTERNATIVES, YEAR 2000

COMMERCIAL FLOOR AREA (1,000 Sq. F1.) RESIDENTIAL (OCCUPIED DWELLING UNITS)

N . Locolly Pre_fer(ed Minimum 0 . Locally Preferred Minimum
o Project Alternative Operable Segment No Project  Alternative Operable Segment
CBD PLANNING AREA 100,400 107,500 - 109,600 107,500 - 109,600 22,310 13,810 33,810
Union Station 900 1,800- 3,700 * 1,800 - 3,200 0 530 530
Civic Center 9,400 9,800 - 10,200 9,800 ~ 10,200 2,116 2,960 2,960
Fifth/Hill 24,300 26,000 - 27,300 26,000 - 27,300 1,830 2,780 2,780
Seventh/Flower 20,000 21,600 - 23,200 21,600 - 23,200 2,040 2,380 2,380
All CBD Station Areas 54,600 59,200 - 63,900 59,200 - 63,900 6,030 8,650 8,650
WESTLAKE PLANNING AREA - 25,5005, 26,200 - 26,800 26,200 26,800, - -A1,330 . SB,660 - - - — 58,660
Wilshire/Alvarado - 1,600 - 2,000-2,700  2,000-2700 .- - 4410 5640 T, 40
WILSHIRE PLANNING AREA 175,600 83,800 -~ 86,100 83,800 - 86,100 150,770 191,260
Wilshire/Vermont 5,300 5,700 -~ 6,700 5,700 - 6,700 3,690 5,920
Wilshire/Normondie 5,000 6,600 -~ 6,800 6,600 - €,800 4,210 6,060
Wilshire/Western 4,300 4,800 - 5,000 4,800 - 5,000 4,570 S, 140
Wilshire/Crenshow* 1,200 1,300 - 1,500 1,300 - 1,500 880 990
Wilshire/L.a Brea 1,800 2,400 ~ 2,600 2,400 - 2,600 3,590 4,880
Wilshire/Fairfax 4,800 5,700 - 6,400 §,700 - 6,400 740 990
Fairfox/Beverly® 2,100 4,300 - 5,400 4,300 - 5,400 2,900 4,020
Alf Wilshire Stotion Areas 24,500 30,800 - 34,400 30,800 - 34,400 20,580 28,000
HOLL YWOOD PLANNING AREA 41,800 45,400 - 46,000 41,800 124,530 124,530
Fairfax/Senta Monica® 600 1,000 ~ 1,400 600 5,440 5,440
La Brea/Sunset 1,200 1,500 ~ 1,900 1,200 2,530 2,530
Holty wood/C ohuenga 3,200 4,200 - 5,500 3,200 2,430 2,430
Hollywood Bowt I5 15~ 35 15 480 480
All Hollywood Station Areas 5,015 6,715~ 8,835 5,015 10,880 14,120 10,880
UNIVERSAL CITY/NORTH HOLLYWOOD
PLANNING AREA 28,100 28,500 - 29,600 28,100 83,760 89,660 83,760
Universol City 4,100 4,300 - 4,500 4,100 1,250 1,330 1,250
North Hollywood 1,500 2,000 - 2,500 1,500 1,130 1,210 1,130
DESIGNATED CENTERS 87,400 98,400 - 108,500 96,400 - 104,100 34,580 45,880 44,420
ALL STATION AREAS 91,315 105,015 - 116,835 102,615 - 111,615 44,280 58,750 55,350
REGIONAL CORE 271,400 290,400 - 298,100 287,400 - 290,300 428,720 528,230 492,020

Source: Sedway/Cooke
*Stotion areas nat designated as centers in the city’s Concept Plan or the county’s General Plan.

'que reflects omount of development both without ond with a concerted effort by SCRTD and others to pramote joint development,
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TABLE 3-16

TOTAL POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT IN STATION AREAS, YEAR 2000

CRD
Union Station
Civic Center
Fifth/Hill
Seventh/Flower
All CRD Station Areas

WES"V'LAVE__y@f
Wilshire/Alvarado

WILSHIRE
Wilshire/Vermont
Wilshire/Normandie
Wilshire/Western
Wilshire/Crenshaw
Wilshire/L.a Brea
Wilshire/Fairfax
Fairfax/Beveriy*
All Wilshire Station Areas

HOLLYWOOD
Fairfax/Santo Monica*
La Rrea/Sunset
Hollywood/C ahuenga
Hollywood Bow!
All Hollywood Station Areas
UNIVERSAL CITY/
NORTH HOLLYWOOD
Universal City
North Hollywood

DESIGNATED CENTERS
ALL STATION AREAS

REGIONAL CORE

LOCALLY PREFERRED

MINIMUM

NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE/AERIAL OPTION! OPERABLE SEGMENT'
Population Employment? Population Employment* ~ Population Employment?
73,930 373,100 102,89  401,500-408,100 102,89  401,500-408,100
0 3,000 1,059 5,900-11,300 1,050 5,900- 1,300
4,530 45,400 7,300 47,100-48,900 7,300 47,000-48,900
3,880 78,700 6,250 87,400-93,300 6,250 87,400-93,300
3,310 66,700 4,160 70,800-78,500 4,160 70,800-78,500
11,720 193,800 18,760  211,100-232,000 18,766 211,100-232,000
126,620 159,810 94,400-96,900 159,810 ' "94,400-96,900
" 10,580 - 43,320 72 =11, £} T 13,3200 11,200-14,400
383,530 276,200 489,530  306,500-317,300 489,530 306,500-317,300
8,960 25,100 14,120 27,100-31,500 14,120 27,100-31,500
9,320 25,000 13,800 30,300-31,200 13,800 30,300-31,200
10,030 16,900 11,210 18,900- 19,700 11,210 18,900-19,700
2,080 6,100 2,390 6,900-7,800 2,390 6,900-7,800
9,500 5,500 13,000 8,200-9,000 13,000 8,200-9,000
1,720 22,200 2,350 25,900-28,600 2,350 25,900-28,600
7,190 10,400 9,620 18,700-22,100 9,620 18,700-22,100
48,800 111,200 66,490  136,000-149,800 66,490 136,000- 149,800
258,290 145,000 324,870  I51,100-156,800 258,290 145,000
10,720 2,100 14,130 3,900-5,500 10,720 2,100
4,690 6,400 6,280 7,300-8,700 4,600 6,400
5,020 14,900 6,380 16,900-20,500 5,020 14,900
830 300 830 300-340 830 300
21,260 23,700 27,620 28,400-35,000 21,260 23,700
179,300 98,800 185,860  100,000-104,600 179,300 98,800
2,290 22,300 2,600 22,700-23,600 2,290 22,300
2,350 7,700 2,460 9,900-12,100 2,350 7,700
76,180 349,100 104,280  389,500-431,160 100,910 384,000-417,610
97,000 368,000 131,250 419,300-466,500 124,470 412,000-449,900
1,021,670 984,500 1,262,560 1,053,500-1,083,700 1,189,420  1,046,200-1,066,100

Source: Sedway/Cooke

*Station areas not designated as centers in the city's Concept Plon or the county's General Plan.

'nge reflects development both without and with promotion of joint development by SCRTD and others.

Tables assume 200 sq.ft./office employee (reflects the current downward trend from
250 sa.ft./employee in 1980), 500 sq.ft./retail employees and 2 rooms/hotel employee.
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TABLE 3-17
NET CHANGE IN TOTAL DEVELOPMENT, YEARS 1980 TO 2000

COMMERCIAL FLOOR AREA RESIDENTIAL UNITS

€S-t

LOCALLY MINIMUM LOCALLY MINIMUM
NO PREFERRED OPERABLE NO PREFERRED OPERABLE
PROJECT ALTERNATIVE SEGMENT PROJECT ALTERNATIVE SEGMENT
1,000 Dwelling Dwelling Dwelling
SaFt. % 1,000SaFt. % 1,0005aF1. % Units . _ % Units . _ % Units . %
CBD PLANNING AREA 18,90 23 26,000-28,000 3234  26,000-28,100 32-3 9,570 75 21070 165 21,000 165
Union Stotion o 0 900-2,300  100-250 900-2,300  100-250 0 530 50~
Civic Center 1,90 25 2,300-2,700  31-36 2,300-2,700  31-3 1,086 1,930 187 930 187
Fif th/Hil 7800 & 9,500-10,800 58-65  9,500-10,800  58-65 1,050 2000 256 2000 256
Seventh/F lower 6000 43 7,600-9,200  54-66 7,600-9,200  54-66 660 o0 72 1000 72
Al CBD Station Areos 15,700 40 20,300-25000 S2-64  20,300-25,000  52-64 2,850 5470 172 5470 172
WESTLAKE PLANNINGAREA 1,700 7 2,600-3,000 . 10-13 | 2,400-3,000 = j0-13 12,10 za.béb @ 2,460 T
Wilshire/Alvarado 00 i €00-1,300 4393 600-1,300 43-93 1,170 - 2,200 %" €8 2,200 #i'68:
WILSHIRE PLANNING AREA 10,50 16  18,700-21,000 29-32  18,700-21,000 29-32 12,990 53,880 39 53480 39
Wilshire/Vermont 800 I8 1,200-2,200 2749 1,200-2,200  27-49 19 2,620 &9 2,620 69
Wilshire/Normandie 1,200 32 2,800-3,000 74-79 2,800-3,000  74-79 250 2100 53 2100 53
Wilshire/Western 1400 48 1900-2,100 6672 1,900-2,100  66-72 310 880 21 880 21
Wilshire/Crenshaw® o 50 S00-700  63-86 500-700  63-86 60 170 21 70 2
Wilshire/La Brea 200 13 800-1,000  50-63 800-1,000 5063 440 1,70 55 1,7 55
Wilshire/F airfax 1,800 60  2,700-3,500 90-113 2,700-3,400  90-113 (o %0 5 %0 5
Fair fax/Beverly® 1200 133 3.400-4,500 377-500  3,400-4,500  377-500 510 1630 68 160 8
All Wilshire Station Areas 2000 40 13,300-16,900 7697  13,300-16,900  76-97 1,870 9,290 50 929 50
HOLLYWOOD PLANNING AREA 2,100 5 4,700-6,300 1216 2,100 5 10010 9 40,320 35 0010 9
Fairfox/Santo Monica® 0 50 €00-1,000  150-250 200 50 40 9 1,950 39 40 9
La Brea/Sunset 0 2 500-900  50-90 200 20 20 9 %00 39 200 9
Hollywood/Cahuenga 60 23 1,600-2,900  62-112 600 2 200 9 810 3¢ w9
Hollywood Bowl* 0 0 0-20 0-133 0 0 20 4 40 102 20 4
All Hollywood Station Areas 1,000 25 2,500-4,820  62-120 1,000 2 80 9 4,120 4l 880 9
UNIVERSAL CITY/NORTH
HOLLYWOOD PLANNING AREA 5,400 26  5,800-6,900 26-30 5,400 2 59%0 8 1,80 15 590 8
Universol City 3000 310 3,300-3,500 330-350 3,100 310 80 7 T 80 7
North Holty wood 1,000 200 1,500-2,000  300-400 1,000 200 510 102 650 116 510 102
DESIGNATED CENTERS 26,200 43 37,200-47,300 61-77  35,200-42,900  58-70 4380 15 15,680 52 14220 47
ALL STATION AREAS 28,000 44 61,700-53,520 66-85  39,300-48,300  62-76 5620 14 19,890 51 16,490 &2
REGIONAL CORE 38,600 |7 57,60065300 2528  54,600-57,500  23-25 50,620 13 150,130 40 3920 3

Source: Sedway/Cooke

*S tation oreas not designoted as centers in the city's Concept Plan ar the county's General Plon.

'nge reflects omount of development both without and with a concerted effort by SCRTD and others to promote joint development.
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CBD PLANNING AREA
Union Station
Civic Center
Fifth/Hill
Seventh/Flower
Al CBD Station Areas

WESTLAKE PLANNING AREA
Wilshiré/Alvarodo

WILSHIRE PLANNING AREA
Wilshire/Vermont
Wilshire/Normandie
Wilshire/Western
Wilshire/Crenshaw*
Wilshire/Lo Brea
Wilshire/Fairfaox

Fairfax/Beveriy*
All Wilshire Station Areas

HOLL YWOOD PLANNING AREA
Fairfax/Sonta Monica*
La Brea/Sunset
Holly wood/C ahuenga
Hollywood Bowl*
All Hollywood Station Areas

UNIVERSAL CITY/NORTH
HOLL YWOOD PLANNING AREA
Universal City
Nor th Hollywood
DESIGNATED CENTERS
ALL STATION AREAS

REGIONAL CORE

TABLE 3-18

NET CHANGE N TOTAL POPULATION AIND EMPLOYMENT, YEARS 1980 TO 2000

POPULATION EMPLOYMENT
LOCALLY MINIMUM LOCALLY MINIMUM
NO PREFERRED OPERABLE NO PREFERRED OPERABLE
PROJECT ALTERNATIVE SEGMENT PROJECT ALTERNATIVE SEGMENT
Population %  Population _% Population % Emp|oyeesr % Emplgyees? % Employees2 %
30,9 N 59,890 139 59,890 139 83,400 29  111,800-118,400 39-41  111,800-118,400 39-41
0 0 1,059 — 1,050 - 0 0 2,900-8,300  97-276 5,900-8,300  97-27¢
2,810 163 5,580 324 5,580 324 8,00 23 10,100-11,900  27-32  10,100-1{,900  27-32
2,630 210 5000 400 5,000 400 34,700 79 43,400-49,300  99-112  43,400-49,300  99-112
1,650 99 2,500 151 2,500  I51 25700 63  29,800-37,500 73-91  29,800-37,500  73-9I
7,090 153 14,130 305 18,130 305 68,800 55  B6,100-107,000 6€9-86  63,100-107,000 69-86
w070 "3 66,960 72 . | ‘3»’?@*1’*’ 10,900-13,400  13-16 - 10,900-13,600  13-i6
2,860 31 5,600 73 WHES i § Y2 7,200-5,900 32-39\w“m.»*;,;42,700-5,900 32-69
75,320 25 181,320 59 181,320 59 49200 22 79,500-90,300 3540  79,500-90,300  35-40
1,20 16 6,500 83 6,400 83 3,800 I8 5,800-10,200  27-48 5,800-10,200  27-48
1,460 19 590 76 590 76 5800 30 11,100-12,000 58-63  11,100-12,000  58-63
1,220 14 2,400 27 2,400 27 6,900 69 8,900-9,700  B89-97 8,900-9,700  89-97
280 16 590 33 590 33 1,900 45 2,700-3,600  64-86 2,700-3,600  64-86
3,80 68 7,330 129 7,330 129 1,000 22 3,700-4,500  82-100 3,700-4,500  82-100
650 61 1,280 120 1,280 120 8900 67 12,600-15,300  95-115  12,600-15,300  95-115
2,8%0 67 5320 23 5320 123 5400 108 13,700-17,100 274-342  13,700-17,100 274-342
1,570 31 29,260 79 29,260 79 33,700 43 5§,500-72,300  75-93  58,500-72,300  75-93
4,770 19 108,350 50 s1,770 19 8,700 6 16,800-20,500  11-15 8,700 6
2,200 2 5650 67 2,260 26 900 75 2,700-4,300  225-358 900 75
1,060 28 2,630 72 o0 28 900 16 1,800-3,200  33-58 900 16
1,000 25 2,30 59 1,000 25 2,500 20 4,500-8,100  36-65 2,500 20
0 0 ) 0 0 0 0 0 0-40 0-13 0 0
4,280 25 10,660 63 4,280 25 6,300 22 9,000-15,600  46-80 4,300 22
6,560 4 13,120 8 6,560 4 23,700 32 26,900-29,500  33-39 23,700 n
60 3 370 17 60 3 13,200 145 13,600-14,500  149-159 13,200 145
L1209 1,220 100 L1209 4,800 166 7,000-9,200  241-317 4,800 166
21,5710 39 49,670 91 46,300 85 117,600 51  157,800-199,460 68-B6  152,300-185,910 66-80
26,980 39 61,230 87 54,450 18 125,600 52 176,900-224,500 73-93  169,600-207,500 70-86
188,710 23 429,600 52 356,460 43 172,900 21 241,900-272,100 30-35  234,600-254,500 2-3i

A

Source: Sedway/Cooke.

*Station areas not designated as centers in the city's Concept Plan or the county's General Plan.

'nge reflects development both without and with promotion of joint development by SCRTD and others.
2Assumes 250 sq.ft./office employees in year 1980 and downward trend of 200 sq.ft./office employees in year 2000, 500 sq.f1./retoil employee, and 2 rooms/hotel employee.
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Union Station
Civic Center
Fifth/Hill

Seventh/Flower

e TE

jViishim/ Alvarado

WILSHIRE

Wilshire/NVermont
Wilshire Normandie
Wilshire/Western
Witshire /Crenshaw
Wilshire/La Brea
Wilshire /Fairfax

Fairfax/Beverly

HOLLYWOOD
Fairfax/Sonta Monica

L.a Brea/Sunset
Hollywood/Cahuenga

Hollywood Bow!

UNIVERSAL CITY/
NORTH HOLLYWOOD

Universal City

North Hollywood

TABLE 3-19

NET COMMERCIAL DEVEL OPMENT!

No
Do
roject

32%

25
33%

23
3%

15%
[}
12%
39%
8%
4
50%

17%

10%
6%
5%

0%

12
48%

12
23%

Locally Minimum
Preferred Operable
Alternative Segment
7-17 7-17
10-23% 10-23%
12-14 12-14
42-49% 42-49%
37-39 37-39
52-55% 52-55%
29-36 29-36
41-50% 41-50%
5-7
13-20%
8-13 8-13
27-43% 27-43%
18-20 18-20
46-54% 46-54%
5-6 5-6
15-19% 15-19%
8-11 8-11
54-75% 54-75%
46 4-6
15-23% 15-23%
8-10 8-10
103-127% 103-127%
20-26 20-2¢
37-48% 37-48%
5.8 2
26-40% 10%
13-20 2
50-78% 6%
15-29 4
18-35% 5%
0-1 0
3
15-16 12
60-64% 48%
27-35 12
51-66% 23%

ACRES OF PARCEL AREA REQUIRED TO ACCOMMODATE GROWTH
(Percent of Parcel Area Susceptible to Reinvestment Consumed)

NET RESIDENTIAL DEVEL OPMENT!

Locally Minimum
No Preferred Operable
Project Alternative Segment
0
w2 EZ .6.2
7 16
wl #2 lf?
1! 22
*2 2 232
7 |
2 ,1.2 l,‘,Z
W s
70% 70%
2 17 17
5% 69% 69%
3 19 19
14% 113% 113%
4 14 14
15% 51% 514,
2 4 4
6% 18% 18%
7 27 27
70% 273% 273%
2 4 4
6% 19% 19%
11 27 27
294% 1,594% 1,594%
i Ky 1
36% 107% 36%
2 9 2
10% 43% 10%
2 10 2
32% 136% 32%
0,1 3 0.1
3% 100% 3%
4
% i %
7 8 7
28% 31% 28%

Source: Sedway/Cooke

'Net qrowth is projected new development mirus floor area or dwelling units displaced. An averoge of one single family or duplex unit

would be displaced for every 13 multifamily units added in areos outside the CBD.

7 . - - 0 .
“Only 3.5 acres of land susceptible to reinvestment are zoned for residential use in the CBD station areas; most residential development
would he located on commercially zoned land designated for residential development by the CRA,

3(‘ornmercial development would be located on the county-owned Hollywood Bowl site.

“This parcel area requirement assumes that full advantoge would be taken of the incentive for residential development in conjuncﬁpn
with commercial development, resulting in 610 new housing units in mixed use projects and reducing the demand for new residential
development on residentially zoned land (see Table 3-12),

5There is no residentially zoned lond susceptible to reinvestment in this station area.
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Figure 3-12 Growth Projections,1980-2000

Commercial Floor Area Added

I Union Stotion

2 Civic Center

3 Fifth/Hill

4 Seventh/Flower
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10 Wilshire/Lo Brea
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12 Fairfax/Beverly
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| 15 Hollywood/Cohuengo

16 Hollywood Bow!
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Wilshire/Vermont
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~
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o
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Dwelling Units Added

I Union Station

Civic Center

Fifth/Hill

Seventh/Flower

-Wilshire/Alvarado

Wiishire/Normandie

Wilshire/Western

Wilshire /Crenshaw

2
3
4
3
6 Wilshire/Vermont
7
8
9
0

Wilshire/La Brea

{1 Wilshire /F airfox

12 Fairfox/Beverly

13 Fairfax/Senta Monica

14 La Brea/Sunset
15 Hollywood/Cohuenga
16 Hollywood Bowl

17 Universal City

18 North Hollywood
dwelling units 0 250 500 750 1000 1250 1500 1750 2000 2250

Percent of Residentially Zoned Land Supply Used

Wilshire/Atvarado

I Union Station No residemiuliy zone;'lund !
2 Civic Center No re..r,idemiallfy 2oned Tand

3 Fifth/Hit No residentially zoned land

4 Seventh/Flower No residentially zoned land

5

6

Wilshire/Vermont

7 Wilshire/Normandie

Wilshire/Western

9 Wilshire/Crenshaw

10 Witshire/La Brea

11 Wilshire/Fairfax

12 Foirfax/Beveriy

13 Fairfax/Senta Monica

14 Lo Brea/Sunset

15 Hollywood/Cahuenga

16 Hollywood Bow!
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18 North Hollywood
percent O 25 50 75 100 125 150 175 200 +

—y
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TABLE 3-20

LAND USE IMPACT
ASSESSMENT

FOR RAIL
ALTERNATIVES

REGIONAL IMPACTS

STATION AREA IMPACTS

Union Station

Civic Center

Fifth/Hill

Seventh/Flower

Wilshir &1 1v6h dub

Y

Wilshire/Vermont

Wilshire/Normandie

Wilshire/Western

Wilshire/Crenshaw

Wilshire/La Brea

Wilshire/F airfax

Fairfax/Beverly

F oirfox/Sonta Monica

La Brea/Sunset

Hollywood/Cohuenga
Hollywood Bowl

Universal City

11orth Hollywood

[ Potentially beneficigl Impact.

3-58

o Potentially adverse impact that can be mitigated by SCRTL) ondfor other responsible agencies.

L egend:

@ Potentially adverse impact that cannot be mitigated.

Blank represents a neutral situntion.



the No Project Alternative—West Hollywood, Beverly Center and Century City—as
well as centers in West Los Angeles, are expected to continue to attract substantial
amounts of new office development. However, as traffic congestion increases, some
of the development that would occur in these areas under the No Project Alternative
is likely to shift to station areas primarily along the Wilshire Corridor where
congestion will have been reduced by the Metro Rail Project. Similarly, office
development may be attracted away from centers outside the Regional Core as
traffic congestion increases.

Increased development along the Metro Rail route is not expected to significantly
impact the East Hollywood Center at Vermont and Sunset. That center consists
primarily of medical and related facilities and is accessible to the Hollywood
Freeway. As a result, the East Hollywood area is expected to avoid direct competi-
tion with the West and Central Hollywood Centers and to maintain its present
viability as a development center. In addition, as population of the Hollywood area
increases with the support of the Metro Rail Project, retail development would be
expected to increase in the East Hollywood area to serve that added population.
Nonetheless, the LADOP and CRA, if it becomes involved in the redevelopment of
the Hollywood areaq, should be particularly sensitive to the need for East Hollywood
and the Vermont corridor to develop simultaneously with other centers in Hollywood.

In general, retail development will be attracted to the Regional Core and to station
areas as a function of the distribution of population growth. Residential develop-
ment will be attracted away from outlying areas currently experiencing rapid growth
and to station areas and other parts of the Regional Core. With the Locally Pre-
ferred Alternative, community-serving retail development, which tends to be located
in small centers within predominantly residential areas, would increase throughout
the Regional Core over the No Project levels. In contrast, regional retail
development would be likely to concentrate within station areas, with a much
smaller share spilling over into the surrounding communities.

Since the Locally Preferred Alternative is expected to support an increase in
population and community-serving retail development throughout the Regional Core,
the community retail areas in Echo Park and Koreatown, as well as in East
Hollywood and the Vermont corridor, can be expected to experience no loss of
development as a result of the Metro Rail Project. These areas may experience a
stimulation of development due to the overall population growth and enhancement of
the Regional Core's economy.

The impact of the Minimum Operable Segment wili be similar to the Locally
Preferred Alternative for the portion of the Regional Core along its alignment.
However, office and regional retail development that might have been attracted to
Hollywood and North Hollywood with the Locally Preferred Alternative would be
likely to relocate instead to the Wilshire Corridor. It is possible that, in time, less
lucrative businesses forced to move away from the Wilshire Corridor due to
increased lease rates or new construction would relocate to Hollywood, thereby
increasing economic activity in Hollywood to some extent. However, such activity
would not be expected to generate new construction or to approach the magnitude
expected with the construction of the Locally Preferred Alternative in Hollywood.

Station Area Impacts. As long as the station areas designated as centers can
occommodate projected growth (see following discussion of the accommodation of
growth in station areas), the Metro Rail Project will have a beneficial effect on
those centers. Since the Locally Preferred Alternative includes |4 centers compared
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with 10 along the Minimum Operable Segment, the Locally Preferred Alternative will
promote the Centers Concept in the station areas more effectively than the
Minimum Operable Segment. Both Project alternatives are more effective in
promoting the Centers Concept than the No Project Alternative.

There are two station areas on the Minimum Operable Segment which are not located
in the cores ot centers—the Wilshire/Crenshaw and the Fairfax/Beverly Stations—and
two additional stations on the Locally Preferred Alternative—the Fairfax/Santa
Monica and the Hollywood Bowl Stations. Projected commercial growth in "non-
center” station areas is consistent with the intensity of development established by
the applicable Community Plan or Specific Plan and, in the case of Wilshire/
Crenshaw and Fairfax/Beverly, with their Concept Plan designations as a node and
satellite, respectively. The commercial development projected for the four non-
center station areas can be accommodated on commercially zoned land susceptible
to reinvestment. The Fairfax/Beverly and Fairfax/Santa Monica Station areas do not
contain sufficient residentially 2zoned land susceptible to reinvestment to
accommodate projected growth.* This potential impact can be mitigated by locating
residential development on commercially zoned sites (see the following discussions of
accommodation of growth in station areas and mitigation options).

In the case of the Wilshire/Crenshaw Station, where the commercial frontage along
Wilshire Boulevard has been substantially downzoned relative to the rest of the
Wilshire Corridor by the Park Mile Specific Plan, 54 to 75 percent of the
development capacity permitted by the Specific Plan would be used to absorb
projected commercial growth with the Locally Preferred Alternative or Minimum
Operable Segment. Under the No Project Alternative the equivalent of two or three
additional low-rise offices like the one currently under construction, equivalent to 40
percent of the development capacity permitted by the Specific Plan, might be
expected. In general, developers would remain relatively uninterested in this area
because of the stringent development restrictions established by the Specific Plan.
If Metro Rail is built without a station at Crenshaw, no additional growth would be
expected in the station areq; development that would have occurred under the No
Project Alternative would be attracted to other station areas. The commercial
corridor in this area could continue to deteriorate because of the lack of any
revitalizing influence. A Metro Rail station could create the incentive needed to
attract developers to the Park Mile area to build out at least a portion of the
Specific Plan development program. The housing growth projected for the station
area could be accommodated on parcels south of Wilshire Boulevard, primarily along
Crenshaw Avenue, that are zoned for muitifamily use and currently occupied by
single family units. The residential growth could also be accommodated on surplus
commerciolly zoned land susceptible to reinvestment along Wilshire Boulevard.

Accommodation of Projected Station Area Growth without Adverse Impacts.
Accommeodation of projected growth in station areas is a desirable goal in that it
implements the Centers Concept and places jobs, services, and housing within
walking distance of public transit. iHowever, it may, in some cases, result in adverse
impacts on the existing community.

Accommoaation of growth is measured by comparing the 20-year residential and
commercial growth projections with the development capacity of the station areas.

*The county's proposed Specific Plan for the Fairfax/Santa Monica Station would
permit that area to accommodate ali projected residential growth.
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More specifically, the impact assessment is based on a station area's ability to
accommodate projected residential and commercial growth on land susceptible to
reinvestment and within walking distance of stations. Table 3-19 summarizes the
comparison of growth projections with the supply of land susceptible to reinvest-
ment. The potential adverse impacts of not being able to accommodate the pro-
jected development levels are described below in the context of desirable develop-
ment objectives. Table 3-20 identifies the particular station areas in which these
impacts may occur.

Accommodation of Projected Residential Growth on Residentially Zoned Land
Susceptible to Reinvestment and Within Walking Distance of Stations. Residential
growth in conjunction with the Metro Rail Project is potentially beneficial if it can
be accommoaated without disrupting the planned land use pattern--on land that is
zoned for multifamily housing and currently occupied by single family dwellings or
duplexes. It is potentially adverse if there is insufficient residentially zoned land
susceptible to reinvestment, since new residential development could displace
existing single family housing in the station area. Alternatively, new development
could be torced to locate outside of the station area and, consequently, would be less
accessible to the public transit system and to the service and employment centers
adjacent to stations.

There is insufficient residentially zoned land to accommodate projected residential
growth at Union Station, Wilshire/Normandie, Wilshire/La Brea and Fairfax/Beverly
which are common to the Locally Preferred Alternative and the Minimum Operable
Segment, and Fairfax/Santa Monica, Hollywood/Cahuenga, and Universal City which
are only included in the Locally Preferred Alternative. In all cases, except Universal
City, this potentially adverse impact could be mitigated.

Accommodation of Projected Commercial Growth on Commercially Zoned Land
Susceptible to Reinvestment and Within Walking Distance of Stations. Commercial
growth projected to occur in station areas is potentially beneficial if it can be
accommodated on commercially zoned land susceptible to reinvestment. It is
potentially adverse if the land supply is inadequate, since development may be forced
to locate outside station areas. This would reduce accessibility to transit and to
other activities in the center or may produce adverse impacts within the station
arecs. This impact is potentially adverse at Wilshire/Fairfax (Locally Preferred
Alternative and Minimum Operable Segment) and at La Brea/Sunset (Locally
Preferred Alternative only).

Preservation of Stable Residential Areas. Insufficient land supply to accommodate
projected residential growth may adversely affect stable residential areas, whose
preservation is a primary objective of the Centers Concept. In station areas where
the supply of land susceptible to reinvestment tor residential use is insufficient to
accommodate projected residential growth and where there are stable single family
neighborhoods, pressure to rezone and redevelop those single family neighborhoods
for higher-density residential use could result. This potentially adverse impact could
occur at Wilshire/La Brea, Fairfax/Beverly (Locally Preferred Alternative and
Minimum Operable Segment) and at Fairfax/Santa Monica and Universal City
(Locally Preferred Alternative only).

In station areas where there is not sufficient land susceptible to reinvestment to
accommodate commercial growth projections, pressure to rezone residential areas
for commercial use may result. This potentially adverse impact could occur at
Wilshire/Fairfax (Locally Preferred Alternative and Minimum Operable Segment) and
at La Brea/Sunset (Locally Preferred Alternative only).
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Maintenance of Stable Land Values in Surrounding Neighborhoods. Speculative
increases in land value could lead to increased rental and lease rates for both
existing and new commercial and residential space which could, in turn, displace
current tenants.

Land values will increase to some extent at all stations where development occurs.
They may increase abruptly when construction on the Metro Rail Project begins and
when operation begins. However, land costs are likely to stabilize except where
there is a limited supply of land relative to demand tor development. This situation
could occur at Fifth/Hill and Seventh/Flower. However, land values are already
relatively high in these areas due to current development activity. Thus, additional
increases may not be as dramatic as might otherwise be expected and could not be
attributed specifically to the Metro Rail Project. The land supply is also limited
relative to demand at Wilshire/Fairfax, where land speculation may occur. The
above station areas would be impacted both under the Locally Preferred Alternative
and Minimum Operabie Segment.

In areas where property values and the local tax base may be declining due to lack of
business activity and new development, the Metro Rail Project may have a beneficial
impact. |t may stabilize or increase property values and thereby increase the tax
base of the community. This impact would be expected to occur with the Locally
Preferred Alternative in Hollywood and North Hollywood.

Preservation of Historic and Cultural Resources. Historic and cultural resources
within station areas could be aftected either positively or negatively by growth
induced by the Metro Rail Project. Where zoning permits an FAR of 13, historic
structures frequently represent an underutilization of the parcels on which they are
located. As described in section 3.3.2, underutilized parcels are prime candidates for
reinvestment, which can take the torm of either renovation and expansion or removal
and replacement of existing structures. This situation is possible at Union Station
and Wilshire/lLa Brea (Locally Preferred Alternative and Minimum Operable
Segment), and Hollywood/Cdhuenga (Locally Preferred Alternative only). Mitigation
measures would be required in these areas to ensure that reinvestment takes the
form of renovation rather than removal.

The Fifth/Hill and Seventh/Flower Station areas (Locally Preferred Alternative and
Minimum Operable Segment) also contain historic and cultural resources. Zoning in
these areas permits an average FAR of 6, while many of the historic structures are
developed at an FAR of é or greater. This situation creates an incentive for
renovation rather than removal.

Maintenance of Compatibility with Surrounding Land Uses and Community
Character. Generally, a determination of whether development at station areas will
be compatible with surrounding land uses or with the existing or desired community
character cannot be made. Nearly any development program can be planned and
designed to be compatible with surrounding uses and to create the image desired by
the surrounding community. However, that development can just as easily—or more
easily—be designed to do the opposite. A process for controlling the form of
development would have to be provided to achieve the objectives of compatibility
with surrounding uses and with the character desired by the local community. This
process would include local community input.
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At the Fairfax/Beverly Station areas (Locally Preferred Alternative and Minimum
Operable Segment) and La Brea/Sunset Station area (Locally Preferred Alternative
only), it is highly probable that development will not be compatible with surrounding
uses or with the community's goals concerning the torm of development. Additional
discussion of these potential impacts and their mitigation is also provided in section
5.3 and 5.4 of this chapter.

2.4 MITIGATION

Table 3-21 identifies mitigation measures, techniques for implementing them,
agencies responsible tor implementation, and applicability of techniques to affected
station areas. SCRTD has limited authority in implementing all of the stated
mitigation measures, but the District's cooperation and support with the responsible
agencies listed on Table 3-2| will be required. Measures encouraging the use of joint
development techniques will require active participation by SCRTD in cooperation
with the CRA, LADOP, the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
(LADRP), and other responsible agencies. The LADOP and LADRP are currently
preparing specific plans for all station areas with funding from the SCRTD in order
to help mitigate many of the potential adverse impacts and enhance development
opportunities, where appropriate. In addition, the SCRTD is currently preparing
agreements with LADRP, LADOP, LADOT, and CRA to clarify the distribution of
responsibility for planning and impact mitigation and establish a mechanism for
coordination among agencies. The recently executed agreement between the SCRTD
and the CRA establishes the CRA's responsibility for preparation of Specific Plans
within existing redevelopment areas, for Union Station and for the two Hollywood
stations. The city and county will prepare the Specific Plans for areas in their
jurisdictions.

The following discussion describes eight mitigation measures for each impact in each
affected station area. Table 3-21 identifies the station areas where each mitigation
measure is applicable.

|. Develop residential projects on commercially zoned land.

2. Increase density of new residential development in existing multifamily
residential zones.

These two measures are designed to mitigate impacts occurring where the
availability of residentially zoned land susceptible to reinvestment limits the
opportunity for residential development within walking distance of the stations. New
residential development on commercially zoned land could occur in any of the
following forms: as vertical mixed use development with residential units above
retail and/or office space; as a horizontal mixed use development with commercial
development fronting on the commercial corridor and residential use behind it; or as
an exclusively residential project on a commercially zoned parcel.

Union Station. Residential development would be most appropriately located on
commercially zoned land in the northwest corner—in Chinatown, where the CRA
would be responsible for implementation.
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TABLE 3-2i )
LAND USE Station Areas
IMPACT :
MITIGATION

Effective- Responsible

ness Agencies
1 Develop residential projects on
commerciaily zoned lond:
Rezone surplus commercially or
industrially zoned lond for Moderate LADOP
residential uses,
Require the construction of housing T
os part of large scale projects or t:%g‘
the contribution to a housing fund High CRA
for small projects. P
Encourage the construction of housing LADOP
as mixed use or independent projects Low LADRP’
through density bonuses and other '
incentives, CRA
Undertoke joint development projects . SCRTD, CRA, !
which include a housing component, High CEDO, CDD,
CDC 1’ K
2 Increase density of new residential develop- ’
ment in existing multifamily residential Moderate LADRP
20nes. ‘
3 Accommodate commercial development
within station area by rezoning select High LADOP
residential parcels for commercial use. {
4 Redirect commercial development to
other station areas by providing joint Moderate LADOP,
development opportunities elsewhere, SCRTD
5 "Expond" station arec by directing commercial LADOP
development to adjacent areos through the Low SCRTD'
Specific Plon and master planning processes,
6 Create financial incentives for preservation n
Provide low-interest rehabilitation loans.| Moderate CRA efff"—'
Promot f axisti incenti CRA, LADOP “in
romote use of existing tax incentives. | Moderate S'CRTD ' etfect
' in
T Downzone and permit TDRs. High CRA, LADOP effect H g

Legend: LADOP City of Los Angeles Department of Planning

x
LADRP = Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
CRA = Los Angeles Community Redevelopment Agency
CEDO = City of Los Angeles Economic Deveiopment Office
CDD = City of Los Angeles Community Development Department
CcDC = Los Angeles County Community Development Commission



Wiishire/Normandie Station. Residential development could be dispersed throughout
this area on commercially zoned parcels, especially as mixed use projects in
conjunction with retail development, or it could be located on the southern portion of
the Ambassador Hotel site.

Wilshire/La Brea. Residential development in this area could be accomplished
through either vertical or horizontal mixed use development in order to avoid
pressure for increasing the density of stable single family areas.

Fairfax/Beverly. To avoid pressure to increase the density of existing residential
neighborhoods, mixed use development incorporating residential uses on the
CBS/Gilmore site would be necessary--possibly in the southeast portion.

Fairfox/Santa Monica. Currently higher densities on residential sites and mixed use
projects are encouraged through a density bonus program. Developers would have to
take advantage of these incentives in order to accommodate projected residential
growth.

Hollywood/Cahuenga. The majority of the land to be developed between 1980 and
2000 is expected to accommodate regional-serving retail uses generally limited to an
FAR of | and a height of one, two, or three stories. There is insufficient market
demand for office space to permit a mix of offices over retail facilities on all sites,
so most sites would be underutilized whether the permitted FAR is |3 or is reduced
to 6. A mix of residential and retail development on these sites would increase the

intensity of use, thus returning investment to developers, and provide additional
housing. .

Universal City. Impacts resulting from an insufficient supply of residential land in
this area would be difficult to mitigate. The existing very low density residential
zoning and Community Plan designations reflect substantial public input, suggesting
that increases in the density of existing residential areas will not be likely in the
next 20 years. The portion of MCA's Universal City within and adjacent to the
station area is not well-svited for residential development. Consequently, it is
expected that the Universal City station area will not develop as a residential center
dependent on transit, but will serve as an employment and visitor center and as a
transter station for Metro Rail riders arriving by bicycle, bus, or automobile.

3. Accommodate the demand for commercial development within the station area
by rezoning residentially zoned parcels for commercial use which are currently
vacant or used for parking and are aodjacent to existing commercial
deveiopment.

4. Redirect commercial development to other station areas by creating incentives
to develop elsewhere.

5. "Expand the station area™ by directing commercial development to sites
adjocent to the currently defined station area boundaries through the Specific
Plan and master planning process.

These three measures are designed to mitigate impacts where the available
commercially zoned land supply is inadequate for the projected level of development
and where speculative increases in land values could result in tenant displacement.
These measures are applicable in the following station areas.
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Wilshire/Fairfax. Commercial development in this area is constrained by the

proximity of stable residential neighborhoods to both the north and the south of the
Wilshire frontage. This impact could be mitigated in several ways:

e One or two major sites partially zoned R4-P (multifamily residential or parking)
which are presently occupied by surface parking and are adjacent to
commercially zoned parcels could be rezoned and developed commercially. This
would facilitate strong commercial activity near the Metro Rail station,
reinforcing the public activity centered at the County Museum.

e Development could be redirected to the Wilshire/La Brea Station. There is a
substantial supply ot underutilized commercial land and limited market interest
in development at the Wilshire/La Brea Station. Promotion of development at
the Wilshire/l.a Brea Station early in the station area "master planning" process
by SCRTD could remove some of the pressure for development from
Wilshire/F airfax and, at the same time, enhance the potential of Wilshire/La
Brea to develop as a transit-oriented center.

e Development could be encouraged to expand westward along Wilshire. Because
the commercial frontage along Wilshire is shallow (I100- to 150-foot parcel
depth) a corridor of activity rather than a focal point would develop, with
decreasing accessibility to the Metro Rail Project as development moves west.

La Brea/Sunset. See discussion under mitigation measure 8.

6. Promote use of existing tax incentives and rehabilitation loans.
7. Downzone and create a mechanism to fransfer unused development potential.
These two measures are designed to mitigate impacts where the construction of the

Metro Rail Project increases pressure for redevelopment of historic or cultural
resources. 1 hese measures are applicable in the following station areas.

Fifth/Hill. This station is adjacent to the Broadway and Spring Street historic

districts. Substantial tax incentives and current CRA policies, including the
following, have been successful in encouraging preservation of historic structures in
this area:

e The average permitted FAR for new construction is 6 (reduced from an FAR of
13). This FAR is exceeded by many historic structures, creating an incentive to
preserve them.

e When a historic building's FAR is less than 6, its unused density can be trans-
ferred to other sites in the CBD.

e Low interest loans are available for rehabilitation.

There are several groups of underutilized parcels in the Fifth/Hill Station area on
which one or two historic structures are located. The historic/cultural value of these
structures should be reevaluated and, if they are determined to be valuable, they
should be preserved and integrated into a larger development project.

Seventh/Flower. Although Seventh Street, the CBD's original shopping street, is not

a historic district, it includes numerous historic buildings and provides a very
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pleasant pedestrian-scale streetscape. All the tax incentives and CRA policies
described above apply to historic buildings in this area as well. The FAR limit and
transter of density policies apply to all buildings. In the CBD, then, preservation of
historic buildings has been effectively integrated into CRA's development program,
but careful monitoring will be necessary to ensure their preservation as pressure for
development increases. SCRTD and private developers should cooperate with this
program,

Wilshire/La Brea. At Wilshire/La Brea the grouping of Art Deco buildings under
consideration tor a historic district designation would encounter limited development
pressure since little developer interest in this area is expected during the initial
years of Metro Rail operation. However, if the mitigation measure of redirecting
development to Wilshire/La Brea proposed in response to other impacts were
implemented, pressure would increase. Mitigation measures modeled after the
CRA's CBD policies could be initiated. 1t would be difficult to reduce the FAR
enough to discourage redevelopment. Even if the area were downzoned from FAR 13
to 6, no incentive for preservation would be created, since many of the buildings in
the area do not reach that intensity. However, a downzoning to FAR 6 would make a
transter of density or transter of development rights (TDR) mechanism feasible.

Hollywood/Cahuenga. The approach described for Wilshire/La Brea could also be
applied at Hollywood/Cahuenga. Again, an overall downzoning would be required to
create a market tor TDRs.

8. Develop special station area mitigation measures to preserve community
character.

Fairfax/Beverly. Two basic goals of the Fairfax community are to preserve the
character of commercial and residential areas and to revitalize the commercial
area. All of the commercial development projected for the Fairfax/Beverly Station
area could be accommodated entirely on the CBS/Gilmore site and on the May
Company site at Third and Fairfax, thereby avoiding impacts on the existing retail
area. However, because the existing retail area represents an underutilization of
land and retail revenues are marginal in some cases, location of all new commercial
space on the two large development sites cannot be assured, nor would it necessarily
benefit the existing shopping area. An approach more beneficial to the community
might be to locate most new commercial space on the large development sites,
avoiding retail uses that would compete with existing shops. Allowances for some
development in the existing Fairfax shopping area through a carefully designed and
controlled revitalization program could be made. Community groups including
Vitalize Fairfax should be involved. Major components of this program should
include the following:

e Clustered parking either in small, partially subterranean structures behind the
existing strip commercial development or in a single location, perhaps in
conjunction with Metro Rail parking provided by SCRTD. This would permit
more intensive development of the small parcels along the strip.

e Preservation of the tine-grained character of the shopping strip.
e Guaranteed tenancy for current tenants with regulated increases in rent,

possibly tied to increased revenues expected from the combination of Metro Rail
and revitalization.
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.o Enhancement of pedestrian spaces through landscaping and street furniture.

The Project alternatives may result in redevelopment pressures along the existing
retail area of the Fairfax/Beverly Station area. Park and ride patrons could make
purchases trom shops in the area before returning home in the evenings. Other
Metro riders can be expected to shop at these facilities and thus increase their retail
sales. This increase could result in pressure to redevelop some of the underutilized
and marginal properties. Because the parking supply and daily passenger boardings in
this station area are similar under each of the Project alternatives, the pressure for
redevelopment would also be comparable. However, should access to the station by
auto or bus be greater under the Minimum Operable Segment, as this station is the
western terminus of the system, the pressure for redevelopment and the resulting
impacts under this alternative would be more severe. Under this alternative the
need to cluster new commercial development onto the large development sites
adjacent to the station location becomes even more important towards preserving
the character of the local retail community. '

The potential impact ot development pressure on the stable residential neighborhoods
in the area was included in the discussion of the impacts of an insufficient residential
land supply.

La Brea/Sunset. This station is on the western edge of the Hollywood commercial

core. Land to the east between Sunset and Hollywood Boulevards is designated and
zoned for regional commercial use; land to the west is designated and zoned
primarily tor high density residential use. There are several blocks in this
transitional zone where Community Plan ond zoning designations are not consistent.
The blocks between La Brea and Orange, northeast of the station, are zoned and used
for multifamily housing but are designated tor regional commercial use in the
Community Plan. The aodjacent block to the east between Orange and Highland is
occupied by Hollywood High School. The station's location on the fringe of the
commercial core, surrounded by residential uses, and its isolation from the rest of
the commercial core area limit the opportunity for large scale development
immediately around it.

If the population growth projected for the Hollywood Planning Area under the high
growth projections were to occur, the level ot development identified in Table 3-16
would be expected and would consist predominantly of retail space. As such, much
of it would be developed at an FAR of | or less as a regional shopping center and
would require redevelopment of large amounts of land. Development would be
expected to extend to the east around Hollywood High School. Substantial
development directly adjacent to the station could occur only if the two blocks
northeast of the station were rezoned to be consistent with the Community Plan.
The development of these blocks would result in the displacement of existing
multifamily dwellings and could disrupt activities at the adjacent high school.

The La Brea/Sunset Station is too far from the Hollywood/Cahuenga Station (one
mile) and too isolated to create two "anchors" between which pedestrian-oriented
development could occur. For commercial revitalization and joint development, it
would be better to have the station at Las Palmas or Highland (0.5 to 0.7 miles from
the Hollywood/Cahuenga Station). Then the two stations would establish activity
centers between which development could expand to create a contiguous, integrated
commercial core. At their currently proposed locations they will develop as
independent centers, with development tending to radiate in all directions. Besides
inhibiting the creation of a single integrated commercial core, this will create
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pressure for rezoning and redeveloping land west of the La Brea/Sunset Station from
residential to commercial use.

If the station cannot be relocated, the pattern of development should be carefully
planned and managed to extend north around Hollywood High School and east toward
the Hollywood/Cahuenga Station. This will help minimize development pressure on
residential neighborhoods to the west, facilitate revitalization, and minimize impacts
on Hollywood High School. Mixed use projects should be developed on parcels
adjacent to the station to create concentrations of both commercial and residential
uses immediately around the stations, and to reinforce the transition between
residential use to the west and commercial use to the east.

Universal City. The conflict between the Universal City Station's growth inducing
impact and community development goals was discussed under the mitigation of
"insufficient residentially zoned land to accommodate housing growth." There may
also be pressure to develop the commercial areas along Lankershim and Vineland at
greater intensities than presently permitted. Current zoning and land use plan
designations, based on substantial community input, limit the FAR to 3 and the
height to three or six stories. Revision of current regulations would require
community involvement and consensus comparable to that which produced the
current community plan.

3. ECONOMIC AND FISCAL IMPACTS

3.1 INTRODUCTION

Metro Rail construction may cause regional and subregional economic and fiscal
impacts. Potential economic impacts involve changes in the level of economic
activity in the Los Angeles region and each of the station areas. Potential fiscal
impacts are the revenues and service costs that the Metro Rail Project would gener-
ate to local governments in the Regional Core, particularly the City of Los Angeles.

3.2 LOCAL EMPLOYMENT IMPACTS

The Metro Rail system will generate both short term employment opportunities
related to the construction of the project and long term jobs required for the day-to-
day operation of Metro Rail.

Construction of the Locally Preferred Alternative is projected to produce between
3,000 and 5,000 jobs per year over approximately five years. Peak employment could
be as much as twice this number. The size of any short term employment impact
varies directly with the total construction costs. The Aerial Option would result in
only slightly fewer construction jobs than the Locally Preferred Alternative. The
Minimum Operable Segment would generate the fewest construction-related jobs,
while the Locally Preferred Alternative would generate the most. The jobs created
would be primarily in the construction, employment, material, manufacturing, and
service industries (not including employment generated in the manufacture of the
system's stock and electrical equipment and in industries that support construction).
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Under the Locally Preferred Alternative or the Aerial Option the operation of the
Metro Rail system is expected to require between 800 and 850 permanent employees.
These jobs will be primarily in management, operation, maintenance, and security.
The Minimum Operable Segment, with fewer track miles, would generate fewer long
term jobs.

3.3 REGIONAL ECONOMIC IMPACTS

Gross regional product (GRP) is defined as the total income within a region (like the
gross national product, except applied regionally rather than nationally). The GRP
can be increased through expenditures and their "ripple" effect, resulting from
construction and operation of the Metro Rail Project. The operation of Metro Rail
will entail recurring expenditures and should therefore have a long term effect on
the regional economy. When the cumulative effect of direct, indirect, and induced
impacts is considered, a dollar spent on operations is conservatively expected to
generate between one and two additional dollars in total regional economic acti-
vity. The largest potential impact on GRP, between $97.0 million and $145.6 million
per year, would result from the Locally Preferred Alternative. The impacts of the
Aerial Option are identical to the Locally Preferred Alternative. The economic
impact of the Minimum Operable Segment would be between $63.9 million and $95.8
million per year. The economic sectors likely to benefit from Metro Rail operating
expenditures are maintenance and repair services; electric utilities; finance,
insurance, and real estate; business services; wholesale and retail trade; and medical
services.

3.4 MINORITY BUSINESS PARTICIPATION

SCRTD is committed to the meaningful and maximum participation of minority and
women-owned businesses in all contract and joint development efforts related to the
proposed rail rapid transit project. Presently, SCRTD staff is engaged in an
aggressive effort to collect the needed data with which to plan for such minority and
women-owned business participation. Major input for this planning process is being
solicited from the local minority business community and from the CRA. SCRTD is
forming a minority business enterprise (MBE) advisory and joint development
committee for the purpose of refining joint development and MBE goals, objectives
and procedures.

SCRTD has formulated a five-point program to solicit minority business
participation. Once Final Design and its associated procedures are established, this
program will be revised into final form and fully implemented. The five key areas of
this program are:

e A draft policy statement on minority economic development opportunities and
objectives along the Wilshire Corridor. The District has shown aiready its intent
in this area through the SCRTD Board adoption of the policies in the Milestone 6
Report: Land Use and Development, which seek to include the interests,
concerns, and full participation of the minority business community in all
SCRTD land use and development policies.
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e A draft policy statement on equity as well as relocation rights of property
owners, particularly minority property owners, displaced by joint development
around ftransit. In the Milestone 5 Report: Right-of-Way Acquisition and
Relocation Policies and Procedures, the SCRTD Board adopted the CRA's policy
for relocation rights of property owners which protects minority property
owners displaced by possible joint development projects around Metro Rail
stations.

e Initial discussions on development roles with members of the minority develop-
ment committee. SCRTD has received a grant trom UMTA to do further eco-
nomic analysis on the various station projects and, in conjunction with the MBE
joint development committee, identify economic development opportunities
along the Wilshire Corridor. This work is underway and the analysis will enable
SCRTD to further identify the most plausible and possible opportunities for
minority development.

e ldentification of other opportunities in real estate for MBEs along the Metro
Rail line. In consuitation with the SCRTD minority advisory and joint
development committees, other real estate opportunities for MBEs will be
identified during this project. These shall include, but will not be limited to,
brokerage, appraisal, market analysis, commercial leasing, and commercial
management.

e Preparation of a report indicating minority business contracting and
subcontracting, supply and service opportunities likely to derive from the
construction and operation of the Metro Rail Project. With the completion of
the Preliminary Engineering phase of the Metro Rail Project, SCRTD will
identify the potential construction packages in which MBE participation is most
likely, based upon analyses of the available minority contractor capacity.

3.5 VALUE CAPTURE REVENUES FROM METRO RAIL

In addition to economic and fiscal benefits generally occurring to the area and its
residents, considerable economic benefits can accrue to properties in the vicinity of
a Metro Rail station, especially properties that are appropriate for higher intensity
commercial development. SCRTD will be pursuing a range of measures to recapture
a portion ot these benefits. These "value capture” revenues will be used to reduce
the Metro Rail construction expenses. A preliminary budget target of $185 million
(see Table 2-9) has been set tor all "local private" revenue sources for the first ten
years ot the project.

The Milestone 6 Report discussed the various mechanisms being considered to
generate value capture revenues. The following discussion only briefly describes the
mechanisms likely to make the greatest contribution.

3.5.1 BENEFIT ASSESSMENT DISTRICTS

Legislation has recently passed in the State Legislature (Senate Bill 1238) that will
allow the SCRTD Board to initiate proposals for benefit assessment districts around
Metro Rail stations. A benefit assessment district proposal will require a two-thirds
voter majority of the SCRTD Board. Betore SCRTD's Board can adopt a benefit
assessment district proposal, a determination must be made of the benefits accruing
to properties within the boundaries of the proposed district.
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All Metro Rail benefit assessment district proposals will be subject to public hearings
and advance notice will be given to all property owners. it owners of 25 percent of
the assessed value within a proposed district petition SCRTD, the proposed asess-
ment district will be put to a vote of all of the property owners within a proposed
benefit assessment district. |f there is not a qualifying petition or if any referendum
is in tavor of the benefit assessment district, the proposal then goes to the local
government of jurisdiction (either the City of Los Angeles City Council or the Los
Angeles County Board of Supervisors). These bodies may approve or disapprove a
benefit assessment district proposal. They may also turn a proposal back to the
SCRTD Board tor changes before concurrence. Once concurrence of the local juris-
diction is obtained, the SCRTD Board must formally adopt the benefit assessment
district by a two-thirds majority.

Any property owner may individually petition the SCRTD Board to be excluded from
a benefit assessment or have his assessment reduced on the basis that the proposed
assessment exceeds the actual benefit that property owner will receive from Metro
Rail facilities.

The Metro Rail benefit assessment district process is primarily intended for
commercial districts. Benefit assessment boundaries may not exceed a half mile
from a Metro Rail station; except in the case of the downtown stations, where
boundaries may extend one mile. For legal reasons pertaining to the state and
federal constitutions, the legisiation itself does not exclude residential property.
However, the SCRTD Board declared in a tormal resolution of August |1, 1983, that
". . . it shall be the policy of the Board ot Directors that to the maximum extent
possible within the limits of the United States and California Constitutions:

"a) The boundaries of any special benefit assessment districts shall be drawn
so as to exclude single family residences; and

"b) Single family residences which must be included within assessment
districts shall be excluded from assessment."”

The basis for benefit assessments is to be parcel or floor area or some combination
of the two. Legislation does not prescribe any particular rates, but does require that
a benefit assessment not exceed the demonstrable benefit to a given parcel. Within
a given assessment district, rates of assessment may be varied by zones, given the
greater or lesser likelihood ot benefit.

To provide an indication of the financial impact on a general level, floor area
assessments might typically range between 25 cents and 50 cents per square foot per
year. For most commercial structures, this would result in a cost burden comparable
to the costs of operating the building's elevators; it would substantially be less than
many standard property overhead and maintenance items. 1t is unlikely that these
assessments would result in any other significant environmental impacts.

If the projected fioor space within the Metro Rail station areas were to be uniformly
assessed at between 25 and 50 cents a square foot, this would generate between
$26.3 and $52.5 million in the year 2000 for the Locally Preferred Alternative. For
the Minimum Operable Segment, potential revenues range trom $25.7-$51.4 million
in the year 200U. Pending legislation would provide for bonding these amounts in
order to obtain substantial, near-term construction funds that could then be
amortized over many years in moderate increments.
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3.5.2 TRANSFER OF DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS

Transfer of development.rights(TDR) is already-possible in severalparts’of the City
of Los Angeles, most notably the Central Business-District. A -Metro Rail TDR
process would identify the .additional increment -of development (several additional
floors of an office building, for ‘instance) maode feasible by a nearby Metro Rail
station. Rights to this additional development could either be sold or conveyed in a
long term lease to an interested developer at a negotiated market price.

3.5.3 TAX INCREMENT FINANCING

Where a Metro Rail station is in a redevelopment area, the CRA collects tax
increment revenues. Metro Rail operations are certain to increase the revenue
"increment" in these areas. With the cooperation of the CRA, this increase in
increment revenues can be directed toward amortizing Metro Rail facility costs
within the redevelopment area. SCRTD has recently contracted with the CRA for a
host of activities in station area development that includes the generation of local
share revenves.

3.5.4 STATION COST SHARING AND CONNECTION FEES

At some locations, particularly where a station is off-street;*"Metro Rail facilities
can be designed into commercial development with significant benefit resulting for
the private developer involved. SCRTD .is seeking such possibilities and initiating
discussions with private developers and property owners. The May Company site for
the Wilshire/Fairfax-Station would be an instance where connection fees would be
collected.

3.5.5 JOINT DEVELOPMENT OF SCRTD PROPERTY

SCRTD will need to acquire certain parcels of property for stations, train yards,
parking lots, bus terminals, and auxiliary -equipment. . Careful design of these
facilities can sometimes permit some additional, "joint" use of the property by
private development after Metro Rail facilities have been constructed.

Table 3-22 describes development programs for parcels that have been preliminarily
identified for acquisition for the construction of stations and ancillary facilities.
The commercial development programs in Table 3-22 reflect probable development
patterns on each site given physical characteristics of the site, absorption potential,
and current trends in development intensity. Land costs reflect the market-based
development potential for each site first in 1982 and second in 1984 assuming that
construction of Metro Rail is underway. The increase in land valuve from 1982 to
1984 is attributable to the reduced risk to private developers as a result of SCRTD's
ability to assemble parcels and carry them until development can begin, to the
increased ease of leasing the development because of the Metro Rail station's
presence and, in some cases, to the increased development potential on the site as a
result of Metro Rail.

In some cases the amount of commercial development that could be absorbed by the

market (expressed as Floor Area Ratio (FAR) or the ratio of building floor area to
parcel area) is less than the amount that could be physically accommodated on the

3-73



7 A

TABLE 3-22

POTENTIAL REVENUES TO SCRTD FROM LEASING AIR RIGHTS
ON PROPERTY TO BE ACQUIRED FOR TRANSIT USE

1982 Acquisition

Costs {in thousands Commercial Development Potential Income from Lease:
of 1982 dollars): 9% af reuse value
Land Acquisition Floor Office Retail (in thousands of
Parcel Relocation Cost Per 5q. Ft. Area Space Space 1982 dollors)
Area and Good (in 1982 Rotio  {thousands  (thousands  Parking
Station {Sq.Ft) Lond will dollars) Assumed of sq. fi.) af sq. ft.) (Spaces)  Annual 65 Years
Seventh/Flower 12,000 3180 . & 5 75 2Bé 18,600
“Witshire/Aivarodo”~ 49,000 2330 T %L v 0 300 2105 e 413,631
. L I Al 4 PR L S
Wilshire/Vermont 156,000 10,120 1,036 120 1,240 9 54,202
Wilshire/Lo Brea 55,000 5,470 251 25 550 492 32,000
Hollywood/Cahuenga 30,000 1,390 75 30 240 125 8,132
Universal City2 580,000 34,110 828 100 2,850 2,800 182,000
+2,500
{for Metro Rail)
North Hollywood3 610,000 21,350 2,615 35 1.5 800 100 ;,ggg 1,922 124,898
+
(for M;tro Rail)

TOTALS

Potential Lease

Sites on the LPA 1,502,000 74,950 5,760 6,746 438,663
Potentiol Lease

Sites on the MOS 272,000 21,100 2,242 1,899 123,433

Source: SCRTD Report on Preliminary Land Acquisition Costs and Sedway/Cooke.

!Reuse value of the land is assumed to be equivalent ot the lond acquisition cost for those portions of acquired parcels that are developable.
2Deveh:q;ment potential and revenues for these two stations assume one to two levels of subterronean porking in order Yo meet height limits, maximize
development potential, ond occomodate Metro Rail parking.

3Land acquisition corresponds with Milestone 10 Report: Fixed Focilities rather thon SCRTD Report on Preliminary Land Acquisition Costs; acquisition costs are
estimated ossume the per-square-foot cost for this station site in the Report on Preliminary Land Acquisition Costs.



site without adverse impacts. In such cases the unused development capacity could
be dedicated to residential use. SCRTD could, in effect, subsidize the cost of land
for residential development by leasing the land at rates reflecting only its commer-
cial development potential. Developers could then construct rental or low to moder-
ate income housing as part ot mixed use projects.

The total land acquisition costs tor potential lease sites along the Locally Preferred
Alternative or the Aerial Option amount to $80.7 million (in 1982 dollars). Assuming
a simple ground lease rate of 9 percent of the reuse value of the land in 1984 tied to
the inflation rate, an annual income to SCRTD of about $6.7 million (in 1982 dollars)
would be generated by all the sites listed in Table 3-22. Over a representative
65-year lease life, approximately $438.4 million (in 1982 doliars) would be gener-
ated. With the Minimum Operable Segment an annual income of $1.9 million and
$123.4 million over a 65-year lease life could be generated.

3.6 FISCAL IMPACTS

This section examines the revenues and service costs Metro Raif would generate to
local governments in the Regional Core, particularly the City of Los Angeles. These
fiscal impacts can be both direct and indirect. Direct impacts are the public service
costs associtated with the construction and operation of the Metro Rail System.
Indirect impacts are caused by the changes In land use stimulated by Metro Rail.
This impact analysis tocuses on the annually recurring revenues and costs (such as
operating and maintenance costs) rather than on direct capital costs, which are part
of the Metro Rail Project's construction costs. All costs and revenues are shown in
1982 dollars.

SCRTD's security force will be responsible for system security and will limit the
potential tor crime on Metro Rail. As a result, the system is not expected to affect
demand for police services. Similarly, the Los Angeles City Fire Department has
indicated that the existing fire protection services in the Regional Core, combined
with the SCRTD's fire safety measures, would adequately serve Metro Rail. On
balance, then, the Metro Rail Project would not adversely affect the city's fiscal
situation.

3.6.1 REDUCTION OF TAX REVENUE

Acquisition of parcels for the Metro Rail system would remove land from the pro-
perty tax base, thus reducing property tax revenues. Assuming a conservative, worst
case situation, land condemnation for the Locally Preferred Alternative or the Aerial
Option would take an estimated $34 million in assessed valuation from the county tax
rolls, leading to an annual loss of at least $340,000 in property taxes. However, this
impact would be lessened through joint development, which would bring Metro Rail
land back into productive use and onto the tax rolls. Because joint development
would result in a much more intensive use of land than what had existed before
Metro Rail, the negative fiscal impacts of land condemnation would be entirely
eliminated.

Land acquisition would also displace existing businesses, thus affecting sales tax

revenves. Because SCRTD is committed to helping displaced businesses relocate, in
accordance with federal and state laws, this impact would be only temporary.
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(Displacement effects and mitigation measures are discussed in section 4 of this
chapter.) Its magnitude would depend largely upon the length of the time between
the closure of a business and its reopening at another site. The more intensive
development and greater potential customer traffic attracted by Metro Rail would
also, in the long run, increase overall sales in station areas and thus also increase
sales tax revenues.

3.6.2 GROWTH AND REVENUE IMPLICATIONS

The Metro Rail Project is expected to stimulate land development around many of
the transit stations. This growth in conjunction with the rail project would both
generate tax revenues and require public services. Much of this growth would
actually be an intraregional shift of population and employment, the fiscal
implications of which are complex. For example, if all of the shifts occur within one
jurisdiction, such as the City of Los Angeles, then the net tiscal impact on the city
would likely be insignificant. However, the increases in density and the development
associated with this type of shift might significantly improve the efficiency of
services and thereby reduce average service costs.

In part because the extent of shifts between and within jurisdictions is unknown, an
analysis of indirect fiscal impacts is not now appropriate. Presented below, however,
are illustrations of the potential order of magnitude of indirect revenues to the City
of Los Angeles that would be attributable to the Metro Rail system assuming none of
the new development represents an intrajurisdiction shift and that all development
occurs at approximately the same time. (The timing ot development is an important
consideration under Proposition |3, which, upon completion of construction, limits
the onnual increase in assessed value to two percent.) Revenues have been
calculated for individual station areas and aggregated into four market areas within
the Regional Core. These market areas generally correspond to the planning areas
presented in Land Use and Development (section 2 of this chapter), except that
Westlake is included as part of the Wilshire market area and Universal City is
included as part of the North Hollywood market area.

Table 3-23 presents projections of the growth through the year 2000 that could be
stimulated in Metro Rail station areas by the Locally Preferred Alternative relative
1o the No Project Alternative. This assessment assumes SCRTD actively pursues
joint development around its stations in cooperation with local agencies. As the
table indicates, without joint development the majority of new space would be
residential (approximately 13.9 million square feet). With joint development, offices
would become the dominant use (approximately |7.4 million square feet). It is
important to note, however, that this assessment does not include hotel development
nor the secondary, but substantial, revenuve benefit likely to be generated in the
Regional Core outside of station areas.
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TABLE 3-23

DEVELOPMENT STIMULATED BY METRO RAIL
BY MARKET AREA
Year 1982 to 2000
(Thousands of Square F eet)

INCREMENTAL INCREMENTAL SQUARE
SQUARE FOOTAGE FOOTAGE WITH
WITH METRO RAIL DEVELOPMENT INCENTIVES
market Area Office Retail Residential Office Retail Residential
CBD 2,960 1,036 2,620 6,944 1,386 2,620
Wilshire 4,750 1,219 8,295 7,870 1,807 8,295
Hollywood 560 795 2,790 1,600 1,387 2,790
North Hollywood 400 395 168 1,000 438 168
Total . 8,670 3,445 13,873 17,414 5,018 13,873

Source: Sedway/Cooke

By influencing the amount of new development projected in the Regional Core,
Metro Rail will likewise influence the amount of property tax accruing to the City of
Los Angeles (Table 3-24). In the year 2000 the city could receive approximately
$15.6 million in property taxes from new development occurring since |980 under the
No Project Alternative. This amount could rise to $23.7-529.7 million it the Locally
Preterred Alternative is implemented. Though much shorter, the Minimum Operable
Segment includes the most heavily developed areas and would thus generate about 90

percent of the property tax revenues of the Locally Preferred Alternative, between
$22.1-$27.2 million.

The tables do not include benefits that might accrue 1o the county, although the
county's tax revenues would also be expected to benefit from Metro Rail. Insofar as
moderate levels of development are foreseen under the currently adopted West
Hollywood Community Plan, the additional tax revenues associated with Metro Rail
facilities would be modest. This situation could change were significant commercial
or mixed use joint development to occur.

Additional sales tax revenues will be generated through the increase in employment
associated with new development in the Regional Core* (Table 3-24). These
incremental revenues could total approximately $1.26 million under the No Project

*The sales tax revenue projections are conservative in that they exclude revenves
attributable to the households occupying new dwelling units developed as a result of
Metro Rail. Sales taxes from these households will depend on household income, the
percent of income spent on taxable items, and the location of the stores where
households shop. (This latter variable is important in that spatial shopping patterns
will determine the amount of sales tax revenues received by different jurisdictions.)
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TABLE 3-24

PROPERTY TAX REVENUES
ACCRUING TO CITY OF LOS ANGELES, YEAR 2000
(in thousonds of 1982 doliars)

NO PROJECT LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
ALTERNATIVE Market Value! Property Tax Revenues:
Total With Total With

Totol \ Property Tgx Development Development

Market Area Morket Value Revenves Total Incentives Total incentives
CBD $3,005,000 $9,830 $3,743,000 54,756,000 $12,240  §15,550
Wilshire 1,057,000 3,450 2,330,000 2,844,000 7,620 9,300
Hollywood" 173,000 570 532,000 722,000 1,740 2,360
Nor th Holly wood 538,000 1,760 653,000 774,000 2,140 2,530
Total $4,773,000 $15,620 $7,258,000 $9,096,000 $23,740  $29,740

MINIMUM OPERABLE SEGMENT

Market Volue Property Tox Revenwes?
Total With Total With
Development Development

Total Incentives Total Incentives
$3,743,000 $4,756,000 512,240  $15,5%0
2,330,000 2,844,000 7,620 9,300
173,000 123,000 570 570
538,000 538,000 1,760 1,760
$6,784,000 $8,311,000 $22,190 $27,180

Source: Peat, Marwick, Mitchell & Co.; Lyrn Sedway & Associates
‘Cornpores morket value for office, retail and residential land uses.

zAwroximmely 32.7 percent of the one percent tax rote (based on current year tax incremenis oliocation foctors).

3Dc:vek:;:m'\em incentives are those tools used to encourage joint development of SCRTD property.
YExcludes the Fairfax/Santa Menica Station (on unincorporated areal.

A E R ERERERNENEEENRRERERE)

TABLE 3-25

SALES TAX REVENUES
ACCRUING TO CITY OF LOS ANGELES, YEAR 2000

(1982 doliars)
NO PROJECT LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
ALTERNATIVE Employment Sales Tax Revenues
Total With Total With
Total Sales T Developmeqt Development
Market Area Employment Revenues Total Incentives” Total Incentives
CcBD 68,800 $688,000 86,100 107,000 $861,000 51,070,000
Wilshire 34,500 345,000 61,200 78,200 612,000 782,000
Holly wood® 4,300 43,000 9,000 15,600 90,000 156,000
North Holly wood 18,000 180,000 20,600 23,700 206,000 237,000
Total 125,600 51,256,000 176,900 224,500 $1,769,000 $2,245,000

MINIMUM OPERABLE SEGMENT

Employment! Sales Tox Revenues
Tota) With Tota! With
Development Development
Tota! Incentives Total incentives
86,100 107,000  $851,000 $1,070,000
61,200 78,200 612,000 782,000
4,300 4,300 43,000 43,000
18,000 18,000 180,000 180,000
169,600 207,500 $1,696,000 $2,075,000

Source: Lynn Sedway & Associates

!8ased on projections of office and retail square footoge from Table 3-23. Assumes 250 square feet per office employee ond 500 square feet per retail

employee.

2 pssumes: {a) Each employee spends an average of 54.00 per business day; (b) 250 business days per year; and (c) 1.0 percent of retail expenditures ore

retail sales taxes accruing to the City of Los Angeles. .
3Develnpmem incentives are those $00ls used to encouroge joint development of SCRTD property.
8 xciudes the Fairfax/Santa Manica Station (an unincorporgted area).
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Alternative. Development under the Locally Preferred Alternative or the Aerial
Option could increase these sales tax revenues to $1.77-52.25 million. The additional
sales taxes attributable to the Minimum Operable Segment could total slightly less
than those projected tor the Locally Preferred Alternative, between $1.70-$2.08
million. County sales tax revenues would also benefit as a result of greater employ-
ment. However, as with property tax revenues, the county's benefits have not been
calculated, because of the modest development potential projected.

Placement of the Wilshire/Fairfax Station entrance at the location of the May
Company store is expected to enhance the retail sales of that establishment by
increasing customer flow. The experience of transit systems in other cities (e.g.,
Philadelphia, Boston, and Montreal) indicates the most effective station entrances
from a retailing standpoint are those that connect directly to the store. In addition,
the increase in sales created by this channeling of transit users has a positive fiscal
impact in that sales taxes are likewise increased. The magnitude of this impact,
however, is not expected to be large enough to significantly change the sales tax
estimates presented in Table 3-24. The transit system would also benefit from the
store/station linkage in that retail customers will have an incentive to become
transit users.

Table 3-26 shows that when projected property tax and sales tax revenues are aggre-
gated, the Locally Preferred Alternative could increase total tax revenues by ap-
proximately 50 to 90 percent above the amount received under the No Project
Alternative. The Minimum Operable Segment could increase total tax revenues by
approximately 40 to 70 percent above the amount received under the No Project
Alternative.

TABLE 3-26

TOTAL PROPERTY AND SALES TAX REVENUES
ACCRUING TO CITY OF LOS ANGELES BY ALTERNATIVES, YEAR 2000 .
{Thousands of 1982 Dollars)

LOCALLY
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE MINIMUM OPERABLE SEGMENT
NO PROJFCT Total With Total With
ALTERNATIVE Total Development Incentives Total Development Incentives
Property Taxes §15,620 $23,740 $29,740 $22,190 $22,180
Sales Taxes 1,256 1,769 2,245 1,696 2,075
Total Revenue $16,876 $25,509 $31,985 $23,886 $29,255
Increment of Revenue - $8,633 $15,109 $7,010 $12,379
Above No Project Alternative
Percentage Increment - 51% 90% 42% 73%

Source: Lymn Sedway & Associates
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3.7 MITIGATION

Wherever it appears desirable or necessary for SCRTD to acquire property, the
existing level of the revenues contributed by that property will be identified.
SCRTD will then seek to identify any feasible and desirable residual development
potential that property has and, in coordination with local taxing jurisdictions, to
promote use of the property. Where SCRTD is able to realize the residual develop-
ment potential from real property acquired for Metro Rail and where SCRTD's
ownership of such property deprives the taxing jurisdication of net revenues that
they would otherwise have received, SCRTD will explore methods to compensate
these taxing jurisdictions. Factors that could be examined in determining whether
compensation should be paid include the burden that the development places upon the
services of the jurisdiction, the revenues that would have accrued to the jurisdiction
in the absence of Metro Rail (offset by increases in revenues arising out of Metro
Rail), and the importance of the development in promoting public policies.

Additionally, SCRTD joint development programming will identify residual joint
development capacity in excess of foreseeable or likely commercial demand. In
cooperation with local public and nonprofit agencies concerned with housing, SCRTD
will seek to have housing development incorporated into station area development
where its site costs can effectively be "carried" by commercial development. This
additional housing supply should, in turn, reduce pressures on housing costs in station
areas.

4. LAND ACQUISITION AND DISPLACEMENT

4.1 INTRODUCTION

Displacement deals with the removal of existing land uses for project right-of-way
(ROW) requirements. The right-of-way is the composite of total requirements of all
interests and uses or real property needed to construct, maintain, protect, and
operate the transit system, including tunnels and the land on either side of the tracks
for street-level or aerial sections. SCRTD will either acquire the land or obtain
easements from the owners. This section provides an inventory of the residences,
businesses and nonprofit organizations which would be displaced as a result of
SCRTD's ROW program.

4.2 EXISTING CONDITIONS

SCRTD has the power to acquire "by grant, purchase, gift, devise, or lease, or by
condemnation . . . real and personal property of every kind within or without the
District to the full or convenient exercise of its powers," as outlined in the
California Public Utilities Code Section 30600. Section 30503 of the Code gives
SCRTD the power tc "exercise the right to eminent domain within the boundaries of
the District to take any property necessary or convenient to the exercise of the
powers granted in this part.! The exercise of the right of eminent domain must
comply with the requirements of the Calif ornia Eminent Domain Law. {(Code of Civil
Procedure Section 1230.010 et seq.)
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During the construction and operation of Metro Rail, SCRTD would need to make
different types of real property acquisitions. Full and partial acquisition of parcels
would be necessary for right-of-way requirements, for stations, and for equipment
storage. Easements, which are interests in land owned by another that entitles its
holder to a specific limited use, would be necessary for both construction and the
underground alignment. Temporary construction easements would be necessary for
construction sites, and underground easements would be required for the alignment
to pass under private property.

4.3 IMPACT ASSESSMENT

Construction of the Metro Rail Project would directly displace residents, homes,
businesses, social services, and public facilities. Indirect displacement because of
development inducaed by the Metro Rail Project may also occur. This section dis-
cusses only the direct physical removal of structures for project construction and
operation. Indirect displacement is discussed in the Social and Community Impacts
section of this chapter. In all cases the acquisition of property and the relocation of
residents and businesses by SCRTD will be in accordance with the federal Uniform
Relocation and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Uniform Relocation
Act) and the procedures adopted under this law.

4.3.1 IMPACT MEASURES

The specific measures used to assess the impact of direct displacement frorn fAetro
Railf construction are identified below.

Direct Displacement of Local Residents. This measure identifies the number of
housing units to be acquired along the right-of-way. The hardships posed by dis-
location of the residents are immediate and include losses of time, money, and
quality of life.

Displacement of Business Concerns. This measure identifies the number of business
firms to be acquired along the right-of-way. The hardships to owners and employees
posed by displacement are immediate and include losses of time, money, and quality
of life. The elimination of commercial firms adversely affects local residents not
only because it eliminates local employment opportunities, but because it also forces
residents to either forego certain services or products or to travel farther to obtain
them.

Displacement of Social Services and Public Facilities. This measure identifies the
number of social services and public facilities to be removed along the right-of-
way. Community groups most affected by the loss of social services and public
facilities are special users, who generally have a greater overall need for social
services and who, because of mobility problems, must often depend more on their
local area's services and facilities. The elimination of local services and facilities
will mean that the local population in general, and special user groups in particuiar,
must forego certain services or travel farther to obtain them.

3-81



4.3.2 METHODOLOGY

SCRTD land acquisition maps were reviewed and a field survey of commercial land
uses was conducted to identify the types of businesses subject to displacement. The
field survey did not cover demographic characteristics of residential displacement.
Instead, 1980 census tract data were analyzed to determine likely characteristics of
displaced residents. After land acquisition requirements are refined, it will be
necessary to identify more precisely the characteristics of both residential and
commercial displacement in order to suggest comparable relocation sites as required
by the Uniform Relocation Act.

4.3.3 DISPLACEMENT IMPACTS

Table 3-27 presents general information on the type and extent of displacement that
would occur because of construction of the Metro Rail Project. This table differs
from that in the Draft EIS/EIR as a result of refined estimates of land acquisition
that have been documented in SCRTD's Staff Relocation Analysis and Report (August
1983). Off-street siting of stations and facilities creates considerable displacement
in some areas, as shown by the high number of commercial establishments displaced
around the Wilshire/Alvarado and Hollywood/Cahuenga Stations and the numerous
residential displacements around the Wilshire/Alvarado, Hollywood/ Cahuenga, and
Universal City Stations. With respect to social services and public facilities, none
are displaced under the Minimum Operable Segment, five are displaced under the
Locally Preferred Alternative, and three are displaced under the Aerial Option.

Displacement of residential structures under the Minimum Operable Segment would
include 24 multifamily dwellings in the Wilshire/Alvarado Station area. The Locally
Preferred Alternative would displace an additional six single family and 171
multifamily units. The Aerial Option requires more residential land acquisition than
the Locally Preferred Alternative, involving a total of ten single family and 193
muttifamily units. Table 3-28 presents population and housing characteristics of
residents in the affected areas. This information was obtained from interviews with
owners of the residential population and a sampling of the tenant population.
Additional population characteristics were obtained from the 1980 census statistics.
The relocation report has identified that sufficient resources should be available to
meet the projected needs for replacement housing in all station environs.

Service and office businesses account for the overwhelming majority of displaced
commercial and nonprofit establishments. On the average, they are small to
medium-sized businesses. The one exception is at Universal City, where the
displacement of 24 businesses affects nearly 276 employees. Table 3-29 presents
detailed information about displacement of commercial/service establishments. This
data was obtained from a complete occupancy survey of all affected businesses in
the station site. The relocation report indicates that in most cases it will be feasible
to relocate all businesses in the general vicinity of their displacement.

A total of five nonprofit/services facilities would be displaced under the Locally
Preferred Alternative, three under the Aerial Option, and none under the Minimum
Operable Segment. The facility in the Fairfax/Santa Monica Station environs is a
small church located in a 2-story office and retail building. The two nonprofit
facilities in the Hollywood/Cahuenga Station environs consist of a women's health
education center and small religious center. Of the two facilities in the North
Hollywood area, one is a thrift store and the other is a small religious center located
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TABLE 3-27
METRO RAIL DISPLACEMENT!

Total Total Total
Residential Commercial Nonprofit/Services/
Affected Areas Units Establishments Facilities
Main Yard and Shop 0 8 0 =
Station §
Union Station 0 ? 0 E
Civic Center 0 | 0 =
Fifth/Hill 0 3 0 E
Seventh/Flower 0 14 0 E
Wilshire/Alvarado R 17 o £
Wilshire/Vermont - 0 4 0 E
Wilshire/Normandie 0 0 0 §
Wilshire/Western 0 3 o £
Wilshire/Crenshaw 9] 0 0 g
Wilshire/La Brea 0 4 0 E
Wilshire/F airfax 0 2 0 =
Fairfax/Beverly 0 E o E
Fairfax/Santa Monica 0 27 ! E
La Rrea/Sunset 0 5 0 §
Hollywood/Cahuenga 27 40 2 E
Hollywood Row 0 0 0 E
Universal City 136 24 0 E
North Hollywood Underground’ 14 24 2 =
North Hollywood Aerial’ 0 5 o E
Aerial Corridor 16 5 o E
Locally Preferred Alternative 201 197 5 E
Aerial Option 203 183 3 E
Minimum Operable Segment 24 77 0 =

Source: SCRTD Staff Relocation Analysis/Report, August |983.

| These estimates are subject to change during Final Design as more detailed
information is developed.

?Does not include parking structures or tail tracks.
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TABLE 3-28
ESTIMATED POPULATION AND HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS OF RESIDENTIAL DISPLACEMENT!

HOUSING TYPE UNIT TENURE HOUSEHOLD

Single  Multi~ Number of Median Percent
Affected Area Family Family Residents Owner Renter Vacant Income Minoritz2
Wilshire/Alvarado’ 0 /50 o .0..0 M 0 § 6oni* T TUHY
Hollywood /Cahuenga® 0 27 32 | 2% 0 8,452* 40
Universal (‘ityll 4 132 201 ! 131 4 16,062 16
North Hollywood ? 12 43 I 13 0 13,033 98
Aerial Corridor 6 10 27 30 66 0 13,033 15

Source: SCAG, 1980 Population and Housing Report.

*Since the median income in these areas is less than 80 percent of the County's median income, they are considered
low income by the State of Califomia.

I These estimates are subject to change upon confirmation of Final Design.

2Minority is defined to include Hispanic, Black, Asian, Indian, and other.

3¢ommon to all Project alternatives.

bRelevant only to the Locally Preferred Alternative and Aerial Option.



TABLE 3-29
DISPLACEMENT OF COMMERCIAL/NONPROFIT ESTABLISHMENTS!

Commercial Service/ Res-
Affected Areas Parking Retail Office touront
Main Yard and Shop
and Line Segment 0 0 ! |
Stations
Unijon Station 0 0 | 0
Civic Center | 0 0 0
Fifth/Mill 2 | 0 0
Seventh/Flower =~ 0 4 8 2
Wilshire/Alvarade” -3 B - | 5
Wilshire/Vermont I r |
Wilshire /Western | 2 0 0
Wilshire/La Brea ! 2 { ¢
Wilshire /Fair fax 0 ! | 0
Fairfox/Beverly 0 19 0 0
Fairfax/Santa Monica 0 9 18 0
Sunset/La Brea 0 | 4 0
Hollywood /Caohuenga 2 12 21 )
Universo! City 0 0 24 0
North Hollyw
Undergrourx! 0 3 18 0
Norfh' F?Hywood
Aerial 0 3 2 0
Aerial Caorridor 0 | 4 0
Locally Preferred
Alternative 1 66 99 14
Aerial Option " 64 87 14
Minimum Operable Segment ¢ 38 14 92

Indus-
trial

0O 0O 0 0O 0O 0O OO0 OO0 O O —

o

Preliminary

Total Total Estimate of
Commercial Nonprofit/ Toto!
Establishments Services Employees
8 0 322
2 0 0
1 0 0
3 0 20
14 0 51

= 17 0 ]
4 0 56
3 0 28
4 0 10
2 0 30
19 0 36
27 | 58
5 0 I
40 2 176
24 0 276
24 2 222
0 46

0 75

197 S 1,406
183 3 1,301
77 0 663

Source: SCRTD Staff Report on Preliminary Property Acquisition and Relocation Costs, April, 1983.

I These estimates are subject to change upon confirmation of Fina!l Design.

2Does not include parking structures or tail tracks.
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~ policies. The State of Cahforn;&sm

in a converted residential structure. In addition to these displacements, a city fire
station will be relocated. The relocation report indicates that no special problems
are likely with the relocation of any of these nonprofit/service facilities.

4.4 MITIGATION

T
e T T S,

The *federa’l Umform’Relocuhon Assnsfonce ; eu]éP:operty Acqu:srhmi’ohcnes
Act of 1970 (PublicLaw:9i-646) mandates certdin Télocation services-and payments
by SCRTD to eligible residents, business concerns, and nonprofit organizations dis--
placed by the Metro Rail Project. - The -Act -provides for- uunlfmnnnd«equltnble’"
treatment of persons dispiaced Hrom Fheir.homes, businesses, orfarms HyTec I
federally assisted programs nond ishes .uniform and ‘equitable land-acqu
d Government Code Section’ 7260 <t seq.
brings the Califomia RelocationiAct3ritosconformance with the federdl ‘Uniform
Reloccmon Acf.

In the acquisition of real property by a public agency, both the federal and state acts
seek to insure consistent and fair treatment for owners of real property; to
encourage and expedite acquisition by agreement in order to avoid litigation and
relieve congestion in the courts; and to promote confidence in public land
acquisition. One of the fundamental requirements of the legislation is that no person
be required to move from his or her home unless affordable, decent, safe, and
sanitary replacement housing is available and not generally less desirable with regard
to public utilities and public and commercial facilities than the home from which the
individual is being displaced.

In addition to the legislation discussed above, owners of private property acquired for
public use have a federal and state constitutional guarantee that their property will
not be taken or damaged for public use unless they first receive just compensation.
Just compensation is measured by the market valve of the property taken. Gener-
ally, the fair market value of property taken is the

"highest price on the date of valuation that would be agreed
to by a seller, being willing to sell but under no particular or
urgent necessity for so doing, nor obliged to sell, and a
buyer, being ready, willing and able to buy but under no
particular necessity for so doing, each dealing with the other
with full knowledge of all the uses and purposes for which
the property is reasonably adaptable and available." (Code
of Civil Procedure Section 1263.320a.)

The preferred approach to dealing with displacement is avoidance, by modifying
either the alignment or entrance locations. (For example, by meodifying the
alignment for the Wilshire/Fairfax area and placing the station in the parking lot
behind the May Company, the displacement impact is reduced from nine commercial
establishments to two, a gas station and the May Company Budget Store.) However,

* UMTA's Circular 4530.1 dated March 1, 1978 covers the appraisal and acquisition
of real property, relocation services, moving and replacement housing payments, and
other allowable expense payments mandated by the Uniform Relocation Act.
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it is not always feasible to make such a change without causing more
displacements. Where this is infeasible, SCRTD will follow the provisions of the
Uniform Relocation Act by identifying replacement sites for housing, businesses, and
nonprofit organizations. A detailed relocation report has been developed which
contains an inventory of all displaced persons and businesses and identifies those that
may be difficult to relocate. The plan also evaluates the availability of replacement
resources. SCRTD will establish a relocation advisory program that will coordinate
all such assistance efforts by using a staff of experienced real estate specialists.

As part of the relocation advisory program, public informational meetings will be
held to describe the relocation program and to identify the impacted parcels. These
meetings will be held as frequently as necessary in the project station areas and at
times that are convenient for the displaced persons to attend. Individual letters
announcing the public meetings will be mailed to the affected owners and occupants
and will also be advertised in local newspapers. Written information which explains
the relocation benefits, the related eligibility requirements, and the procedures for
obtaining assistance will be distributed. Each residential and commercial occupant
will have a Real Estate Specialist assigned to work directly with the occupant
throughout the relocation process.

The Real Estate Specialist assigned to a residential occupant will personally
interview each person to be displaced and determine the person's relocation needs
and preferences. Addresses of comparable replacement dwellings that are currently
available and within the financial means of the displacee will be provided.
Transportation to inspect the referred properties will be offered and made available
if desired by the occupant. Information on the location of schools, parks, churches,
shopping centers, and public transportation will be made available. Special literature
on other housing-related topics such as energy efficiency, family budgeting, building
code requirements and standards, and equal opportunity will also be available as the
need requires. A current listing of available VA and FHA properties and Section 8
housing will also be maintained. The Real Estate Specialist will inform the
displacees of the eligibility requirements for obtaining such housing and serve as a
ligison to assist them in securing these accommodations. The Real Estate staff will
seek to minimize hardship to persons adjusting to relocation by providing counseling
advice and referrals to social services agencies when the need is identified.

Business and nonprofit organizations will be personally interviewed to determine
their relocation needs and preferences. The Real Estate Specialist will assist the
commercial occupant in contacting the Small Business Administration, the Economic
Development Agency, trade associations, Chambers of Commerce, lending
institutions, real estate agencies, brokers, and multiple listing realty boards in order
to provide assistance in locating and obtaining a suitable replacement facility,
financial assistance and guidance in reestablishing a successful business operation.
Advisory services and assistance will also include: consultations concerning space,
traffic patterns, and market requirements; information explaining the availability of
space, costs, and square footage of comparable sites; and information relative to
property values, growth potential in various areas, zoning ordinances, and any other
information that may assist the businessperson in making an informed decision
relative to a relocation site. Assistance in helping to plan and prepare for the actual
move will also be provided. This will include assistance in the preparation of
inventory lists and moving specifications, obtaining bids from qualified movers, and
scheduling the move to cause the least disruption to normal operations.
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Policies and procedures to ensure that displaced residential and commercial owners
and occupants obtain information regarding acquisition and relocation services are
described in SCRTD's Milestone Report 5: Right-of-Way Acquisition and Relocation
Policies and Procedures. The polices and procedures stipulate that all real property
acquired by SCRTD will be appraised for its fair market value and an amount of just
compensation determined. An offer is made based on the appraisals. Each person or
business required to relocate will be given 90 days notice and may be eligible for
certain relocation services and payment. No residential occupant will be required to
move until other available housing that is decent, safe, sanitary, and within the
financial means of the displaced person has been offered. If it is determined that a
sufficient amount of affordable, comparable housing is not available for replacement
purposes, SCRTD may offer a last resort housing payment to supplement the
relocation payments on a case-by-case basis to qualified residential occupants. The
Real Estate Specialist will work with businesses to assure that comparable facilities
are available.

In some cases a business may not be so able to relocate without a substantial loss of
its existing patronage. In this case the business may choose to receive a fixed
payment in lieu of actual moving and related expenses in order to mitigate the
negative impact and business losses.

5.SOCIAL AND COMMUNITY IMPACTS

5.1 INTRODUCTION

The Metro Rail alignment will traverse communities with many diverse social
characteristics. This section identifies those communities which comprise the
station environs and focuses on neighborhoods within one-half mile around each
station. It discusses existing characteristics, community values, and trends and
identifies impacts specific to the construction and operation of the Metro Rail
Project, as well as those that may result from increased development stimulated by
the Project alternatives in the station environs.

5.2 EXISTING CONDITIONS

Sociologically similar stations have been grouped together in the following discussion
which provides a backdrop against which the Locally Preferred Alternative, the
Aerial Option, and the Minimum Operable Segment can be evaluated.*

CBD. The downtown station environs have relatively low residential populations,
consisting primarily of minorities with relatively even age distributions. Downtown
residential development would probably change the ethnic and economic composition
of these station environs. Middle- to upper-income-oriented condominium projects

*Data collection and survey techniques are detailed in the SCRTD Technical Report
on Social and Community Impacts (1983).
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are likely to attract new residents who will raise the median income while decreasing
the percentage of the minority population. The elderly population may also increase
when aaditional housing for the elderly is built. Dispersed throughout the area are
residential hotels which provide low cost housing and artists' studios.

Union Station. The immediate station area borders on the industrial periphery of the
CBD and is near several ethnic communities on the east side ot the downtown area:
Chinatown, Little Tokyo, and expanding Hispanic areas. The social fabric of the area
is characterized by an overall resident population approximately 45 percent Asian,
primarily Chinese, and 39 percent Hispanic, mostly Mexican. These residential areas
are transitional low-income areas strongly divided by ethnic background with very
territorial populations. The Union Station architecture, important public places
nearby, and ethnic contrasts create a strong image and draw significant tourist and
pedestrian trade to the area. Olvera Street, the Pueblo, and Chinatown are regional
attractions, generating activity both day and night. The primary traffic artery is
Alameda Street, although pedestrian movement is concentrated in the areas around
Olvera Street and on parking areas to the west and north.

Civic Center. Government buildings, Civic Center Plaza, the Mall, and the Music
Center Complex to the north are the major focuses of the station area. Along Hill
Street, just to the west of the proposed station entrances, lies a portion of the high
density Bunker Hill housing development primarily tor the elderly.

Fifth/Hill. This station area lies in the heart of the CBD. The Pershing Square area
offers pedestrian access to a number of important activity centers—retail
commercial shopping on Broadway, the Jewelry Mart, Grand Central Market, Spring
Street, the Biltmore Hotel, and the Main Library. The focus of the area for
residents, employees, and tourists is Pershing Square. The plaza is heavily used
during daylight hours, attracting tourists, vagrants and youth gangs, and downtown
employees during lunch. After ottice hours the area becomes unsafe for pedestrian
activity.

Seventh/F lower. This station area contains the important office, retail shopping, and
financial buildings of the CBD, with access to Seventh Street retail stores. As a
result, Seventh Street is a major auto and pedestrian artery through the Central
Business District. Pedestrian volume is heavy during the day. Housing is located on
the periphery of the station environs in the South Park and the Convention Center
areas.

predominantly young, Hispanic population. - The orea 'serves -us-a port :of -entry for
Central Americens.z:5hops and services .are.well patronized.by ithis:largely low
income population.= Residents value the .ethnic-homogeneity-of ithe:areu,as well as
its central {ocation :and good public transportation, characteristics all expected to
continue. The Hispanic population will probably-increase -in the area because rental
rates are comparatively low; the lack of new housing units may increasethe already
high level of .overcrowding.

Mid-Wilshire. The Wilshire/Vermont, Wilshire/Normandie, and Wilshire/Western
Station environs are ethnically similar, with considerable white, Asian, and Hispanic
populations. In the last decade, the Asian population has tormed Koreatown, which
continues to grow. Hispanics represent a larger percentage of the population at
Wilshire/Vermont than at either of the other station environs. North of Wilshire
Boulevard, incomes are higher and white residents constitute a larger percentage of
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the population. Overall, the population tends to be young. Important attributes of
the area include central location, good public transportation, and convenient ameni-
ties. In the future, Koreatown will probably expand and Hispanics will continue to
migrate westward along Wilshire Boulevard. The relatively large increase in younger
members of minority groups suggest that the median age will become more youthful.

Wilshire/Vermont. The generally low-income resident population reflects a diversity
of ethnic groups. The population is 45 percent Hispanic, 30 percent white, and 15
percent Asian and, in general, is relatively young—~the median age is 30 years—
residing almost exclusively in renter occupied units. The area is an important
Wilshire Corridor location, with a very high daytime employment population and
heavy volume of pedestrian and auto traffic. The hierarchy of primary auto and
pedestrian traffic arteries supports the definition of the land use pattern. Wilshire
Boulevard and Vermont Avenue are clearly primary, Seventh and Sixth Streets are
secondary, and there are “tertiary" residential streets. The intersection of Wilshire
and Vermont is a main bus transter point.

Wilshire/Normandie. Residential areas north and south of Wilshire (north of Sixth,
south of Seventh) support a large, ethnically diverse resident population: 30 percent
Hispanic, 32 percent white, |0 percent Black, and 25 percent Asian. There is little
overlap in the spatial and movement patterns between the area's employment and
resident populations. High rise office buildings, between Howard Avenue and the
Ambassador Hotel or Wilshire Boulevard, attract a large daytime employment
population.

Wilshire/ Western. The station area is a biend of regional and local influences: major
office buildings are near neighborhood churches, retail stores, and housing. The
resident and employment population are fairly independent of each other. A
relatively dense population lives north and south of the office, commercial, and
retail uses along Wilshire Boulevard. This population is ethnically diverse—22
percent Hispanic, 35 percent white, 25 percent Asian, and |4 percent Black--and
predominantly low and low-middle income,

Crenshaw. The Wilshire/Crenshaw Station environs are relatively high income areas
containing sections of Hancock Park and Windsor Square. The majority of the
population is white, though Hispanics and Asians together comprise 40 percent.
These minority populations reside primarily south of Wilshire Boulevard. There are
few public services and commercial shops in the station environs, so residents must
leave the area for shopping and social services and facilities. important attributes of
the community are stability, atmosphere, and central location. The area is likely to
change little because of restrictive zoning, community organization, and the rela-
tively high incomes required to live in most of the environs. Ethnic diversity will
slowly increase, however, as minority groups move west along Wilshire Boulevard.

Miracle Mile. The Miracle Mile area, containing the Wilshire/La Brea and Wilshire/
Fairfax Station environs, consists of a largely elderly, white population with middie
incomes. Much of the population is Jewish and identifies with the nearby Fairfax/
Beverly neighborhood. The commercial section of these environs is currently under-
going a gradual revival. Community surveys show the area's central location, con-
venient amenities, low housing costs, and good public transportation were most
important. In the future, the minority population in these station environs is likely
to increase slightly as middle income Asians and Hispanics move west along Wilshire,
replacing elderly residents. Middle income Blacks now living south of Wilshire Boule-
vard are likely to move northward. Relative to other station environs, income in this
cluster would remain high.
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Wilshire/La Brea. The middle income resident population in the station area is 68
percent white, 18 percent Black, 8 percent Asian, and 6 percent Hispanic. The area
is currently characterized by very light pedestrian traffic and mostly through auto
traffic. The area has no major destinations or public spaces and attractions.

Wilshire/Fairfax. This station area serves a residential community and major
regional, public activity center. It includes the following attractions: the Los
Angeles County Art Museum, the Rancho La Brea Tar Pits, and the Page Museum of
Natural History. The area draws visitors and tourists seven days a week, and is
especially busy on weekend afternoons, when auto traffic and pedestrian activity
around Hancock Park are high. The resident population in the station area is
homogeneous—80 percent white and predominantly middle income.

Fairfax. The Fairfax/Beverly and Fairfax/Santa Monica Station environs have large
Jewish populations to which the commercial area is generally oriented. A large
percentage of the population is elderly, with low to middle incomes, but in recent
years many young singles and couples have moved in. Attributes valued by residents
include convenient amenities and good public transportation, as well as neighborhood
atmosphere and ethnic homogeneity. Though projections show few land use changes
for the Fairfax/Santa Monica Station environs, the Fairfax/Beverly area is projected
to experience large scale office, residential, and retail development. Higher den-
sities and a more diverse, regionally oriented commercial atmosphere would change
the character of the area. The average age would continue to decline, and new
residential units would probably be oriented toward middle to upper income profes-
sionals who identify less with the area's Jewish orientation than current residents.

Fairfax/Beverly. The resident population is of predominantly eastern European,
Jewish descent. The area has the highest median age (50.2 years) and the highest
percentage of population over 65 years old (34 percent) of any Metro Rail station
area in the Regional Core. The population is socially stable and homogeneous. The
cultural and religious homogeneity is readily apparent in the physical structure of the
neighborhood and in activity patterns of residents. Generally, residents are low and
middle income. More than seventy percent are renters. Their territorial definition
of the area is further enhanced by the proximity of neighborhood shopping, banking,
cultural, religious, and entertainment facilities. In addition, two regional scale
retail, tourist, and employment centers in this immediate vicinity—F armers Market
and CBS Television City— are important regional destinations.

Fairfax/Santa Monica. The proposed station is at the intersection of Fairfax and
Santa Monica Boulevards on the juncture of two very distinct communities, the
Fairfax district and the west Hollywood "gay" strip. The area is high density,
ethnically homogeneous (90 percent white), and 40 percent single. The resident
population spans the full range of income groups.

Hollywood. Three proposed stations would serve the mixed retail-office-residential
community of Hollywood, one in the predominantly residential La Brea/Sunset area,
one in the predominantly commercial Hollywood/Cahuenga area, and one adjacent to
the Hollywood Bowl. The population in the La Brea/Sunset and Hollywood/Cahuenga
Station environs is mainly white, although there is a Hispanic minority population and
a recent influx of immigrants from the Middle East. The current residents are low to
middle income and many identify with the entertainment and tourist-oriented atmo-
sphere of Hollywood Boulevard. Population in the environs of the Hollywood Bowl
Station is also primarily white, although their economic status would be considered
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high income. The community survey revealed that Hollywood residents value the
ared's central location and proximity to work, as well as convenient amenities and
good public transit. These environs would probably experience slight increases in
minority and immigrant populations. New residential developments, however, would
probably be oriented to higher income residents and draw new residents to the area.

La Brea/Sunset. This area is predominantly residential. The resident popuiation is

75 percent white, with a Hispanic population of |5 percent. Approximately 55
percent of this population live in single person households. The area is primarily a
commercial and regional employment and activity center. The commercial area
includes a diverse mix of retail stores, motels, and entertainment uses, and
pedestrian activity is high most of the day.

Hollywood/Cahuenga. {n the heart of Hollywood, this primarily commercial area

contains @ mix of retail and office development. It includes the concentration of
offices centered at Sunset Boulevard and Vine Street which serves tne entertainment
industry. This station area has a resident population, a transient population, and a
significant population of tourists, visitors, and patrons. The resident population is
predominantly white, with 24 percent of the population Hispanic. Both auto and
pedestrian activities are high most of the day. At night, pedestrian movement is
particularly heavy.

Hollywood Bowl. The proposed station location is located on Highland Avenue just

south of the Hollywood Freeway and next to the Whiﬂey Heights area. The housing
along Highland Avenue 1s primarily rental units in the medium to high cost range.
Traffic along this mo;or connector to the Hollywood Freeway is heavy, pqrhculorly
during rush hours and is mostly limited to automobile travel. The area experiences
extremely heavy traffic during evening summer pertormances at the Hollywood
Bowl. The over |60 exclusive homes i1n the Whitley Heights area on the opposite side
of the avenue were built to resemble a Mediterranean hillside village. This area is
listed on the National Register of Historic Places. The population in this general
area is predominantly white, high income.

San Fernando Valley. The Universal City and North Hollywood Station environs, like
the CBD, are not heavily populated. Predominantly, residents are white and have
higher incomes, but the North Hollywood commercial district also contains large
Hispanic communities. In the Universal City areq, residents reported neighborhood
stability and atmosphere to be important community qualities. Inexpensive housing
and convenient amenities are the valued characteristics in the North Hollywood
Station environs. Both station environs would experience dramatic land use changes
by the year 2000. Office space in Universal City would increase significantly. This
may not, however, affect the relatively isolated, well-buffered residential
communities within the station environs. The North Hollywood Station environs are
within a CRA project area, which is expected to induce a major expansion of retail,
office, and residential land uses. This CRA project would increase the eiderly popu-
lation and would also make North Hollywood a more regionally oriented office
center.

Universal City. Most of the small, predominantly white, middle-upper income

resident population live in single family dwellings in the hills south of the proposed
station site, south of Ventura Boulevard. The station area has direct access to major
planned and existing corporate facilities, the Campo de Cahuenga historical
landmark, Weddington Park, and the residential areas south of Ventura Boulevard.
Universal Studios is a major tourist attraction.
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North Hollywood. The site is a juncture of light industrial, retail, public, and
residential uses. The resident population is 66 percent white and 27 percent
Hispanic, and predominantly lower-middle income.

Aerial Corridor. Ethnic distributions along the Aerial Corridor are similar to those
in the environs of the Universal City and North Hollywood Stations. There is a large
percentage of whites and a substantial Hispanic population. The community survey
revealed the existing neighborhood quality to be highly valued, with visual
appearance, stability, and neighborhood atmosphere the most important
components. Communities along the corridor would probably experience few changes
trom the present trend of an increasing percentage of Hispanics and young people.
Deterioration, mentioned by residents as a negative characteristic of the area, may
also continue unless the proposed commercial anchors at North Hollywood and
Universal City revitalize the areas near Lankershim Boulevard.

5.3 IMPACT ASSESSMENT

Social impacts have been assessed in two broad categories: community cohesion and
accessibility. Impacts affecting community cohesion include land use and
displacement, traffic, aesthetics, and noise and vibration. Both regional and local
accessibility are addressed particularly as they affect special user groups.

5.3.1 COMMUNITY COHESION

Social change in neighborhoods can be perceived as both positive and negative,
depending on the social values and characteristics of the community. As discussed in
the Community Participation chapter, a significant effort has been made to involve
the community in the planning process. As a result, the maintenance of essential
neighborhood qualities, which are important to a community's cohesiveness, has been
an integral objective in the planning of station design and location.

Land Use and Displacement. Two types of displacement could occur as a result of
the construction and operation ot the rail rapid transit system which could affect
community cohesion directly and indirectly. Direct displacement, which involves
acquisition and removal of existing residences and facilities for Metro Rail
construction, are discussed in the Land Acquisition Displacement section of this
chapter. Generally, displacement in most station areas is minimal relative to the
total popuiation, and a loss of cohesiveness for the majority of station environs has
been determined to be insignificant it occurring at all. The direct displacements
which are ideniified tor each station environs are estimates from the SCRTD Draft
Relocation Analysis/Report and these estimates are subject to change during Final
Design.

Indirect dispilacement could occur as a result of increased development
accommodated by the project. As documented in the Land Use and Development
section of this chapter, increasead aevelopment is a primarily positive impact in all
station environs, especially those within designated centers. Economically stagnant
or declining areas would be revitalized; additional commercial services and jobs
would be more accessible to the surrounding community; and opportunities would be
created for pedestrian-oriented activity. Additionally, the increased suitability of
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station environs for residential uses could lead to a net increase in housing for all
station environs. In most of the station environs, La Brea/Sunset and Hollywood/
Cahuenga for example, increased development could increase community cohesion by
tostering social and economic interaction. However, development can also adversely
impact the existing community activities.

Increased development may be seen as negative when it displaces existing uses, such
as housing, commercial services, and public facilities, which are perceived by
residents as vital to community cohesion. This displacement may occur either as a
direct result of redevelopment or indirectly if rents were to rise beyond the financial
means of existing tenants. Impacts due to increased rents may especially affect
social, recreational, and cultural services which generally operate on tight budgets
and can quickly feel economic pressures. Generally, the degree of impact on
cohesion due to these indirect as welil as direct displacements can be considered
proportional to a neighborhood's degree of ethnic homogeneity, its frequency of daily
social interaction at local social or religious institutions, and cultural and social
perceptions. Potential changes To community cohesion within each station's environs
is described below.

Central Business District. Under the No Project Alternative, substantial increases in
both residential and commercial development is expected to occur in the CBD.
Metro Rail will increase tnis development trend to some degree, however, much less
than in other stations. Joint development may serve as a stimulus to further
development, and surrounding property values may increase leading to either
redevelopment or increased rents. This may have a negative impact on existing low-
income residents and businesses such as residential hotels and social, recreational,
and cultural services.

The Los Angeles Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA) has expressed a concern
that galleries and art-related activity such as artists' studio space may be indirectly
displaced. These uses, which are currently dispersed throughout the station environs,
generally occupy marginal, vacant commercial space. The CRA anticipates that the
Museumn of Contemporary Art, planned for Bunker Hlill, will increase the demand for
these types of facilities.

Residential hotels are dispersed throughout the station environs, which are zoned
almost exclusively for commercial use. Residential hotels are especially vulnerable
to indirect displacement as they are frequently located in buildings which are
susceptible to reinvestment—either removal and replacement by new commercial
buildings or renovation, probably as office space. Occupants of these hotels will be
negatively impacted as they are generally low-income residents.

The demographic profile in the CBD will begin to change towards a higher median
income, a higher level ot auto ownership, and a greater percentage of whites, as
middle and upper income professionals seeking to live closer to work move in. The
rise in population in the downtown area will increase the demand on existing social
services. While this is primarily a fiscal impact, it also affects the "quality of life"
in the CBD. Displacement of commercial establishments at the Fifth/Hill and
Seventh/Flower Stations could reduce the availability of local services, thus
somewhat altering local activity patterns.

Wilshire/AIvarddo. Under the Locally Preferred Alternative or the Minimum

Operable Segment, population is expected to increase substantially over what would
have occurred under the No Project Alternative. The Project alternatives could
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uructerlshcsﬁzof “the -area, as - mednm "irficome zmight
errfial ‘wATts Zappeal “to ‘higher mﬁma@roups:&ﬂlf this
occurs, current residents m@ﬂhtoﬁﬂsemb}eﬂto -afford shngher arentSHin<the wnew
= housing. New commercial ses thelcorrentlPwitaitiower-income Hispanic
commercial center‘might: Jeopm'dlze1he :ureu's many- smallmurgnml businesses which
cater to this population.

Under the Locally Preferred Alternative and the Minimum Operable Segment, |7
commercial establishments and 24 residential units will be directiy displaced. The
majority of the residents to be displaced are Hispanic. These displacements,
theretore, may negatively impact this highly cohesive Hispanic community.
Additionally, since most of the commercial establishments to be displaced are
typical of the many small marginal businesses in the area which cater to the
predominantly Hispanic population, this may also negatively impact community
cohesion. Mitigation measures have been identified, however, which may assist these
establishments in remaining in the community. The SCRTD Relocation Analysis
Report indicated that sufficient resources should be available within a one-mile
radius to meet the projected needs for replacement housing.

Wilshire/Crenshaw. The area around the Wilshire/Crenshaw Station has a high
median income and is almost entirely residential. Residents in the area have
expressed concern that a station would result in high-intensity development that
would be inconsistent with the Park Mile Specific Plan and would create pressure to
redevelop single family housing. As the Land Use and Development section
indicates, year 2000 market projections for development under the Project alterna-
tives would utilize 54 to 75 percent of the capacity tor new commercial development
and |8 percent of the capacity for new residential development permitted by the
Park Mile Specific Plan. Furthermore, as long as the Specific Plan remains intact,
and it cannot be altered without the same public input that went into its tormation,
overdevelopment of the Specific Plan area cannot occur.

Increased pedestrian activity arouna the station and the additional development of a
low-rise office building along Wilshire Boulevard, consistent with the Park Mile
Specific Plan, would be the only changes expected with the Locally Preferred
Alternative or Minimum Operable Segment. Restrictive zoning would deter
significant land use changes in the station environs. The community's two most
valued characteristics—social stability and neighborhood atmosphere—are not likely
to be affected by the addition of a Metro Rail station. Accordingly, community
behavior and activity patterns are unlikely to change and community cohesion would
be maintained.

Wilshire/L.a Brea. Impacts in this segment of the Wilshire Corridor include major
increases in residential and commercial development. In particufar, the amount of
residential acreage developed in the Wilshire/La Brea Station area is projected to
almost triple over the growth projected under the No Project Alternative. The
increased development is expected to improve the availability of local shopping and
services. However, the new residential development might be unaffordable to lower
income minorities. The currently high percentage of elderly residents is also
projected to decline.

Wilshire/F airfax. To avoid potential paleontological resources a station site to the
west of the most sensitive areas, in the parking lot behind the May Company, has
been adopted. Two commercial uses (a gas station and the May Company Budget
store) and no residential units would be displaced. The displacements would have no
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impact on community cohesion. This station location has accessibility to buses and
the subway and provides for integration of the bus/rail interface. Service to major
trip generators will be provided (County Art Museum, La Brea Tar Pits, May
Company, etc.) while still maintaining excellent accessibility to the La Brea Tar
Pits/Museum Complex. There exists less community opposition by local residents to
this site than the previously proposed site.

Fairfax/Beverly. Under all rail alternatives, 19 small retail businesses in the

Farmers Market complex would be directly displaced. The primary clientele for
these businesses are tourists who frequent the Market and CBS studios, and these
businesses will probably desire to remain in the Farmers Market complex. This may
be accomplished by reconstruction of the demolished wing after construction is
completed. Temporary facilities may be an alternative solution that allows these
businesses to continue operating during the construction period.

Significant pressures for social change are expected to occur with or without the
Metro Rail Project. The area is projected to be a major new development center.
Under the Minimum Operable Segment, this station would be the terminal station.
With the Locally Preferred Alternative or Minimum Operable Segment, the amount
of growth is expected to be comparable. It would more than double the No Project
Alternative estimates. As a result, the demand for residential land in the station
area would far exceed the supply of residentially zoned land. The new commercial
development would be oriented towards more regional uses and could conflict with
the ared's many small businesses which cater to local residents. Valued by its
residents tor 1ts convenient services, good public transportation, ethnic homogeneity,
and neighborhood atmosphere, this largely Jewish community could begin to lose
some of its cohesiveness and character as a result of growth in conjunction with the
rail project.

Fairfax/Santa Monica. Under the Locally Preferred Alternative and Aerial Option,

two 2-story buildings containing 27 commercial businesses and a church would be
displaced. These commercial properties consist of retail street-level businesses and
small offices on the second story. The church is located in second story office
space. The SCRTD Relocation Analysis Report has identified that sufficient
resources should be available to assist these facilities in relocating. Displacement of
these uses is not expected to affect community cohesion.

With Metro Rail, the amount of induced growth would more than double the No
Project Alternative estimates at this station. This is perceived by many residents as
a positive impact since it may revitalize the community by providing additional
services, jobs, and accessibility. At the same time, however, residents who perceive
the area as a stable residential community, view this as a negative impact, as the
demand for housing may increase beyond the available supply of housing causing
indirect displacements.

La Brea/Sunset, Hollywood/Cahuenga. Metro Rail would ftriple the projected

residential development for both the La Brea/Sunset and Hollywood/Cahuenga
Station areas. Hollywood/Cchuengao is already a large retail and entertainment area;
Meiro Rail would double the projected commercial square footage expected under
the No Project Alternative. La Brea/Sunset is not currently a strong retail area, but
Mmetro Rail would stimulate retail development in the immediate station area. This
increased demand for commercial space could increase current rents and adversely
affect existing social services agencies in the environs if they were unable to afford
these higher rents.
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Increases in commercial, particularly retail activities would have a greater impact at
La Brea/Sunset than at Hollywood/Cahuenga. Demographically, the ared's median
income would increase as new housing units would probably attract wealthier
residents, possibly curtailing the flow of many difterent immigrant groups to the
Hollywood area, and slowing the growth ot the youth population.

Although a substantial number of direct displacements will occur, the SCRTD
Relocation Analysis Report identifies that relocation should present no special
problems because of the large number of available commercial facilities in the
adjoining area and the substantial number of comparable residential units available.

Hollywood Bowl. No development at the Hollywood Bowl is likely as a result of the
proposed Metro Rail station, and no change in the neighborhood mix is expected.
Daily traffic is expected to decrease along both Highland and the Hollywood F reeway
due to the Metro Rail. Bowl season traffic would also decrease as concert goers
would find the Metro Rail far more convenient than driving.

Patronage at this station is projected to be quite low during the Bowl's off-season
and would be limited to the people living in the immediate area. Those persons living
north and south of the area would be more likely to travel to the Universal City and
Hollywood/Cahuenga Stations, respectively. No park and ride facility is being
planned for this station due to the potential conflict with Hollywood Bowl
pertormance parking.

Universal City. Under tnhe No Project Alternative, development for the Universal
City Station environs is substantial. MCA, a private corporation, has plans for a
substantial amount of deveiopment in the area. The environs will change
significantly by the year 2000 regardiess of Metro Rail construction. It is likely,
however, that Metro Rail would have a role in supporting these trends to some
degree. Under the Locally Preterred Alternative, 136 residential units will be
directly displaced as well as 24 commercial establishments. Four of these residences
are single family units and 66 percent of the total units are renter occupied. The
majority of all residences to be displaced can be attributed to a relatively new
condominium project consisting of a diverse, middle-income population.

North Hollywood. Under the No Project Alternative, development for the North
Hollywood Station environs is substantial. Under both the Locally Preferred
Alternative and the Aerial Option, the proposed station environs would be located
within @ Community Redevelopment Agency project area and large projects are
being proposed for this area. These projects make neighborhood trends and
perceptions difficult to analyze since the environs will change significantly by the
year 200U regardless of Metro Rail construction. It is likely, however, under the
Locally Preferred Alternative, that Metro Rail would have a role in supporting these
developments to some degree.

Concern has been expressed by residents of North Hollywood that the Aerial Option
alignment would have a negative impact on community cohesion. Residents are
concerned that the visual impact of the alignment could cause decreases in
surrounding property values, cause indirect displacements, and lead to eventual
neighborhood decline. These concerns have not arisen in the experiences of
relatively new aerial systems in other cities. While this alternative creates adverse
environmental effects that can be partially mitigated, the community perception
that the Aerial Option will detract trom the community character is an impact which
cannot be mitigated.
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Traffic and Congestion. Mobility within neighborhoods and accessibility to activity
centers and other desired destimtions is currently impaired in many neighborhoods in
the Regional Core, largely due to congestion and parking deficiencies. As
documented in the Transportation section, the Project alternatives are projected to
have a significant positive impact on such conditions by diverting a significant
number of automobile users fo transit. In the station environs, however, Metro Rail
will lead to increased vehicular and pedestrian volumes on streets leading to and
surrounding the stations as users seek access in a variety of modes. The impacts of
traffic and parking demands due to direct effects of the stations as well as the
indirect impacts of increased development, if unmitigated, could result in the
reduction of community cohesion in the environs where it occurs. it could reduce the
current level of daily social interaction at iocal facilities by reducing mobility and
have an adverse impact on the residents' perception of neighborhood quality. These
potential impacts were all given significant consideration in the planning of stations
and supporting facilities. As discussed in Milestones |10 and 12, specific measures
were taken throughout the station and system design process to mitigate such
impacts.

An example of this conscious effort is in the design of the Fairfax/Beverly Station,
which has been sited off-street station so that direct traffic impacts are
minimized. As in many of the station designs, bus bays have been included to
mitigate the impact of on-street bus boardings and alightings. Parking has been
planned at the stations at the outer ends of the alignment, at Union Station and in
North Hollywood at Lankershim and Chandler, and at the Wilshire/F airfax Station
with the objective of intercepting riders at these locations. This would prevent an
excessive parking demand at other stations along the line. Additional design
considerations include kiss and ride facilities at stations and an adequate level of
teeder bus service to the stations. While system and station design is expected to
mitigate the impacts of traffic spillover and increased parking demand in adjacent
neighborhoods, additional mitigation options have been identified and are discussed in
the traffic and parking sections of this chapter (1.3 and |.4).

Fairfax/Wilshire, Fairfax/Beverly. Park and ride facilities will be provided at both
of these stations under all rail alternatives. The number of parking spaces which will
be provided by these facilities, however, is less than the projected demand for
parking at these stations. As a result, it is likely that Metro Rail patrons may seek
parking in the surrounding, predominately residential, neighborhoods. This spillover
parking demand would mean more traffic on the surrounding residential streets.
Under the Minimum Operable Segment, the Fairfax/Beverly Station would be the
terminal station. The Fairfax community has expressed concern that under this
option, the station might attract additional vehicles through the residential streets
north of the station, instead of just from the west along Beverly.

Universal City/North Hollywood. The designation of these stations as park and ride
facilities for the San Fernando Valley will significantly increase traffic congestion in
the station environs. To mitigate impacts on Bluffside Drive, considered to be
particularly sensitive due to its quiet residential character, design measures such as
a new station access bridge over the Hollywood Freeway and landscape berms have
been proposed, as documented in Milestones 10 and 12 and Section 1.3 of this
chapter. Additional mitigation measures, however, may also be taken.

Aesthetics. Through design, stations con enhance community activity centers and
promote the revitalization of declining areas. As discussed in the Aesthetics section,
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an important objective in the design of stations and joint development projects will
be to ensure that the station blends well with its surroundings so that it represents an
attractive architectural addition to 1ts immediate environs. A station can add to the
sense of pride, prestige, and satisfaction felt by its neighbors. An additional design
consideration tor all stations will be the inclusion of attractive art work. In other
systems, stations have become symbolic gateways to a neighborhood or community,
such as BART's Lake Merrit station with its sculpture wall, and the Louvre station of
the Paris Metro with its artwork and statuary.

Under the Locally Preferred Alternative and the Minimum Operable Segment, the
aesthetic aspects of all stations will have a positive impact on community cohesion.
They have been designed so that they will be attractive, easily maintained, safe, and
secure. |Impacts of the visual appearance of an aerial alignment on neighborhood
stability and atmosphere were the most important concern arising from public
meetings held to obtain comments trom North Hollywood citizens on severa! alterna-
tive proposals. The Aerial Option could negatively impact community cohesion by
changing the visual setting and character of Lankershim and by intruding into the
visual privacy of building occupants along the Aerial Corridor.

Noise and Vibration. In community meetings, especially those which were held in
Hollywood and North Hollywood to determine the route alignment and design,
possible noise and vibration eftects of the Project alternatives were raised as a
primary factor which could disrupt overall neighborhood quality and cohesion. Under
the Locally Preferred Alternative and the Minimum Operable Segment, the rail
alternatives would not increase ambient noise and vibration levels except in a few
locations. The Aerial Option, however, would generate more noise which could
possibly disrupt neighborhood quality. These impacts are documented in the Noise
and Vibration section of this chapter.

5.3.2 ACCESSIBILITY

Special User Groups. A major social impact of transit improvements is the mobility
and accessibility they provide to "special user groups" within the population. These
are sectors of the population which have limited access to the private auto as a
means of transport and thus may derive particular benefit from improved
accessibility. This section identifies six groups which may rely heavily on transit.
Table 3-30 is a breakdown of these groups by station environs and is indicative of the
degree to which their needs may be met by the Project alternatives. Overall, Metro
Rail would significantly improve accessibility to these special user groups.

Minority Populations. The station environs of Wilshire/Alvarado, Wilshire/
Normandie, Wilshire/Western, and Wilshire/Crenshaw have large minority
populations. This characteristic is important because nearly 70 percent of the tran-
sit users in SCRTD's service area are minorities. The largest ethnic group is
Hispanics, who account for 20 to 60 percent of the total population in these station
environs. Many Asians also live in these areas, making up approximately 25 percent
of the environs' populations. The Fairfax/Beverly Station environs have a large
Jewish population and serve as an important center for the Los Angeles Jewish
community.

Youths and Elderly. The age distribution in the station environs is important to
transit planning because certain age groups, particularly youths (ages 5-19) and the
elderly (ages 65 and older), rely more on transit. Station environs with the highest
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TABLE 3-30
SPECIAL USER GROUPS

Percent Medion
Percent Percent Percent Households Annual
Total Percent Aged Aged  Tronsit Without Family
Station Environs Population Minority' 5-19yrs &5+ yrs Disabled® Vehicle Access  Income($)
Union Station 6,194 92% 26% 11% 4.0% 55% 9,091+
Civic Center 6,300 71% 1% 16% 6.6% 80% 9,215*
Fifth/Hitt 9,72) 56% 6% 19% 6.0% 92% 8,486*
Seventh/Flower 14,065 72% 14% 16% 4.5% 75% 9,818+
Wilshire/Alvarade - ~~39,530 76% 16% 13% "5.‘7‘;,’“7T "ﬁ 54% 10,045+
Wilshire/Vermont 24,966 70% 13% 14% 3.6% 45% 7 11,376+
Wilshire/Normandie 33,575 68% 12% 13% 3.3% 38% 12,368+
Wilshire/Western 29,164 64% 1% 13% 4.2% 30% 16,010
Wilshire/Crenshow 14,472 55% 12% 17% S5.1% 26% 18,874
Wilshire/La Brea 13,344 33% 10% 33% 7.6% 31% 21,482
Wilshire/Fairfax 13,905 22% 7% 42% 8.0% 27% 22,040
Fairfax/Beverly 12,088 9% 10% 4% 5.4% 28% 19,284
Fairfax/Santa Monica 20,893 1% 9% 26% 4.5% 24% 14,637+
l.a Brea/Sunset 19,282 27% 9% 19% 4.2% 26% 15,260%
Hollywood/Cohuengo 14,398 41% 12% 12% 3.2% 32% 13,649
Hollywood Bow! 10,292 2% 9% 14% 3.5% 6% 37,736
Universol City 5,133 14% 8% 13% 2.2% 8% 48,695
North Hollywood 8,959 34% 15% 12% 4.0% 14% 15,978+
Aerial Corridor 6,585 15% 1t% 15% 3.6% 10% 20,872

Source: U.S. Bureau of Census, 1980

*Station environs with on asterisk have median Income defined by State of California aos low income (less
than 80 percent of L.A. County median income.)

lMinorify includes Hispanic, Black, Asion & Indion & Other populations as Identified by U.S. Census.
Percentages have been rounded off. Exact percentoges can be found in the SCRTD Technical Report on
Social and Community Impacts (1983),

Tronsit disability refers to those residents of working oge (16 to 65 years) with physical handicaps who
connot easily use normal transit,
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percentages of elderly include Wilshire/La Brea, Wilshire/F airfax, Fairfax/Beverly,
and F airfax/Santa Monica—all with 25 percent or more of their total population 65 or
over. Stations with |5 percent or more of their population aged 5 to 19 years include
Union Station, Wilshire/Alvarado, and North Hollywood.

Low Income Families. The median family income for Los Angeles County in 1980
was 521,334, Station environs defined by the State of California as low income (less
than 80 percent of the median) include all the CBD station environs, all the Wilshire
Corridor station environs from Wilshire/Alvarado to Wilshire/Western, all Hollywood
station environs, and the North Hollywood Station environs.

Handicapped Persons. Many handicapped persons depend on transit for mobility.
Station environs with comparatively large populations of transit disabled include
Civic Center, Fifth/Hill, Wilshire/Afvarado, Wilshire/La Brea, and Wilshire/F airfax.

Households Without Vehicle Access. As shown on Table 3-30, 75 percent or more of
all households in the CBD station environs do not have access to vehicles.
Wilshire/Alvarado and Wilshire/Vermont Station environs also have comparatively
high numbers of households without vehicle access (54 percent and 45 percent,
respectively). In the remainder ot the station environs except Universal City and
North Hollywood, 24 percent to 38 percent of all households do not have access to
the use of a vehicle, a substantially higher percentage than for the county or city as
a whole.

Local Accessibility. The Metro Rail Project could improve local accessibility in two
ways. First, as the number of commercial services around stations increases, those
services become more accessible to residents, particularly to those without
automobiles. Residents in the station environs can typically walk to commercial
services adjacent to the station in less than |5 minutes. Access to commercial
services adjacent to stations would be particularly convenient for residents who
commute by transit, since they would be able to shop on their way home from work.
Second, accessibility to other destinations along the corridor is increased. A resident
of the Wilshire/Crenshaw Station environs would be able to travel to the County Art
Museum and to Farmers Market on either the Locally Preferred Alternative or
Minimum Operable Segment, or to a movie in Hollywood on the Locally Preferred
Alternative. All rail alternatives would significantly increase accessibility to all
station environs relative to the No Project Alternative. The Locally Preferred
Alternative, however, would increase accessibility more effectively than the
Minimum Operable Segment.

Regional Accessibility. Improved accessibility throughout the Los Angeles region is
one of the single most important social effects arising from the rail project. Area
residents will likely gain direct and immediate benefits that reduce travel times
attributable to the Project alternatives. There are a number of regionalily significant
employment, shopping, educational, and cultural sites within the Los Angeles region
to which the Metro Rail alternatives can improve access. Additionally, the effective
integration of bus interface with Metro Rail stations, as discussed in Milestone 9,
will further enhance regional accessibility.

Table 3-31 exemplifies how accessibility may be improved in the Los Angeles
region. Four significant locations within the region were selected and the travel
times with and without the Project alternatives were estimated to destinations
within the region. The table indicates, for example, that if a person traveling from
the Los Angeles County Museum to the El Monte bus station in the San Gabriel
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TABLE 3-31

REGIONAL ACCESSIBILITY UNDER SYSTEMWIDE ALTERNATIVES
(Travel Time in minutes for Selected Trips)

Destination Within the Regional Core

CBD L.A. City College Museum Universal City
7th/Flower 855 N. Vermont Ave. 5801 Wilshire Blvd. Universal Studios
Selected No Project No Project No Project No Project
Trip Origins Auto Bus LPA MOS AutoBus LPA MOS Auto Bus LPA MOS Auto Bus LPA MOS
E. Son Gabriel Valley — El Monte Station
Estimated 37 371 36 27 60 53 51 S2 52 60 48 49 50 52 62 N.A.
Measured 48 34 56 63
Westwood -~ U,C.L.A.
Estimated 39 62 58 59 37 713 69 70 25 4l N.A. N.A, 39 73 60 N.A,
Measured 52 617 29 38
San Fernando Valley — Galleria
Estimated 42 59 61 N.A. 3 44 61 N.A, 40 70 43 N.A. 25 24 N.A. NLA,
Measured 53 58 he 79

Source: SCRTD, Technical Report - Regional Accessibility and Travel Time Analysis, 1983.

Note: Auto travel times bosed on the following average speeds reflecting existing peak hour conditions: freeways —
30mph; arterials — 25mph (20 in Western LA); CBD streets — 12mph. Transit travel times based on current bus schedules,
projected Metro Rail schedules, and bus routings under each condition. Current travel time for the selected trips has also

heen measured and is indicated under the "No Project" column.

Speeds on non-grade separated modes {auto, bus) are projected to decrease by the year 2000, due to increased development

and activity in the Regional Core.

NL.A.: Not Applicable
MOS: Minimum Operable Segment
LPA: Locally Preferred Alternative



Valley chose to travel on the Locally Preferred Alternative over auto, he could save
four minutes in travel time, and a [2-minute savings would be realized over a bus
trip. All trips reflect travel from points outside the Minimum Operable Segment
(shown on the left) to points within the Regional Core (shown on top).

3.4 MITIGATION

Table 3-32 summarizes mitigation measures and options, their effectiveness, and
their applicability to affected station areas or environs. Mitigation measures are
identified which SCRTD will implement and the mitigation options are those which
may be implemented by other public agencies, possibly in coordination with SCRTD,
SCRTD has contracted with the planning departments of the City of Los Angeles and
the County of Los Angeles during Metro Rail's Preliminary Engineering phase to
prepare specific plans for each Metro Rail station area. The City of Los Angeles
Community Redevelopment Agency has also been recently contracted with for this
work within existing and proposed redevelopment areas Metro Rail will serve.
Citizens Advisory Committees (CAC) have been formed for each station area and
these CACs have been advising planning staffs on land use, traffic, and other types
of mitigation measures to be incorporated into the Specific Plans. During Final
Design, preparation of these Specific Plans will continue.

The mitigation options which will be implemented by other public agencies, however,
cannot be ascertained with certainty at this time. Most will require further
consultation with the responsible public agencies throughout the design process.
While some may possibly be implemented during early stages of the project's
construction and operation, it is possible that others may be implemented after
several years of operation as the impacts of induced development are realized.

The following faire mitigation measures which SCRTD will implement.

. Relocation assistance will be provided for all displaced residents and businesses
in accordance with state and federal regulations.

2. SCRTD will assist the City and County of Los Angeles in the development of
Specific Plans for each station. This process began during Preliminary
Engineering and will be completed during the project's Fina! Design.

The following are mitigation options which may be implemented by SCRTD and/or
other public agencies. Table 3-32 identifies the public agencies which could be
responsible for implementation.

I. To preserve stable residential neighborhoods subject to possible development
pressure as a result of Metro Rail, zoning should reflect the existing use. At the
Wilshire/La Brea, Fairfax/Beverly, Fairfax/Santa Monica, and Universal City
Stations, this would require leaving the existing land use plans and zoning
designations unchanged in some neighborhoods. In other neighborhoods in these
station areas, as well as in other station areas, it might be necessary to revise
the current zoning downward from R-3 or R-4 (multifamily) to R-| (single
family) or R-2 (duplexes) to reflect current usage.
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Mitnqclmm‘!hm
SCRTDW

2.

Relocation assistance to all
residents and businesses
directly disploced by the
project, -

Assist City ond County of Los -

Angeles in the development
of Specific Plans for each
-station,

Mitiqcﬁon Options

2

Maintain existing low density
residential zoning or
downzone fo preserve stable
residential neighborhoods.

Provide relocation assistance
to residential tenants
displaced by new

development instation areas.

Include affordable and
market rate housing at
stotions on commercially
zoned sites in lieu of
increasing density in adjocent
neighborhoods

Establish special rent contro!
districts to avoid severe
increases in rental rates in
station areas.

As o lost resort, provide
" housing assistance for low

income residential tenonts in
-station areas to mitigate
severe increases in rental
-rates.

Implement measures to
reduce traffic spillover into
adjacent neighborhoods (see
Tronsportation section)

Provide relocation assistance
to business tenants displaced
by new development in_
station areas.

E stablish special
commmercial zoning or
development review
procedures to preserve

" -existing small business that

provide community services
-in station areas.

Encourage tenancy ond

““investment in joint

f0.

development to disploced
firms.

Provide relocation assistonce
to social services or facilities
disploced by new
development.

FEffectiveness

. TABLE 3.32

w&}

Modemie—ﬂlgh N

Effectiveness I

Agencies That
Could Implement

Moderate
-High

Low

Moderate

Moderate-High®

Low-Moderate

-- Low

‘Moderate-Figh

Low ~

LADOP, LADRP

SCRTD, LA City
Housing Autherity,
LACDC, CDC, CRA

SCRTD, LADOP,
LADRP, CRA

=LA City Council,

=LA County Board of

= -.Supervisors, CDD,
“CRA |

x:ﬁ;‘;LA.CﬁyHousi
“Authority, LACDC,
<. CRA,CDD -

" . SCRTD,LADOP, .
" CRA, LAcpc,coo

SCRTD, CEDO CDD
TLACDC, CR
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Applicablie Station Areas

AlPExcept Civic Center,
Wilshire/Normondie, Wilshire/Crenshaw,
Hollywood Bowl.

xll excep? Hollywood Bow!

Applicable Station Areas

Wilshire/Crenshaw, Fairfax/Beverly,
Fairfax/Santa Monica, Universal City

FAll except Hollywood Bow!

vz

Civic Center, Fifth/Hill, Seventh/
Flower, Wilshire/Normandie, Wilshire/
Crenshaw, Fairfax/Beverly, Fairfax/
Santa Monica, La Brea/Sunset, Holly-
wood/Cahuenga

B e
Dmmnmaﬂom;ﬂﬁme/#\lvarado,
Wilshire/Vermont, Wilshire/Normandie,
Wilshire/Western, Foirfax/Beverly,
'Faf:fmfl‘imwﬁhﬁu:.‘lmﬁreu/s;mset
HollywoodlCohuengu

All except wumo;& Bowl

 All except Hollywood Bowi
*:r>}3”7

':’ Aﬂ except Ho||ywoodBowl “Witshire/La
-Breo

All except Hollywood Bowl

Il exoepf Hollvwood Bow!




Table 3-32 (continved)

Agencies That
Mitigation Options Effectiveness - - Could Implement --.

ll. -Establish special zoning or  _ Moderate-High - SCRTD, LADOP, -
“development review ‘- 4 LADRP, CRA -
Iprocedures to preserve
«=xisting and accommodate

new socigl services and
facilities in station areas.

J exceptHolewood Bowl

|2. -Encouroge the inclusion of " Moderate SCRTD, LADOP, "~ " All except Hollywood Bowl
- displaced and new soclal - . - - LADRP,LACDC, =~ . . . .
services and facllities in joint -~ - . CRA,CDD
‘development projects/
stations.
13. Require 15% of all new High CRA Downtown stations

housing constructed in the
CBD to be low-moderate
income housing.

I The foliowing scale has been devised to rate the probable degree of effectiveness in mitigating o potential impact:
Low - Options designed to offer compensatory assistance after the foct to Jocal residents, businesses or institutions
experiencing hardship.
Moderate - Options intended to soften, but not eliminate the impact on the community.
High - Option essentiolly mitigates the impact, largely by preventive action.

Legend: CRA = Community Redevelopment Agency of Los Angeles
LACDC= Los Angeles County Community Redevelopment Commission (including the Economic Development Corporation)
LADOP = City of Los Angeles Department of Planning
LADOT = City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation
LADRP = Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning
CEDO = City of Los Angeles Economic Development Office
CDD = City of Los Angeles Community Development Department
CDC = los Angeles Community Development Commission
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1.

9.

el ocatipn sassistance
~identification of

“comparable whits and Payment - aof m:ov:@sse enses
providing supplement payments for replocement‘hous;

Where the demand for residential development. wnhm%xlstmg 'nelghborhoods

would create.pressure for rezoning of existing residential. -areas to-higher densi-

ties, housing_could_be_.provided -on commercially zonéd™ sites_to_reduce.that

pressure. _Thelanddse mq Developmem section of -this. report,descrlbes im-
s

in 'stmlmfureos, 1heexastmgtrentcontrol pohcy of the city could be modified as
~ needed -to address problems.unique o sdMetro Rail station areas. This measure
“?naytbe required in all station areas.

~:In cases where the above meosureéproves*;gci&equafe, ‘direct housing assistance
‘might be requnred for low-income 1enants:us4J"Jast Tesort. "o

To mmga‘te 1he "1raff|c -and parkmg mpoc‘ts%kely ~to "spill over" from stations
into surrounding. -neighborhoods, the. mTﬁ_goflnnﬁ_gggp‘hons identified in the
Transportation section could be tmplemenfed. —

Where existing business tenants are displaced-by -new .development in station
areas, relocation assistance should be provided. 1tcould-range from tenancy in
the new developmem project at rates comparable to current rates, which could
increase as sales increase over time, or to the identification of comparable sites
and payment of relocation expenses. This impact could occur af all stations and
mitigation could be provided by developers.

Where it is desirable to preserve an existing shopping area because of its value
to the community, zoning or development review procedures could be formu-
lated to achieve that objective. The need for this mitigation option may emerge
as a community goal in any station area during the Specific Plan process. It is
expected to be a major concern at the Fifth/Hill, Seventh/F lower Fairfax/Santa
Monica, Fairfax/Beverly, and Hollywood/Cahuenga Stations. Potential
implementation techniques include downzoning to reflect current development
intensities and transfer of development rights. These techniques are discussed
in the Land Use and Development section of this report.

SCRTD oould~encourage developers to offer tenancy sand -an-opportunity to
invest “in joint ~development projects to businesses dxsploced :bys-adevelopmen'r
throughout the stcmon area.

T B 2

10-12. Options 10 through 12 .are identical to Options 7 through 9 except ‘that

Options 10 through |2 apply to displacement of social services and facilities.

13. The CRA's low-moderate income housing requirement (15 percent) could be

implemented for all new housing constructed in the CBD.
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6. SAFETY AND SECURITY

6.1 INTRODUCTION

The Metro Rail Project will create new public areas and change the daily travel
patterns of residents and employees of the Regional Core. Attention to the design of
these new areas and their relationship to the surrounding community can both
encourage ridership on the system and contribute to the vitality of the urban envi-
ronment. System design can help achieve both of these benefits by creating a safe
and secure environment. This section provides an overview of the safety, fire/life
safety, security and system assurance design requirements which will ensure
construction and operation of a safe, secure and reliable system.

6.2 SAFETY

Safety refers to the prevention of accidents to passengers resulting from such things
as fires, faulty equipment, and improper boarding. The safety record of rail rapid
transit (measured in deaths per millions of passenger miles) is better than any other
form of urban transportation. To ensure that the operation of the Metro Rail system
will either equal or exceed the safety systems currently in operation, safety planning
has been a primary focus of preliminary architectural design and site planning work.

SCRTD has formulated policies and a system safety program plan as part of the
Milestone 7 Report: Safety, Fire/Life Safety, Security, and Systems Assurance.
Basic to the program are safety procedures, training programs, accident reporting
procedures, system hazard tests, and fire/life safety requirements drawn from
applicable local, state, and federal codes. Specific guidelines cover safety features
for stations, communications, passenger vehicles, automatic train control,
electrification, central control, ways and structures, and personnel.

6.3 SECURITY

Security refers to the prevention of acts defined as unlawful, criminal or intended to
bring harm to another or damage property. In a broader sense, it also means freedom
from threats or uncertainty about the likelihood of such acts. Crime and anti-social
behavior is a potential problem in any public environment because there is often
uncertainty about who is responsible for supervising the space and how undesirable
acts can be controlled.

By careful, systematic design and planning, experience in recently constructed rapid
transit systems (Washington, D.C., Atlanta) suggests that rail rapid transit facilities
not only can mark an improvement over what transit patron security has been, but
can also help reduce crime risks in surrounding neighborhoods as well by creating new
public space that is often frequented and, thus, informally surveilled. As a result,
most of the security problems rail transit riders are likely to experience do not differ
from security problems in other public places. Nevertheless, there is a general
perception that people around or in the stations or even aboard the trains are subject
to higher crime risks.
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Potential security problems for the project have been examined for each station
complex, station area, and station environs so that the potential for criminal activity
could be reduced through preliminary architectural design and site planning. Each of
these areas and the conditions affecting crime risks are outlined below.

Station Complex. The station complex consists of station components such as park-
ing facilities, entrances, pedestrian passages, bus bays, and bus terminals. These
components are designed to avoid areas that are remote, dark, or out of public view,
so that potential impacts—including a greater risk of muggings, assaults, robberies,
and auto thefts—can be avoided.

Station Area. This impact area includes the immediate vicinity around a station.
Security concerns within this area include increased pedestrian activity; increased
bus and auto boardings, exits, and drop-offs; increased curbside parking; and
increased off street parking. These concerns require specific measures to control
the risk of crime to people and property.

Station Environs. The more territorially defined the residential base of a commun-
ity, the more it will resist crime impacts. Metro Rail will induce development into
communities around stations. New development should be properly integrated with
the existing communities to preserve or to better perceptions of neighborhood
security, boundaries, and territory. With adequate security, increases in the risk of
robberies and burglaries can be avoided in higher density development, with high rise
offices and multiple occupancy residential buildings.

6.4 IMPACT ASSESSMENT

The most significant determinant of crime seems to be the type of community
through which the transit system runs. Thus, the likelihood of criminal activities
varies with the "ambient" crime level of the communities served. At the station
complex level it is expected that crime impacts would be minimal. The attention
SCRTD has focused on the problem of crime control coupled with the general and
specific measures for mitigation suggest that the potential for increased crime in
and around stations can be controlled.

Particular attention is needed to provide adequate surveillance where long passages
are needed to connect the station entrance and loading platforms. In station
environs and station areas, the impact of Metro Rail depends on the character of the
surrounding development. Areas with many vacant lots and parking areas are con-
sidered "porous", allowing criminals to escape easily. In other areas, well-defined
land uses and stable neighborhoods, reduce opportunities for crime. In Washington,
D.C., the beginning of subway rail rapid transit operations in the central city area
was accompanied by a drop in the crime rate in a number of the areas surrounding
the system. This drop in reported crime has been attributed to a variety of factors:
the perception by criminal elements of an increased iaw enforcement presence in the
areas near stations; greater number of people around the station areas which tended
to increase "public surveillance” {(especially in the evening hours); and reinvestment
and vpgrading of the buildings and neighborhoods around stations which discouraged
loitering by criminal elements. The successful security practices and methods
developed by BART, the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA),
and other recent rapid transit systems should generally become “standard practice"
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for the Los Angeles Metro Rail system. Metro Rail in Los Angeles can be expected

to achieve the high levels of station area security typified by these other new
systems.

The No Project Alternative neither creates opportunities for crime nor presents a
way to reduce crime risks. Neither the Minimum Operable Segment nor the Locally
Preferred Alternative creates any unmitigable aodverse impacts, and at several
locations, such as Wilshire/Alvarado and Hollywood/Cahuenga, they provide a
stimulus for revitalization or redevelopment that can help reduce existing high
ambient crime levels. An aerial configuration can be properly designed to prevent
crime, so the Aerial Option is not expected to affect crime risks any differently than
the Locally Preferred Alternative. A detailed assessment of potential crime risks on
a station-by-station basis is presented in SCRTD's Technical Report - Crime Impact
Analysis of SCRTD Metro Rail Project (1983).

6.5 MITIGATION

6.5.1 SAFETY CONSIDERATIONS

Safety considerations involved the mitigation of potential hazards and prevention of
accidents so that passengers and employees are not injured and transit system
property is not damaged. SCRTD has carefully determined the criteria which are
essential to the design and operation of a safe system and developed a safety
program plan. Design criteria associated with the prevention of accidents in
stations, aboard vehicles, and in other areas of the transit system place heavy
emphasis on architectural features that will minimize the potential for accidents.
Following are some of the design criteria which have been utilized.

e The station and surrounding site have been designed so that bus and automobile
traffic patterns will safely interface with pedestrian and street traffic. Clear,
comprehensible signs, as well as high levels of visibility between pedestrians and
vehicle drivers, will also be utilized to achieve this.

e Station architectural design criteria include provisions such as those for
adequate lighting, walking surfaces constructed of nonslip materials, safe
pedestrian access to station entrances, and fail safe train control apparatus.

e Design criteria focusing primarily on protection of people and property include
planning for adequate emergency exits, stand-by electrical power supplies,
appropriate alarming systems and emergency communications systems. The
communications system will include closed circuit television monitors, a public
address system, and emergency telephones.

6.5.2 FIRE/LIFE SAFETY CONSIDERATIONS

Fire/life safety deals with emergency preparedness for all types of major incidents
including fires and other major disasters. Fire/life safety considerations involve
preventive design criteria and those which provide protection for people and property
in the event an emergency should occur.
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Preventive Measures. Preventive design considerations rely on the use of low
combustion or non-combustible materials to the maximum extent possible. Where
low-combustion materials are used, as in seat cushions or electrical wiring, the
materials will be low smoke and toxic fume producing substances. Preventive
criteria include those requiring extensive fire sprinklers and standpipe instaliations,
smoke and gas detectors, alarm systems, adequate exits and other emergency
provisions for safety walkways, exits to streets and cross passages for safe egress to
an adjacent tunnel should a fire occur. Tunnel ventilation equipment will keep smoke
and toxic fumes to safe levels until patron evacuation is completed.

Protective Measures. Protective criteria include planning emergency procedures and
responses by and for SCRTD personnel and local emergency response agencies.
Periodic and extensive training drills will be developed and conducted by these
various agencies to assure rapid and effective emergency response.

6.5.3 SECURITY CONSIDERATIONS

Many of deterrence, detection, and apprehension measures that can reduce crime
risks are described in greater detail in the Milestone 7 Report. The following
discussion seeks to highlight some of these security measures from the transit user's
standpoint.

Station Supervision. A key element in assuring transit patron security is station
layout (see also Station Design following) and the effective employment of transit
station personnel. In older transit systems, station personnel are often used to
collect fares. Because this operation involves money, these personnel are often
locked into ticket booths, off in a corner of the station. They are, thus, in a
"defensive" pasition, somewhat vulnerable to crime (robberies) and unable to see or
do anything about patron security.

Metro Rail station personnel, by comparison, will operate out of a supervisor's
command center or podium, positioned at a central location on the station mezzanine
where transit personnel can continuously supervise the train platform, station access
points, elevators, and fare gates. The station supervisor's direct visual surveillance
will be assisted by closed-circuit television cameras that scan all parts of the train
platform and each station entry point. Emergency telephones will also be located in
station areas so that patrons can report problems or incidents directly to the station
supervisor. Public address systems will allow station supervisors to broadcast to
patrons (or offenders) as soon as incidents are reported or spotted on television
cameras. [hese measures, combined with immediate, direct radio communication
with transit police, will enable transit personnel to quickly detect undesirable
behavior and take necessary steps to apprehend any suspects.

Because all tickets are expected to be issued by automated ticket machines, the
station supervisor handles no money. He will be free to move around the station, to
assist patrons, respond to infractions, and assist transit police. The station
supervisor should thus be able to assert a presence that will help relieve perceptions
by patrons that the station areas are unsupervised.

Station Design. People's perceptions of their security needs will also be recognized
in station design. Station interiors will be open and clearly lighted; low ceilings,
excessive numbers of columns, and darkened areas will be avoided; clear sight lines
will be emphasized; and designs will seek to eliminate any blind spots or potential
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hiding places for criminals. Passages to the street, often a troublesome areq, will
get particular attention. Stair passages will generally be kept straight and will be
sufficiently wide so that their entire length can be readily seen, thus reducing
unanticipated (and unobserved) conflicts with other users.

SCRTD designers recognize that station appearance can have a subtle but important
influence on behavior and attitudes. Station facilities that seem overly utilitarian,
impersonal and/or uncared for tend to elicit anti-social behavior more than other
environments, For these (and other) reasons, station cleanliness will be given
attention, and vandal- and graffiti-resistant materials in both stations and vehicles
will be used to facilitate quick repair and restoration of any abused areas. Station
architects will seek to instill, within the limits of available funding, a sense of care
and civic pride. The special station arts program will also help give stations a more
human, personalized character.

Train Security. Each train car will have intercoms that patrons can use to report
disturbances to the train operator. The train operator will then alert transit security
people to board and/or otherwise intercept any suspects at the next station. Transit
police will also be assigned to routine patrols on-board trains.

Over the past several years, SCRTD has substantially expanded and upgraded its own
transit police force. Transit police officers now complete essentially the same
rigorous academy training as LAPD officers and particpate in a wide range of police
activities, including undercover and investigative work. The State legislature has
recently given SCRTD's transit police the power to make arrests, write tickets and
enforce laws as sworn peace officers. Officers covering Metro Rail facilities will be
professionally trained in the use of firearms in confined spaces and bodily defense
techniques.

SCRTD now deploys officers to patrol areas in the community where transit patrons
congregate and to quickly respond to complaints of disturbances on board buses.
With the beginning of Metro Rail operations, significant additions would be made to
the transit police force so that Metro Rail security can receive priority attention.
SCRTD Transit Police will work cooperatively with the Los Angeles Police
Department and the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department. Metro Rail design
criteria involving interagency law enforcement will include extensive
communications systems, as well as detection and alarm apparatus.

7. AESTHETICS

7.1 INTRODUCTION

The rail transit facilities will alter the visual setting and appearance of the
communities through which the system passes. The changes brought about by the
construction of stations, possibly an elevated guideway, ventilation shafts and
ancillary structures can either enhance or impair the visual setting, depending on the
scale and design of the transit facilities and the physical and visual characteristics of
the areas along the system's route. A summary analysis of the more significant
visual changes follows, and a fuller description of findings is provided in the SCRTD
Technical Report on Aesthetics (1983).
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7.2 EXISTING CONDITIONS

Mountains form a natural backdrop for Metro Rail facilities, and the street and
freeway grids are the man-made key to the Regional Core's visual organization.
Within these grids is a series of districts served by Metro Rail, each with its own
visual character. Some areas, such as the Central Business District and Wilshire
Boulevard with their prominent high-rise buildings, are visible from many locations,
thus serving as regional orientation points. Figure 3-13 describes the urban form
along the proposed alignment.

The visual character of each district along the alignment is described to provide a
sense of how surface or above ground rail transit facilities may affect the visual
setting. Such facilities include park and ride areas, traction power substations,
cooling towers, and elevated components of the Aerial Option.

Union Station. The large space surrounding and including Union Station feels open
and pleasant, largely because of extensive landscaping. This space is bounded by the
Terminal Annex Post Office and El Pueblo de Los Angeles State Historic Park and is
dominated by the freestanding Union Station. Though the station is as high as a mid-
rise structure, its great length, the expanse between the station and Alameda Street,
and architectural features at the ground level all work to create a comfortable
scale. To the rear of the station is a train and baggage handling area, containing
low-scale sheds that are currently underutilized. Between the sheds and Vignes
Street is an abandoned open space not part of the station proper, bounded by the
Santa Ana Freeway, adjacent industrial structures, the six-story Piper Technical

Center, and a restauraont. The San Gabriel Mountains to the north are highly visible
from here.

Central Business District. The visual setting of the Civic Center district is
influenced by the formal placement of government buildings around the open space
of the Civic Center Mall above which rises one of downtown's most prominent
landmarks—The Music Center Complex. While the area north of First Street is
completely developed with substantial and viable buildings, there are developable
sites located south of First Street including the L.A. Times-Mirror site, the county-
owned parcels, the former State Office Building site, and the remaining vacant lands
in the Bunker Hill Redevelopment Project. The Civic Center Station will serve
government workers, Music Center patrons, Bunker Hill workers and residents, and
Little Tokyo residents and tourists.

The Fifth/Hill Station will be the most centrally located, intensively patronized
station within the CBD, offering the greatest variety of destinations, including
office, retail, cultural, and entertainment uses. The Fourth Street entrance, in
particular, will need to function as a linkage between four major CBD activity
areas: Bunker Hill to the north of the station, the financial district to the west, the
Jewelry Mart to the south, and the Broadway retail/theater and future Spring Street
mixed use district to the east. Visually, the Hill Street district is characterized by
older buildings of architectural and historic significance ranging in height from two
to thirteen stories and separated by parking lots. While the character of the
Fifth/Hill Station area is derived from a significant surrounding stock of historic
buildings, the station portals will also need to reflect major planned and projected
development of the California Plaza and adjacent sites. The open space of Pershing
Square provides a focus for the area and has the potential of becoming a major
station-related, pedestrian amenity. The human factor overriding these design
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factors is the need to integrate very diverse user groups. This station will serve
Bunker Hill residents and workers, ethnic shoppers using the Broadway district,
tourists, and elderly residents.

Between the Harbor Freeway and Hill Street, Seventh Street is a mixed use district
strongly influenced by approximately 750,000 square feet of regional retail floor area
and over [,500 hotel rooms. Office space is the predominant use north of Seventh
Street, creating the largest concentration of CBD workers in the district's
approximately three million square feet of office buildings. In the area south of
Seventh Street, South Park, office uses and large development sites present
opportunities for expansion of the CBD financial core and creation of a high density
residential community. Visually the Seventh Street district is best described as a
seven block canyon formed predominantly by twelve-story buildings which create a
continuous streetwall along the property line. Within this canyon, there is both an
atmosphere of congestion and an energized public space, generated by a continuous
ground floor retail use serving CBD workers, shoppers, tourists, and South Park
residents. It is a district distinguished by buildings of architectural and historic
significance. Although the buildings vary in use and design, they share a continuity
in their scale and facade defall and deflnmon of ground Ievel entrances and dnsplay.

the blocks -consists pnmarllyacf; -
by sfructures with distinctly -di fsf

. e, eqncorpora'hng sextensive
landscaping as well as a lake and a- her:i%ional facilities.

Wilshire Corridor. This district includes the building frontages on Wilshire Boulevard
between Vermont and Curson Avenues and can be seen as a linear extension of
downtown's mid- and high-rise uses, though fronting on a single boulevard instead of
a grid. As with the downtown district, the corridor skyline is visible from many
points in the region. The district has several consistent visual attributes: the width
of Wilshire Boulevard (105-foot right-of-way for most of its length), well-defined
street space, a high level of building investment and maintenance, and good street
landscaping. Wilshire Boulevard at Vermont contains a mixture of low-, medium-,
and high-rise commercial structures that define the street space adequately but
create inconsistent scale. At Normandie Avenue, Wilshire Boulevard is a well-
defined, maintained and landscaped street incorporating mid- and high-rise buildings
with such architecturally distinguished buildings as the Wilshire Christian Church.
The intensity of corridor development continues at Western Avenue, but the spatial
definition and scale are more fragmented, partly because of several architecturally
distinct complexes (Pellissier Building, Ahmanson Plaza, Beneficial Plaza) that do
not consistently relate to the Wilshire Boulevard frontage. Crenshaw Boulevard
marks the transition between the high level of commercial development to the east
and the lower level of residential, retail, and office development including some
vacant lots and surface parking that extend to La Brea Avenue. From La Brea
Avenue to Hauser Boulevard, Wilshire Boulevard narrows, with a consistent low- to
mid-rise scale and strongly defined street space. -
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Wilshire/Fairfax. The dominant visual element in this district is the extensively
landscaped Hancock Park, which contains major cultural resources. The station
vicinity is strongly defined by Museum Square and other mid-rise structures. The
southern boundary includes low- to high-rise commercial buildings and a large vacant
parcel, resulting in inconsistent scale and weakly defined street space.

Fairfax/Beverly. South of Beverly Boulevard the predominant visual character is
established by the free standing, five-story CBS studios as well as the one- to two-
story Farmers Market, both surrounded by a large parking area. To the north of
Beverly Boulevard on Fairfax Avenue is an area of one- and two-story commercial
structures, housing a number of small shops oriented to the Jewish community. Their
consistent scale and placement on the property line, coupled with the narrow street
width of 70 feet, create a weli-defined street space.

Fairfax/Santa Monica. This low-rise community commercial center for West
Hollywood creates a fragmented visual impression, with street space poorly
defined. The Hollywood Hills to the north on Fairfax Avenue are a major visual
feature.

Hollywood. The Hollywood district incorporates three distinct types of settings,
having in common closeness to and a view of the Hollywood Hills. In the La Brea
Avenue/Sunset Boulevard area, a number of low and often freestanding commercial
structures are at varying distances from the property line, resulting in weak and
fragmented street space. By contrast, Hollywood Boulevard is a distinctive and
strongly defined east-west corridor serving as a regional commercial and
entertainment center. The clear spatial definition and the distinctive urban image of
Hollywood Boulevard are not maintained in the area to the north centering on
Cahuenga Boulevard, which typicaily contains low commercial and residential
structures alternating with parking lots. In this section, only portions of the block
fronts on Cahuenga Boulevard, Yucca Street, and Franklin Avenue have continuous
building faces.

Universal City. This district incorporates Universal City, the commercial structures
and residential community to the north, Weddington Park, and the mountains sioping
to Ventura Boulevard south of the Hollywood Freeway. The freeway and the
mountains are visible from many locations. The mid- to high-rise office structures
of Universal City on Lankershim Boulevard establish a strona and varied block face,
as well as a unique visual image not reflected on the north side of the street. Here,
large surface parking lots are interspersed with a few low commercial structures and
the landmark, Spanish-styled Campo de Cahuenga. To the north, on both sides of
Bluffside Drive and Willowcrest Avenve, is a well-established single family and
multifamily residential community with one- to four-story structures, mature
landscaping, and consistent scale. Weddington Park, a neighborhood facility with a
large open grass area, is adjocent to the residential area on the north side of
Biuffside Drive. The hills to the west of the Hollywood Freeway and Ventura
Boulevard are densely developed with single family homes. Low-rise commercial
structures form a consistent block frontage at the base of the hills on the west side
of Ventura Boulevard.

Lankershim Boulevard. L ankershim Boulevard contains predominantly one- to three-
story commercial buildings interspersed with a few mid-rise office structures, with
most buildings at or near the property line. Road right-of-way width varies from 90
to 100 feet. Lankershim Boulevard between Chandler and Magnolia Boulevards
narrows (80-foot right-of-way) and is bordered by older low-rise commercial
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buildings that establish-a continuous frontage at the property line. The consistency
of commercial uses, the utility power poles, the Ventura Freeway overpass, and the

view of the mountains to the south contribute to a well-defined but somewhat
chaotic visual and spatial character.

North Hollywood. The strong street space definition along Lankershim Boulevard
gives way north of Chandler Boulevard to a more fragmented development pattern,
including several freestanding commercial and industrial buildings surrounded by
surface parking and storage yards. Chandler Boulevard west of Lankershim
Boulevard to the Hollywood Freeway contains the historic Hendrick's Builders Supply
Company building, and a variety of uses. The inconsistent setbacks from the street
and alteration of structures with open lots result in a weak and fragmented definition

of street space. Mountains to the north and the Hollywood Freeway to the west
establish the regional visual setting.

7.3 IMPACT ASSESSMENT

Metro Rail stations will be designed with individual, unique identities and to provide
a visually enjoyable experience. The station complex will be further enhanced by an
artwork program that will include procedures for accepting donated artwork and for
the commissioning of artwork by SCRTD. A percentage of each station's construc-
tion cost is proposed to be dedicated to artworks.

While the stations themselves will be visually pleasing, aesthetics are .also concerned
with how the system relates to the community. The rest of this impact assessment
addresses this relationship.

7.3.1 IMPACT MEASURES

Impact measures have been used to document a range of significant visual changes,
including significant contrast in scale between transit facilities and nearby
development, changes in the appearance of streets as viewed by pedestrians or
motorists, and increased visual exposure of occupants of residential and commercial
structures.

View Alteration. The visual relationship between a specific area and the larger
community and regional setting has both cesthetic and functional importance. If
Metro Rail construction blocks or obscures views of major natural features, plazas,
or distinctive buildings, the impact is negative. Conversely, if Metro Rail
construction opens Up new views, such as those created by an aerial alignment, or
improves existing views by channeling the eye toward visually important structures
or natural features, the impact is positive.

Change in Visual Setting. Displacement of existing uses and construction of major
facilities such as parking areas, elevated stations, and subway station entrances
could significantly alter physical conditions and appearance along the Metro Rail
line. When this change removes negative elements, such as unsightly buildings and
disorganized, unlandscoped parking oreas, or eliminates uses which disrupt the
prevailing function of the area, the impact is positive. Conversely, when uses that
contribute to the vitality of the area or structures that lend visual interest are
displaced, the result is negative.
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Street Facade Appearance. An attractive, comfortable setting for pedestrians is
important to the success of urban commercial streets. Essential to this setting is a
relatively consistent and continuous commercial facade, uninterrupted by vacant
parcels, parking lots, or buildings with inconsistent or deep setbacks. Ground level
uses offering visual interest and variety, and such factors as carefully considered
walkways, signs, and landscaping are also critical to the success of such streets.
Where Metro Rail construction requires removal or disruption of buildings or other
features that contribute to the scale, continuity, appearance, and utility of
pedestrian-serving streets, the impacts are negative. When, however, Metro Rail
construction eliminates buildings or spaces that detract from the street facade or
creates opportunities for future construction that could enhance the pedestrian
portions of the street space, the result is positive.

Street Space Appearance. The public—as motorists, pedestrians, and transit riders—
sees the Metro Rail route primarily from the street. One's visual impression of the
streets along the route is formed by the width of the street, its landscaping, the
height of facing buildings, and the continuity or discontinuity of the structures along
each side. As the basis for determining likely impacts of Metro Rail construction (1)
the street space should be sufficiently contained o both sides to provide a sense of
enclosure and a visual channel; (2) continuous or nearly continuous building facades
should be maintained along each side of the street, with the buildings high enough to
provide a sense of enclosure; (3) the heights of adjoining buildings should relate to
the function and scale of the street—for example, two or three stories along narrow,
60- to 80-foot retail streets and five or more stories along broad boulevards; and (4)
a clear distinction should be established between space for pedestrians and space for
vehicles. Where Metro Rail construction produces or promotes development consis-
tent with the above principles, the impact is positive. The impact is negative where
construction and location of Metro Rail facilities eliminate existing features
contributing to a well-defined street space or preempt future development that
would be in accord with these principles.

Compatibility of Scale. The visual fit of Metro Rail facilities within the commercial
and residential districts through which Metro Rail passes is a major concern. Where
Metro Rail structures conform to the prevailing scale (height, bulk, proportions) of
neighboring buildings, street spaces, and other outdoor public spaces, the result is
positive. However, where Metro Rail structures produce an abrupt contrast with
surrounding structures and spaces, the effect is negative. Examples of the latter
include elevated guideway structures that tower above adjoining buildings and
multilevel parking structures immediately adjacent to low rise residential units.

Visual Proximity. The users of Metro Rail facilities and the occupants of adjacent
residential and commercial structures can see each other where elevated guideways,
stations, and the upper levels of a proposed parking structure are close to occupied
buildings. Such effects are considered very serious when the outer edge of the
guideway, elevated station, or station parking structure, is within 60 feet of the
facing residential or commercial buildings. This is the approximate range in which
facial expressions can be discerned. The effect is considered serious when the outer
edge of the guideway, elevated station, or parking structure is within 61 to 120 feet
of adjoining residential or commercial buildings. Within this range personal

recognition is possible. Beyond 120 feet the adverse effects are considered
negligible.
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7.3.2 LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The Locally Preferred Alternative will have relatively insignificant adverse impact
on the overall character, scale, and form of the visual setting in the Regional Core,
however, in particular localized areas visual impacts are considerable. In various
instances, the rail transit system will produce positive effects. For example, the
location of station entrances will enhance the visual setting by increasing exposure
to and channelizing views of parks and historic properties at Union Station, Civic
Center, Fifth/Hill, Wilshire/Alvarado, and Universal City. Moreover, at
Wilshire/Vermont, Wilshire/Crenshow, and Fairfax/Santa  Monica, station
construction removes fragmented development and creates an opportunity for joint
development to reinforce the street space and a continuous commercial facade.

In contrast, the displacement of buildings at other locations will adversely affect the
visual setting by breaking the continuity of the building facade or by detracting from
an otherwise consistent street appearance. Into these vacant sites, Metro Rail
facilities like station entrances and vent shafts (box-like structures 10 feet from the
ground) will be erected. The significance of the impact generally varies with the
extent of demolition at each station and is most severe at Wilshire/Alvarado,
Wilshire/Western, Hollywood/Cahuenga, and Universal City.

This disruption of the visual setting and scale relationships at the first two stations
will be mitigated when new construction is erected and the continuity of the facade
is restored. Moreover, if the cooling towers are carefully sited and acquisition or
development agreements can be made with owners of adjacent property, these
structures can eventually be incorporated into new on-site development, and visual
problems can be eliminated. At the latter two stations, however, the off-street
location limits further development of the site and thus mitigation of the adverse
impacts. Construction of the Universal City Station removes portions of the
Bluffside residential area, which helps enclose and define the street space of the
area. The demolition of these small-scale residential buildings constitutes a
permanent alteration of the area's coherent visual setting.

The system's parking structures, while not to be constructed initially, will have visual
impacts when they are built. At Union Station and Fairfax/Beverly, the proposed
structures will help organize and create visual definition for what are currently
abandoned or open, visually fragmented areas. At Fairfax/Beverly the opportunity
exists to incorporate street level commercial uses along Beverly Boulevard and Fair-
fax Avenue to reinforce the continuity of the commercial street facade. The parking
facility at Universal City would replace the existing Hewlett-Packard building, which
because of its size and appearance is visually compatible with the adjacent Campo de
Cahuenga, a state landmark. Parking at Universal City could be shared between two
sites, one just north of the Campo de Cahuenga and the other along and north of Ven-
tura Boulevard east of Vineland Avenue (Figure 2-24.1). Either site may have a sur-
face parking lot, a three-story building or a six-story building. The parking struc-
tures would be bulkier than the Hewlett-Packard Building they replace, thereby
exaggerating the contrast in scale between the Campo de Cahuenga and the sur-
rounding building. The parking structures woulid nevertheless be more in scale with
the nearby Universal City buildings and offer better street space definition than the
current building. Consequently, overall, the parking structure will not have a nego-
tive impact. At North Hollywood, the multilevel parking structure, approximately 50
feet high, will contrast with the relatively small existing structures. However, as
development progresses under the Community Redevelopment Agency's Redevelop-
ment Project, this adverse impact is expected to be eliminated.
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7.3.3 AERIAL OPTION

Visual impacts of the Aerial Option are identical to the Locally Preferred Alter-
native, except in the San F ernando Valley. In this segment, the alignment is elevated
and its impacts on the visual character of the area become much more pronounced.
The elevated guideway will be 20-42 feet high, about 25-30 feet wide, and supported
by 6-foot wide columns. The aerial stations at Universal City and North Hollywood
would stand approximately 20-33 feet above ground, be 84 feet wide at the platform
level, and extend about 450 feet (Figure 3-14). Key impacts of the portal, stations,
and elevated guideways are described below.

e The portal where the transit system emerges from the mountains is incongruous
in scale to and will be constructed within 60 feet of the residential area below
(Figure 3-15).

e The station at Universal City, while creating regional views to the east,
degrades the outdoor space and introduces a structure incompatible in scale with
surrounding land uses. The guideway is much taller than most buildings fronting
onto Lankershim Boulevard and essentially will cut Lankershim Boulevard in

half, creating two relatively narrow visual channels when viewed diagonally
(Figure 3-16).

e The elevated guideway will also be within 60 feet of structures along the west
side of Lankershim Boulevard for its entire length and along the east side of
Camarillo Street. At this distance, the visual privacy of about 3,000 feet of
residential frontage, all south of Camarillo Street, would be adversely
affected. About 11,900 feet of commercial frontage would also be affected,
although not necessarily adversely since such exposure may enhance local
businesses by increasing their visibility.

e At North Hollywood, the design of the station and landscaped environment would
have a beneficial effect by replacing a visually fragmented and unorganized
setting. However, the parking structure's bulk and height is incompatible with
the relatively small structures along Chandler Boulevard. As noted earlier, this
impact is only short term, until the Community Redevelopment Agency's
Redevelopment Project is implemented.
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e The visual impact of the minor yard at North Hollywood will be to obstruct
views from the residential area north of Chandler Boulevard to North Hollywood
Park. In addition, the extensive length of the unbroken 25 foot high yard
retaining wall is incompatible in scale with surrounding land uses.

7.3.4 MINIMUM OPERABLE SEGMENT

The beneficial and adverse impacts of this project alternative are identical to those
described for the Locally Preferred Alternative from the main yard at Union Station
to the Fairfax/Beverly Station.

7.4 MITIGATION

Two types of mitigation measures are described below. The first type involves
actions that SCRTD can effectively implement alone. They involve small
modifications to the station plans during final design to eliminate adverse visual
effects or some landscaping treatment to improve the visual impression of the
facilities after they are constructed. These measures are identified below.

Main Yard South of Union Station. Relocate the buildings at the property line or
vtilize a landscaped berm with a continuous planting of street trees to reach a height
of 30 to 40 feet to reinforce the spatial definition of Santa Fe Avenue.

Civic Center. Replace trees along the south side of station entrance.

Fairfax/Beverly. The parking structure offers the opportunity to incorporate street
level commercial uses along Beverly Boulevard and Fairfax Avenuve to reinforce the
continuity of the commercial street facade. Relocate the parking structure over the
station close to Fairfax Avenue. Replace the landscaped berm and add a continuous
planting of street trees to reach a height of 30 feet to reinforce the spatial

definition of Fairfax Avenue. Replace or relocate the displaced portions of the
F armers Market facility.

Universal City. Utilize a landscaped berm with continuous planting of street trees to
reach a height of 30 to 40 feet to reinforce the spatial definition of Lankershim
Boulevard and Bluffside Drive and to screen and reduce the impact of the kiss and
ride area, the bus terminal, station, and access roads.

North Hollywood. Relocate the parking structure over the station entrance closer to
Lankershim Boulevard. The parking structure would then offer the opportunity to
incorporate street level commercial uses along Lankershim Boulevard that will
reinforce the continuity of the commercial street facade.

Specific to the Aerial Option are the following measures.

Universal City Station. Utilize a landscaped berm with continuous planting of street
trees to reach a height of 30 to 40 feet to reinforce the spatial definition of
Lankershim Boulevard and Bluffside Drive and to screen and reduce the impact of
the large parking area. To minimize adverse impacts of the portal, there are two
possible mitigation options.

3-123



e Relocate the portal southeast to avoid having the elevated guideway pass over
residences south of Ventura Boulevard.

e Relocate the elevated station underground, to the south, with its entrances on
both sides of the Hollywood Freeway. Relocate the portal north of the
Universal City Aerial Station so that the transition to the aerial guideway to
L ankershim Boulevard will be high enough to clear Bluffside Drive.

Aerial Corridor. The visual intrusion along Lankershim Boulevard cannot be
mitigated. One consideration was to acquire a strip of land one parcel deep along
the east side of Lankershim Boulevard. However, the lessening of visual impacts
would be outweighed by the increase in project costs and the displacements that
would be caused.

North Hollywood. Create a retail frontage along Lankershim Boulevard integrated
with the entrance and elevated station to reinforce the continuity of the commercial
street facade and street space definition. For the impacts of the minor yard at
North Hollywood, special attention needs to be given to the design of the yard's two-
story-high retaining walls. Particular measures include creating definition and
rhythm by breaking and faceting it, and adding fronting landscaping to create a
screen and foil.

The second type of mitigation that can be employed to minimize identified visual
impacts involves actions that require the cooperation of other parties, generally in
joint development opportunities. Applicable where buildings have been displaced,
this mitigation requires the erection of new commercial, residential, or mixed use
buildings that complement the station entrance and other Metro Rail facilities,
reinforce the continuity of commercial street facade and street space definition, and
restore visual scale and integrity. This process can be supported by the specific
plans currently being formulated by the city and county.

8. NOISE AND VIBRATION

8.1 INTRODUCTION

This section presents information on noise and vibration impacts from transit train
operation and ancillary facilities and discusses ways of minimizing impacts on the
community. Material for this section is from a series of special studies conducted by
Wilson, Ihrig and Associates, Inc. (1982), the noise and vibration engineering design
consultant to SCRTD. These special studies have been summarized in the SCRTD
Technical Report on Noise and Vibration (1983).

3-124



8.2 EXISTING CONDITIONS

8.2.1 AMBIENT NOISE ENVIRONMENT

Seventy-eight sites were chosen from which to characterize the ambient noise level
along the Metro Rail route. "Spot check," or short term noise and vibration mea-
surements were made at all locations, and 24-hour, or long term, noise measurements
were also made at |6 locations.* Each measurement location was in a representative
area or near a potentially noise sensitive building. Data presented in Table 3-33
provide a representative sampling of the monitoring sites and cover the diversity of
conditions found in the Regional Core. Full documentation of the locations and
measurements of all the monitoring sites is available in the SCRTD Technical Report
on Noise and Vibration (1983). The short term measurements were made over a |0-
minute period during four characteristic periods of the day: daytime, 10:00 a.m. to
2:00 p.m.; rush hour, 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.; evening, 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.; and
night, 11:00 p.m. to 2:00 a.m. No measurements were made during morning rush hour
because noise levels are essentially the same as during evening rush hour.

The typical minimum noise level during a measurement period is called the residual,
or background, level. Survey measurements show that residual levels range from 37
to 69 dB(A) during the rush hours (and daytime), and 34 to 64 dB(A) during evening
and nighttime, when levels decrease significantly at most locations monitored. The
median noise level for the different sites ranges from 40 to 72 dB(A) during rush
hour, 39 to 72 dB(A) during the day, 43 to 69 dB(A) in the evening, and 38 to 65 dB(A)
at night. At many locations the maximum noise levels were over 70 dB(A), with
some areas reaching 80 dB(A) or more one percent of the time. Levels above 80
dB(A) are usually considered high for either commercial or residential areas. At
several locations the maximum levels did not decrease significantly during evening
and night hours because of a high level of vehicular traffic at night.

The survey data show that during any one time period, the noise varies by 20 to 30
dB(A) over the length of the route, indicating a great diversity in the local noise
environment. Despite this wide range, the data indicate a high level of ambient
noise along most of the alignment, primarily from vehicular traffic.

8.2.2 AMBIENT VIBRATION ENVIRONMENT

Existing exterior vibration sources include automobiles, trucks, buses, underground
mechanical equipment, and pedestrians. The vibration level data were taken at the
same time and place as the sound level data and were analyzed to obtain a single-

* There are three commonly used measures for environmental noise exposure: the
Energy Equivalent Level, 1he Community Noise Equivalent Level, CNEL; and
the Day-Night Sound Level ?_ is a single number which represents the energy
averaged sound level over the meosurQEmenf period. The CNEL and L 4, measures are
variations of Leq and characterize the environmental noise exposure over a 24-hour
period and differ only slightly. These two measures take into consideration the fact
that people are generally more annoyed by a given sound level at night than during
the day. All three measures are presented in terms of A-weighted sound level in
decibels (dBA), which correlates well with people's subjective reaction to noise.
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TABLE 3-33

SELECTED AMBIENT & PROJECT RELATED NOISE AND VIBRATION DATA BY METRO RAIL SEGMENT

SUBWAY OPERATIONS

AERIAL OPERATIONS

“Ground< Maximum
| Borne Air Borne Paosshy
3 EXISTING CONDITIONS Noise Predicted Track Noise Ldn  With
Approximate N-'Noise Le Es?imo?edg Stondard Noise  and Bed With Side  Side Allowable
Location V-Vibration® PMRyush Night Ldn/CNEL - (dB(AY) Level Treatment Barriers Barriers Moximum
can
107 i1l Street north N 70 €3 T4 50 31-37 RRF
of Third Street \ 59 51 - - - -
103 Seventh Street ot N 69 58 67-69 45-50 3844 RRF
Hartford Avenue \ &4 50 - — - -
& Wilshire and Flower N 75 Nm] 72-74 40-5 340 FST
v 48 N7 — - - -
104 Travelodge Motel, N 66 60 67-69 L0 30-36 RST
1710 W. Seventh Stree? \ 55 49 — - - -
‘Nilshire
105 Near Mid-Wilshire N 63 sS4 64-66 40 29-35 RST
Convalescent Hospital v 54 46 — - - -
!  Wiishire Boulevord N T 6! £9-71 40 28-34 RST
aond Commonwealth A 6l 55 — - - -
IN Witshire Boulevard N % Nm? 73-75 35 29-35  RST
and Normandie v 57 N - o - ~
19 South end of N 58 49 &1+ S0 43-49 RRF
Orange Grove Avenue v 48 44 - - - -
17 Wilshire neor St Jomes N 7? 67 69-71 35-40 28-34 FST
* spiscopal Church Y 52 52 - - - —
1S Longwood Avenue N &7 S8 65-67 40 30-36 RST
WY South of Wilshire v 50 kL] —_ — — -
N CRS TV Studio N 57 Nm! 56-58 25 1874 RRF
v 47 N — - - -
27 Country Villo N 68 59 68-70 L0 41-47 FsT
Convalescent Home \ 49 46 - - - -
Hollvwood
1O Sunset Roulevard N 69 67 72-74 50 34.40 RRF
ard Fuller Avenue \ 51 L6 - - - -
118 Selma Avenue and N 65 58 66-68 50 44-50 RST
~udson Avenve \ 5! u? - - - -
79 Vire Street and N 72 NM! 69-71 NA NA NA
Vel ongre Avenue A 60 NM7 —_ - - —
32 Las Paimas Avenue N 60 55 77+ 35-40 25 RRF
an Milner Terrace \ 41 34 - - — -
A1 Territos Place ond N 59 A 60-62 35-40 25 RRF
Halty Hill Terroce \ 42 (AN - - -_ —_
33 M0 Pacific View Dr, N 56 L6 §3-55 35 30 RRF
v 36 ?5 - - - -
¢ 1149 Oakshire Drive N 59 52 58-60 35 30 RRF
v 43 W3 — - - -
19 1277 Cghuengo Rivd, N 7 NI 70-72 50 37-43 RRF
v 50 Nm7 - - - —
torth Hollvwood
43 Vineland Avenue ond N 67 59 68-70 35-40 29-35 RST 70-72 74-76 75
Hartsook Street v 57 55 - - - - - - -
119 Parking Lot, Lonker- N €1 57 cu-66 35-45 20 RRF 64-66 €9-71 85
shim and Valiey Heart \ 53 a7 - - - - - - -
127 10705 Rloomfield N 60 50 56-58 50 40-u6 RST 58-60 79-81 85
Y L6 40 - - - - - - -
127 10030 Camaritlo Stree! N ] 58 66-68 75-55 38-44 RST 66-68 f2-84 Hs
v 52 [ - - - - —_ - -
126 10932 Morrison Street N 62 49 56-58 35-40 29-35 RST 58-60 70-72 75
\ 50 39 - - - - - - ~

Source: Wilson, lhrig and Associotes, Inc., Noise and Vibrotion Survey for the Metro Rail Project, Supplemental Noise

Moise and Vihratian Study for Alternative Route Alighments, 1982,

'Thesc measured levels ore expected to olso represent No Project condition in the year 2000 because expected traffic
foctor most likely to affect ambient noise canditions, will not result in detectable noise increases,

b . . . . o
Mumbers refer 1o measurement locations, as defined durina the noise monitaring survey,

Moise levels — dBIA),

.
“ueighted vibratian velocity levels — dB rel micro in/sec.

SLan ond CNEL seldom vary more thon | dB ond ore essentiolly equal measures,

‘QefF . Resilient Roil Fosteners; FST = Flooting Sloh Trackheds; R5T = Resiliently Supported Ties.

"MM = Not Measured

*Retiects octua!l 2L-hour measurement.
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number velocity level weighted to approximate the human response to vibration. The
weighting methodology, known as CHABA®*, is described in the SCRTD Technical
Report on Noise and Vibration (1983). Weighted vibration velocity levels below about
69 dB are normally imperceptible or just perceptible.

The lowest vibration levels were measured in the Hollywood Hills and Santa Monica
Mountains, where there are few vibration-producing activities, especially during
evening and nighttime. These locations may also be on or near rock, which takes a
greater vibration energy level to produce the same vibration amplitude at the
receiver.

The L| level** at a number of locations exceeds 69 dB, meaning that for approxi-
mately 6 seconds in |0 minutes the vibration from passing vehicles was at least
barely perceptible. These locations include two along Hill Street in the CBD seg-
ment, three along Wilshire between Union Avenue and Vermont, one near Sunset and
Vire, and one on Vineland near Whipple in North Hollywood. Weighted vibration
velocity Legs at other locations generally ranged from 34 to é4 dB, typical of
commercial and residential areas near heavily traveled streets and comparable to
levels in other large cities (such as Baltimore and Chicago). In general, locations
with the highest noise levels also have the highest vibration levels. Selected vibra-
tion data are provided in Table 3-34.

8.2.3 NOISE AND VIBRATION DESIGN STANDARDS AND CRITERIA

Since noise and vibration produced by operation of transit vehicles and associated
ancillary facilities can cause significant environmental impacts, there has been
considerable legislative action—at the federal, state, and local levels--which has
produced regulations that may affect the design and operational requirements of the
Metro Rail Project. The criteria require control of airborne and ground-borne noise
and vibration from transit train operations and from transit ancillary areas and
facilities such as yard operations, vent and fan shafts, electrical substations,
emergency service buildings, and air conditioning chiller plants. The criteria specify
numeric limits for allowable noise emissions and establish criteria for determining
compliance with standards.

SCRTD has deveioped a comprehensive set of noise and vibration design criteria,
based upon a review of federal and American Public Transit Association (APTA)
guidelines, local guidelines, and industry practice. The detailed descriptions and
explanations of specific noise and vibration standards are contained in SCRTD
Technical Report on Noise and Vibration (1983) and are summarized in Table 3-33.
The salient features are discussed below.

Federal Guidelines. No federal agencies have produced regulations which directly
apply to rapid rail transit noise. There are EPA regulations which affect
construction equipment noise emission.

* CHABA = Committee on Hearing Bioacoustics and Biomechanics.

** The vibration velocity level exceeded | percent of the time, representing the
occasional maximum or "peak" vibration level.
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attention was placed on identifying potential impacts on noise sensitive land uses
including schools, hospitals, rest homes, and medical facilities. A summary of this

data for representative sample sites along the alternative routes is projected in
Table 3-33.

8.3.2 SUBWAY OPERATIONS

Underground rail rapid transit systems create ground-borne vibration and noise,
which are transmitted from the subway structure to adjacent buildings. This vibra-
tion comes from wheels rolling on the rails and is generally perceived in nearby
buildings as a low pitched rumbling. The vibration occasionally may be perceptible
as mechanical motion. Ground-borne vibration transmitted to buildings near the
subway is of such a low level that there is no possibility of structural damage.

The evaluation of subway operations has utilized the effectiveness of resilient rail
fasteners, resiliently supported ties, and floating slab trackbeds in reducing ground-
borne vibration. Resiliently supported ties reduce ground-borne noise and vibration
by 6 to 10 dB, while floating slab trackbeds reduce them by 15 to 20 dB. These
reductions are relative to trains operating on direct fixation resilient rail fasteners,
which already significantly reduce noise and vibration better than the direct
fasteners used on older systems. These special design features reduce noise and
vibration in the frequency range most perceptible in the buildings near the subway
structure.  With the recommended track fixation methods, the ground-borne
vibration from transit train operations should not be perceptible at any point along
the Metro Rail subway alignment; thus there will be no impact from ground-borne
vibration.

The results of the assessment of ground-borne noise for each line segment follow.
The No Project Alternative will not result in noise and vibration impacts.

CBD - Wilshire. This segment is common to the Locally Preferred Alternative, the
Aerial Option, and the Minimum Operable Segment. Calculations show that ground-
borne noise along a large portion of this segment would require resiliently supported
ties or floating slab trackbed. There are several locations where these measures will
be required to reduce the ground-borne noise from transit train operations to
acceptable levels. These locations include the following: the theater at Second and
Hill Streets, Theater of Arts on Wilshire east of Bronson Avenue, King Solomon
Home for the Elderly on Fairfax north of Clinton Street, Country Villa Wilshire
Convalescent Hospital on Fairfax south of Willoughby Avenue, Garden of Palms Rest
Home on Fairfax south of Romaine Street, and the apartments on Fairfax midblock
between Romaine Street and Santa Monica Boulevard. The somewhat higher noise
levels expected in these buildings are due primarily to a very shallow tunnel (depth to
top-of-rail of 30 to 40 feet) and/or a crossover in the tunnel raising the expected
noise level about 10 dB.

Hollywood. Only the Locally Preferred Alternative and the Aerial Option affect this
segment. Substantial sections of the alignment would require resiliently supported
ties or floating slab trackbeds to reduce ground-borne noise levels. Additional
measures will be required to reduce ground-borne noise from transit train operations
to an acceptable level at the Blessed Sacrament School on Sunset Boulevard east of
Cherokee Avenue.
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North Hollywood. The Locally eferred Alternative is in a subway confngurchon
through this segment. (The Aerial Option to the Locally Preferred Alternative is
discussed separately in the next section.) There are several sections where resil-
iently supported ties or floating slab trackbeds would be needed. On Lankershim
Boulevard near the Los Angeles River, there is a commercial building where
additional measures will be required to reduce the ground-borne noise from transit
train operations to acceptable levels.

8.3.3 AERIAL OPERATIONS

Concrete deck and all-concrete aerial structures effectively reduce wayside and in-
car noise over older all-steel structures, as they have ot BART, WMATA Metro, and
MARTA. It is also possible to use a sound barrier wall to reduce wayside noise
further, since the noise is primarily radiated from the transit car and rails.
Therefore, the impact predictions for wayside noise include sound barrier walls as
part of the transit system facilities. |f the Aerial Option is selected, sound barrier
walls will be incorporated into the project for the length of the aerial alignment.

The predicted wayside noise levels from the Metro Rail transit trains take into
account operational characteristics such as train length, speed, and auxiliary equip-
ment noise. [t has been assumed that solid wheels with either steel or aluminum hubs
will be used on all vehicles and that the maximum speed would be 70 miles per hour.
It should also be noted that rail train noise is strictly a function of speed.

Most of the areas along Lankershim Boulevard are strip commercial development,
with medium density residential neighborhoods off the alignment. Applicable
criteria* for maximum airborne noise from a single transit train passby are 75 dB(A)
at single family residences, 80 dB(A) at muitifamily residences, and 85 dB(A) at
commercial buildings. In addition, the criteria indicate that the maximum airborne
noise from a single transit train passby should not exceed 75 dB(A) at churches,
theaters, schools, hospitals, museums, or libraries.

Calculating the noise from a single passby does not necessarily indicate the cumula-
tive effect of noise, since it does not consider the duration of each passby or the
number every hour or day. A loud noise occurring very infrequently may be less
annoying or intrusive than a moderate noise occurring many times, and most of the
noise from train operations would occur at fairly frequent, reqular intervals.

With sound barrier walls, the noise from trains on aerial structures would raise the
Ldn levels at the noise measurement locations by 0 to 3 dB(A), with an average of
less than | dB(A). Increases of less than 5 dB(A) are not considered significant.
Along the Aerial Option the maximum single-event airborne noise criteria are
exceeded even with sound barrier walls at approximately 30 single family residences
by 2 to 6 dB(A), with an average of about 4 dB(A). The criteria are also exceeded at
approximately 10 apartment buildings by up to 3 dB(A), with an average of about |
dB(A). Most of these residences are within 150 feet of the proposed aerial structure
and where the trains will be operating up to the maximum speed of 70 miles per
hour. At such locations, where standards are exceeded with sound barrier walls,
absorptive materials will be applied to the sound barrier walls for additional

* These criteria wer. -tablished by APTA in a publication called "Guidelines and
Principles for Design ¢ .zpid Transit Facilities," January 1979.
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reductions. Even with these measures, adverse impacts will remain for 30 single
family and 10 multifamily dwellings.

8.3.4 STORAGE AND MAINTENANCE YARD

Storage and maintenance yard noise would result from a number of major sources,
including transit cars rolling on the tracks, transit car auxiliary equipment, coupling
and uncoupling of cars, train horns, maintenance work, workers shouting, telephone
buzzers, and public address systems. The Union Station main yard would be in a train
switchyard area with already high noise levels. The North Hollywood Station tail
tracks for the subway would be designed to avoid any potential adverse impacts. The
Aerial Option tail tracks would generate noise levels that intrude on nearby
residential areas.

8.3.5 METRO RAIL SUBSYSTEMS

Vent Shafts. With no acoustical treatment in the shafts, most sounds from the
system would be transmitted to the surface. The levels permitted in the noise and
design criteria are generally lower than typical ambient levels. Acceptable levels
are keyed to land use and are measured 50 feet from the source. Since noise will be
kept within ambient limits, no significant adverse impacts will occur.

Ancillary Facilities. The final location of all ancillary facilities has not been deter-
mined, so only a general discussion of the noise from them follows. As with vent
shaft openings, the noise from ancillary facilities is subject to the Metro Rail design
criteria for maximum permissible noise levels. The Metro Rail design criteria would
ensure that the noise generated by ancillary facilities, regardless of their final
location, would be compatible with the ambient noise of the surrounding area.

The criteria for noise from ancillary facilities are similar to those for vent shafts
(see SCRTD Technical Report on Noise and Vibration, 1983), except that equipment
generating continuous noise levels shall be limited to 5 dB(A) lower because its tonal
components can make it more obtrusive. Maost power transformers will be below
ground to mitigate noise impact. The design of each ancillary facility will
incorporate noise reduction features including sound barrier walls around noise
sources, complete enclosures around noise sources, and sound attenuators on fans,
blowers, and cooling towers.

8.3.6 TRAFFIC

With the construction of the Metro Rail Project, traffic analysis shows that there
would be some reduction in traffic (from the year 2000 base condition), primarily on
freeways (especially the Hollywood Freeway) ond major arterial streets. Traffic
reductions of between | and |5 percent are projected in some locations, but these
will not significantly reduce noise levels, since traffic flow would have to drop by at
least 50 percent before a reduction in the noise level would be noticeable.

The changes in traffic patterns around proposed stations would primarily consist of
an increase in feeder buses and an increase in the local traffic because of trips to
park and ride and kiss and ride areas. Stations most affected by increased traffic are
at North Hollywood, Universal City, Fairfax/Beverly, Wilshire/Fairfax, and Union
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Station. The resulting total change in automobile traffic (up to a 20 percent
increase) would not cause significant changes in cumulative noise levels.

8.4 MITIGATION

Mitigation of transit operational noise and vibration is approached by establishing
performance standards, design criteria, and vehicle specifications. SCRTD is
committed to enforcement of established design criteria and ensuring that such
designs perform in accordance with specifications. The major tool utilized to
accomplish this will be the contract documents developed between the District and
designers, construction contractors, and vehicle suppliers.

Subway Operations. The detailed descriptions and explanations of specific impact
mitigation measures and associated design criteria are contained in the report Noise
and Vibration Design Criteria (Wilson, lhrig and Associates, 1982) prepared for the
Metro Rail Project. The key features of the mitigation measures described therein
include:

e Using continuous welded rail instead of jointed rail on the steel wheel/rail
interface.

e Utilizing rail vehicles with lightweight trucks rather than heavyweight trucks in
order to provide minimum unsprung weight. .

e Using special grinding (truing) equipment to ensure the smoothness of wheel/ rail
interaction.

e Using Resilient Rail Fasteners (RRF) instead of Fixed Rail Fasteners (rigidily
attached rails) as a track fixation method.

e If necessary, utilizing Resiliently Supported Ties (RST) where Resilient Rail
Fasteners (RRF) are inadequate to satisfy applicable noise standards and
criteria.

SCRTD is committed to the above design configurations and will include them in
both subway and aerial systems. These built-in mitigation measures are proven
technology which automatically reduce noise and vibration levels by a significant
degree, and satisfy noise abatement criteria in most cases without the need for
additional mitigation. This is especially true of the Resilient Rail Fasteners (RRF)
and Resiliently Supported Ties (RST) mentioned above, to which SCRTD is firmly
committed.

Certain locations require more effective noise mitigation measures. The complete
detailed description of noise predictions and recommended track fixation methods
(RRF, RST, FST) for each of the rail alternatives is in the SCRTD Technical Report
on Noise and Vibration (1983). In this report, there are several locations identified at
which Floating Siab Trackbed (FST) fixation methods are needed for the Locally
Preferred Alternative, Aerial Option, and Minimum Operable Segment in order to
reduce noise levels to acceptable levels. For the Locally Preferred Alternative, 32
of the 287 locations will require FST fixation. For the Aerial Option, 3| of the 320
locations will require the FST, and for the Minimum Operable Segment 13 of the 154
locations will require FST mitigation measures. The FST along with other techniques
listed below can provide greater sound reductions.

3-133



. Minor shifts in horizontal and/or vertical alignment
Crossover relocation
Rail system structure modification

Non-5tandard Floating Slab Design

vooE W

Vibration isolation by blocking direct transmission of vibration where the subway
structure is unusually close to buildings and their foundations. This can be
accomplished by using eiastomer pads and intervening soil as special resilient
elements.

6. Tunnel noise abatement to improve the interior acoustical environment for
employees and passengers. This can be accomplished by integrating an
acoustical absorption system within the tunnel structure.

During Final Design any one or a combination of these mitigation measures will be
implemented as needed at all locations where noise standards are being exceeded to
meet the noise and vibration criteria adopted for the project.

Aerial Operations. The aerial system has special mitigation measures which include,
but are not limited to, the following:

|. All-concrete or combination concrete/steel structures rather than all-steel
structures.

2. Sound barrier walls with sufficient height to "shadow" the noise transmitted
from the train to the wayside. Such barriers could be constructed in a variety of
forms such as:

° Non-absorptive barriers associated with ballast and tie track installations.

° Absorptive barriers treated with special acoustical absorbing materiai on
the interior face of the wall.

If the cerial option were selected, sound barrier walls will be constructed for the
entire length of the aerial segment.

Fan and Vent Shafts. These facilities will be designed to minimize noise intrusion by
including the following specific mitigation measures.

. Cellular glass and mineral fiber applied to the wall and ceiling surfaces of the
shafts to maximize absorption.

2. Standard duct attenuators.

3. Contract specifications requiring certified maximum sound power levels for the
fans.

Ancillary Facilities. These facilities, including power substations and emergency

power generation equipment, will be modified to minimize noise and vibration using
the following specific mitigation measures:
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I. Below-ground location of power transformers.

Total enclosure of noise source.
. Absorption material embedded within the facility.
Barrier walls surrounding the source.

Sound attenuators on fans and ducts.

O\Ln._wa

. Special mufflers.

9. AIR QUALITY

9.1 INTRODUCTION

The Metro Rail Project is located within the South Coast Air Basin (SOCAB), which
includes approximately 6,580 square miles of the Los Angeles metropolitan area.

Included within the air basin are the highly urbanized portions of Los Angeles, San
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Bernardino, and Riverside Counties, and all of Orange County. The discussion here
of existing air quality conditions and future ones with @ rail rapid transit project is
summarized from the SCRTD Technical Report on Air Quality (1983). More detailed
information and analysis can be reviewed in that document.

For purposes of the air quality analysis, project-related air pollution emissions will
be assessed for an approximately 140~square-mile study area. The area quality study
area and the smaller 75-square-mile Regional Core are shown on Figure 3-{7. The
study area boundary is the same as the area used in the assessment of transportation

impacts. Approximately 15 percent of the air basin's VMT are traveled within this
area.

9.2 EXISTING CONDITIONS

9.2.1 AIR POLLUTION METEOROLOGY

SOCAB is an area of high air pollution potential, particularly from June through
September. The poor ventilation afforded by the generally light winds (5.6 miles per
hour average in the downtown area) and shallow vertical mix of air in the area
frequently keep emissions from being diluted. Added to this is the plentiful sunshine,
whose energy converts emissions of the primary contaminants (nitrogen oxides and

hydrocarbons) into ozone, photochemical aerosol, and other secondary products
(SCAQMD, 1979).

Ambient air pollution levels at any particular SOCAB location are affected by air
patterns. The land-sea breeze dominates the local wind patterns, resulting generally
in onshore winds during the day and offshore winds at night. Pollutants move inland
during the day, often causing high poliution readings in valley areas, and move
seaward at night, often to be blown back in the next day. Thus ambient pollution
levels at any given time do not always reflect the level of emissions actually
generated within the immediate area.

9.2.2 AIR QUALITY STANDARDS

The state and federal governments have each established air quality standards for
various pollutants, set at or below levels at which air is defined as essentially clean,
and with a sufficient margin to protect public health and welfare.

The federal standards, established by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA),
are statutory requirements to be achieved and maintained as required by the Clean
Air Act of 1970 (as amended). The Clean Air Act stipulates that primary ambient air
quality standards for particulate matter, sulfur dioxide, and nitrogen dioxide were to
be attained by the end of 1982. Primary standards for ozone and carbon monoxide
were also to be attained, except where extensions were granted under strictly
prescribed statutory provisions. California was among the states granted an
extension until 1987 to meet the standards for carbon monoxide and ozone. Except
for sulfur dioxide, SOCAB has been designated a nonattainment area for each of the
primary pollutants; that is, they do not meet the established air quality standards.
While some progress is being made, it is not expected that SOCAB will reach
attainment of federal standards in the immediate future. State of California
standards, established by the California Air Resources Board (CARB), represent the
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goals of existing and planned air pollution control programs. The applicable federal

and state air quality standards for various pollutants of interest are included in Table
3-35.

9.2.3 STUDY AREA AIR QUALITY

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) monitors air quality at
numerous locations in SOCAB. Three monitoring stations are located within the
study area: the West Los Angeles station (near the southwest corner of the study
area), the Los Angeles CBD station, and the Burbank station (near the northeast
corner of the study area). A summary of air quality data collected at study area
monitoring stations for the year 1980 is provided in Table 3-35. Federal standards
were not met for ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, and lead. A brief
description of air quality trends follows.

Ozone. Between 1976 and 1980 the number of days exceeding the state standard of
0.10 parts per million (ppm)/hour at the Los Angeles CBD station has steadily
declined.  Still, the standard was exceeded on |09 days in 1980. Ozone
concentrations at the West Los Angeles station showed a marked increase in 1979
and |980 over the previous three years. At Burbank, no discernible trend is evident,
but ozone levels remain relatively high in comparison with those measured at other
SOCAB stations. The federal standard is frequently exceeded at all three monitoring
locations and most frequently at Burbank.

Carbon Monoxide. From 1976 to 1980 the number of SOCAB station days exceeding
the federal eight-hour CO standard decreased by almost 50 percent. The one-hour 35
ppm federal standard has not been exceeded at any study area monitoring stations
since [975. [n 1980, the one-hour CO standard was not exceeded anywhere in the
Basin. The eight-hour standard remains difficult to achieve, however. Levels at the
Los Angeles CBD station continued to decline in 1980, with West Los Angeles
remaining about the same between 1976 and 1980. The Burbank station levels have
stabilized in 1978-80 at levels well below 1976-77. The federal eight-hour standard
is still frequently exceeded at West Los Angeles and Burbank and occasionally in the
Los Angeles CBD.

Nitrogen Dioxide. In 980, the state nitrogen dioxide standard of 0.25 ppm/hr was
exceeded on 23 days at Burbank, more than at any other SOCAB monitoring station.
NO- concentrations at the Los Angeles CBD station have exceeded the federal
standard by some 50 percent since 1965, with little overall change since then. The
three monitoring stations in the study area have recorded some of the highest NO

levels in SOCAB, and each has exceeded the federal (annual) standard in 1980 on%
previous years.

Sulfur Dioxide. During 1980, there were no violations of state or federal SO,
standards at any SOCAB monitoring stations.

Particulate Matter. The 100 microgram per cubic meter (ug/m3) state standard
continued to be regularly exceeded at Los Angeles CBD and West Los Angeles with
no apparent tendency towards improvement. The federal standard was not exceeded
in 1980. Particulate matter is not monitored at Burbank.
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Contaminant /Station

TABLE 3-35

AJR QUALITY SUMMARY FOR STUDY AREA MONITORING STATIONS, YEAR 1980

Days Exceeding
State Standards

Days Exceeding
Federa! Standards

Annual Average
of Monthly l-Hr
Max. Air Contaminant
Concentrations

OZONE
West Los Angeles
Los Angeles CBD
Rurbank

CARBON MONOXIDE
West Los Angeles
Los Angeles CBD
Burbank

NITROGEN DIOXIDE
West Los Angeles
Los Angeles CBD
Burbank

SULFUR DIOXIDE
West Los Angeles
Los Angeles CBD
Burbank

8%
1a9
137

1900

70,b
390,b

18

23

PARTICULATE MATTER

West Los Angeles
Las Angeles CBD
Burbank

LEAD
West Los Angeles

Los Angeles CBD
Burbank

29
55
NM

? months
5 months
NM

35
59
99

onnual standard exceeded
annua! standard exceeded

annual standard exceeded

0
NM

| quarter
| quarter
NM

0.2 ppm
0.29 ppm
0.35 ppm

25 ppm
19 ppm
29 ppm

Q.37 ppm
0.44 ppm
0.35 ppm

Q17 ppm
.037 ppm
.028 ppm

79€ ug/m3
108S ug/m3
NM

2.024 ug/rn3
2.689 ug/m?>
NM

State Standard

Federa! Standard

0.10 ppm/hr

9 ppm/8 hr
and
20 ppm/hr

0.25 ppm/hr

05 ppm/24 hr

100 ug/m3/26 hr

1.5 ug/m3

30 doy ovg.

0.12 ppm/hr

9 ppm/8B hr
and
35 ppm/hr

.05 ppm/annual avg

0.14 ppm/24 hr

260 ug/m3 /24 hr

1.5 ug/m3

quarterly avg.

Source: SCAQMD, May 1981, SCAQMD, September {981,

NM = Not monitored.

ug/m3 = Micrograms per cubic meter.

9Dato shown are for the old ppm 10 hr stondard which was revised in December 1982, The State eliminated the 12 hr CO standard

and adopted the Federal 8 hr standard. The 40 ppm/hr CO standard was changed at the same time to 20 ppm/hr.

bDato is for 8 hr standard; | hr standard was not exceeded.

€Annual average of total samples.

% Annual average of monthly concentrations.
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Lead. Violations of the lead standard occur in SOCAB areas with high traffic
volumes. The Los Angeles CBD station recorded violations of the state lead standard
for five months in 1980, while West Los Angeles recorded two months in violation.
Each station exceeded the federal quarterly standard once in 1980. Lead is not
monitored at Burbank. Because of continued progress in reducing atmospheric lead
concentrations in SOCAB, the federal standard should be attained by the mid-[980s
(SCAQMD, 1981).

9.2.4 LOCAL AIR QUALITY SETTING

The use of SCAQMD station data to reflect conditions at specific locations has been
determined to be extremely reliable. Correlation coefficients for any two stations in
the air quality study area are generally within 0.90, indicating that CO distributions
follow a clear regionai pattern. As older cars have been retired from service and
replaced by newer cars that pollute less, baseline CO levels have slowly dropped and
will continue to do so. Table 3-36 summarizes baseline CO measurements in 1980
and the projected background levels for the year 2000. The morning rush hour has
the highest CO concentration and is therefore the period selected for detailed
analysis in microscale CO impact analysis.

9.2.5 CONSISTENCY WITH REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING

An assessment of a project's consistency with local, regional, state, and federal plans
is required for all projects receiving federal funding. Two plans are of particular
concern for the Metro Rail Project: the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the
Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). This project is one part of the RTP for
Southern California. The RTP provides the basis for projecting future growth and
associated traffic patterns and for determining the emissions changes associated
with that growth. The AQMP currently has a long range target of reducing reactive
organic gases (nitrogen oxides and hydrocarbons) by 50 tons per day through
transportation management and design (AQMD/SCAG, 1982). To the extent that
Metro Rail reduces VMT, ftrip generation, or congestion by diverting automobile
trips, it is consistent with the long range strategies of the AQMP.

Metro Rail will conform with the Clean Air Act. In the Southern California region,
the AQMP is the regional component of the State Implementation Plan, prepared
pursuant to the Clean Air Act. The Metro Rail Project is in conformance with the
AQMP, since it fulfills the three basic requirements (identified in Section 1X.7 of the
AQMP) to be addressed in any review for conformity:

e The AQMP/SIP is being implemented in the area where the project is proposed.

e SCAG has found that the project is consistent with the SCAG 82 growth forecast
(the adopted growth forecast policy).

e The Metro Rail Project has been part of the SCAG Regional Transportation Plan
(the applicable transportation project list) for seven years.
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TABLE 3-36
EXISTING AND PROJECTED MAXIMUM BACKGROUND CO LEVELS (ppm)

1980 2000 1980 2000
Baseline Projection* Baseline Projection*

Location (hourly) (hourly) {8-hour) (8-hour)
Downtown Los Angeles

{Union Station) i8.0 14.0 12.5 9.7
West Los Angeles

(Fairfax area) 18.0 14.0 12.9 10.0
Burbank

(Universal City, 24.0 18.7 19.3 15.0

North Hollywood)

Source: WESTEC Services, Inc.
*SCAG, Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), Appendix No. VI-B, Revised 1982.

Year 2000 projections
calculated as tollows: Ratio of year 2000 emissions x 980 CO Levels

year 1980 emissions

9.3 IMPACT ASSESSMENT

9.3.1 IMPACT MEASURES AND METHODOLOGY

Impacts on air quality have been assessed from two perspectives: a subregional
analysis and a micro-scale analysis. The subregional analysis estimates emissions
savings due to Project alternatives for the five primary pollutants. Emissions were
calculated using trip generation factors for each alternative developed from traffic
modeling tasks. Trip characteristics, such as hot start/cold start emissions and trip
speeds, were obtained from Caltrans. The microscale analysis, examining carbon
monoxide concentrations at each proposed parking structure, used a combination of
methodologies including CALINE3, and Gaussian dispersion. Carbon monoxide
concentrations pertinent to both the federal one-hour and eight-hour standards were
assessed.

9.3.2 SUBREGIONAL ANALYSIS
The No Project Alternative is predicted to have a VMT level within the air quality

study area of 35,254,000 in the year 2000. These VMT include only light-duty
vehicies associated with commuter home-to-work trips. The Locally Preferred
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Alternative with and without the Aerial Option is expected to divert [.12 million
VMT per average workday. The Minimum Operable Segment is expected to divert
1.06 million VMT per day in the study area. According to the preliminary traffic
modeling results, the average trip length does not change as a result of implementing
any Project alternative.

Table 3-37 shows the resulting reduction in vehicular emissions. The rail project will
have a major impact on reducing the incidence of air quality nonattainment in the
region. Even when taking into account the pollutants resuiting from project-related
power generation, net impacts are still favorable in all cases except sulfur dioxide,
for which the small net increase would not result in any air quality standards being
exceeded.

TABLE 3-37

DIRECT REGIONAL AIR QUALITY BENEFITS
FROM THE METRO RAIL ALTERNATIVES, YEAR 2000

No Project Locally Prefer{ed Minimum
Alternative - Alternative Operable Segment

Regional Regional Regional Regional Regional
Vehicular Vehicular Emissions Vehicular Emissions
Emissions Emissions Benefit Emissions Benefit

Pollutant (tons/day)  (tons/day) (tons/day) (tons/day) (tons/day)
Carbon Monoxide 461.3 453.4 7.9 453.8 7.5
Reactive Hydrocarbons  37.7 37.2 0.6 37.2 0.5
Oxides of Nitrogen 57.9 56.9 1.0 57.0 0.9
Sulfur Dioxide 8.9 8.8 0.! 8.8 0.1
Suspended Particulates 12.4 12.1 0.3 12.1 0.3

Source: WESTEC Services, Inc.; SCRTD.

|Loco||y Preferred Alternative and Aerial Option have the same impact. The
regional emissions are based upon Caltrans' EMFAC 6C computer modeling and the
following assumptions: 60°F average temperature; traffic flow composed of 86
percent light duty auto, 13 percent light duty truck, and | percent motorcycles.

Not only is the direct VMT reduction from the Project alternatives significant, the
secondary benefits, notably reduced congestion, involving the interaction of all
AQMP transportation control measures appear substantial as well. Using outputs
from various runs of the Caltrans Direct Travel Impact Model (DTIM-A Regional Air
Emissions Simulation Model), the effects of implementing various traffic reduction
measures including Metro Rail are shown to have a significant benefit on regional air
quality. Decreases in emissions of HC, CO, and NO,, ranging between two and four
percent within Regional Statistical Areos comprlsmg the City of Los Angeles, have
been projected by the year 2000 relative to a scenario involving no transportation
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system improvements. Thus, the Metro Rail Project creates cumulative regional air

quality benefits by providing a system that reduces auto use in association with other
planned strategies.

9.3.3 MICROSCALE ANALYSIS

From a review of the traffic modeling results, Union Station, Universal City, and
sections of Fairfax were identified as areas affected by a significant change in
traffic volumes or in the level of service at key intersections. Traffic around the
proposed parking structures at the North Hollywood Station would change, but such
changes could be accommodated by planned improvements to the roads. The
exception is the Lankershim/Burbank intersection, where increased congestion is
predicted. Accordingly, the Lankershim/Burbank intersection and the four stations
at Union Station, Wilshire/Fairfax, Fairfax/Beverly, and Universal City were
selected for microscale CO analysis.

Microscale air quality impacts are generally related to exposure to air poliutants at
any sensitive sites, including residences, parks, hospitals, and schools. Most of the
stations are in areas with commercial, office, or similar uses, where there are few
potentially sensitive sites or the sites are far enough from areas of increased
project-related venicular activity to keep microscale impacts to a minimum.

CALINE3 calculations were carried out for the morning rush hour at the five
selected locations using traffic conditions predicted by the Los Angeles City
Department of Transportation and conservative estimates of the eight-hour traffic
volumes at parking structures and kiss and ride locations. Emission factors for
various traffic elements were developed by Caltrans LARTS staff.*

Calculations at each location were made first for winds parallel to the most
significant emissions source near the five sites and then for winds perpendicular to
the major roadway near the Metro Rail station. Parallel winds tend to maximize CO
concentrations adjacent to the roadway, while perpendicular winds create higher CO
concentrations farther from the source, often near potentially sensitive receptor
sites. The maximum hourly and estimated eight-hour CO concentrations at
siteswhere a significant population exposure is possible are summarized in Table
3-38. The following conclusions can be drawn:

e Microscale CO impacts from Metro Rail-related traffic, in conjunction with
baseline traffic levels, are highly localized.

e Violations of the national ambient air quality standards for CO for eight-hour
exposures will continue at about the same rate with or without the project
within the air quality study area.

e Violations of the state one hour 20 ppm standard are projected at the
Macy/Vignes intersection, at the corner of Beverly and Fairfax, at the Universal

* The foctors were based on ENVO28 composite emissions factors, which in turn
were derived from the EMFAC6C vehicular emissions model. For purposes of this
analysis, traffic volumes that resulted in an increase in CO concentrations of 2 ppm
are considered significant.
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TABLE 3-38
PROJECTED CO LEVELS (PPM) AT POTENTIALLY SENSITIVE RECEPTOR SITES,! YEAR 2000

ONE-HOUR CONCENTRATION? EIGHT-HOUR CONCENTRATION3

Receptor Site Local Bockground Total Local  Background Total
UNION STATIONH
Macy/Vignes Intersec tion 6.6 14.0 20.6 3.3 9.7 13.0
Metro Rail Entrance 3.4 14.0 17.4 1.7 9.7 1.4
WILSHIRE/F AIRFAXY
Narthwest Subway Entrance 2.6 14.0 16.6 1.3 10.0 1.3
Southwest Entrance 1.8 14.0 15.8 0.9 10.0 0.9
West Service Drive Bus Stop 2.2 14.0 16.2 l.) 10.0 N
East Service Drive Bus Stop 2.4 14.0 16.4 1.2 10.0 [N
NE Corner Wilshire and Fairfax 6.4 14.0 20.4 3.2 10.0 13.2
FAIRFAX/BEVERLY!
Corner of Reverly/Fairfax 6.0 15.0 20.0 3.0 10.0 13.0
North Platform Entry Canopy 3.8 14,0 17.8 1.9 10.0 1.9
CBS Television City 1.6 14.0 15.6 0.8 10.0 10.8
UNIVERSAL CITY>
Kiss ond Ride Lot 10.0 18.7 28.7 5.0 15.0 20.0
Tram Pickup 7.0 18.7 25.7 3.5 15.0 18.5
Compo de Cahuenga 6.0 18.7 24,7 3.0 15.0 18.0
Station Entrance S.4 18.7 24,1 2.7 15.0 17.7
Bus Unloading Area 4.8 8.7 23.5 2.4 15.0 17.4
Bluffside Residential Area 4.0 18.7 22.7 2.0 15.0 17.0
Weddington Park 4.0 18.7 22.7 2.0 15.0 17.0
LANKERSHIM/BURBANK INTERSECTION5
Southwest Corner 8.8 18.7 27.5 4.4 15.0 19.4
50' W on Burbonk 7.4 18.7 26.1 3.7 15.0 18.7
50" SE on Lankershim 6.8 18.7 25.5 3.4 15.0 18.4
100" W on Burbonk 6.0 18.7 24.7 3.0 15.0 18.0
100’ SE on Lonkershim 5.2 18.7 73.9 2.6 15.0 17.6

Source: SCRTD, Technical Report - Air Quality, 1983.

lProjectev:i CO concentrations ore presented for the wind conditions that result in the highest
concentration (the worst case condition). '

2c0r comparison purpases, the state standard is 20 ppm/hour and the federa! standard is 35 ppm/hour.
For comparison purposes, the federal and state stondard is 9 ppm/8 hours,

“Applies to Locally Preferred Alternative, Aerial Option, and Minimum Operable Segment.

SAm.:'lies to Locally Preferred Alternative and Aerial Option.
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City Station, and at the Lankershim and Burbank intersection. Because the CO
standard has been recently revised and implementing regulations have not been
published, the full implications of these excess levels are not known.

it is expected that CO levels at the selected receptor sites under the Project
alternatives would be higher than under the No Project Alternative. This result is
expected because the parking and bus facilities associated with the Project
alternatives will attract additional traffic in the station area.

The Metro Rail microscale air quality onalysis included station area automobile
parking at selected locations. However, since automobile parking is a major source
of air pollution, SCRTD studied the projected effect on regional air quality of totally
eliminating Metro Rail station parking. Using computerized Mode Choice and Mode
of Arrival Modeling, the travel patterns in the project impact area were recalculated
without parking. Air poliution factors were applied to the revised mode and mileage
dataq, yielding the projected air quality impacts of a no parking policy.

The results of these studies show that of the 29,510 projected park and ride trips,
24,435 would stop using Metro Rail, causing a 103,707 mile per day net increase in
auto VMT over the Locally Preferred Alternative with its proposed surface parking.
This increase in VMT would cause regional air quality benefits at the Metro Rail
Project to decrease. The air quality impacts of the additional auto travel due to
elimination of projected Metro Rail parking lots is shown in Table 3-39.

TABLE 3-39

ANTICIPATED REGIONAL AIR QUALITY DEGRADATION RESULTING
FROM THE ELIMINATION OF METRO RAIL PARKING FACILITIES
(in tons/day)

Predicted
Daily

Emissions
Pollutant Increase*
Carbon monoxide 74
Reactive hydrocarbons 05
Oxides of nitrogen .09
Sulfur dioxide 0l
Suspended particulates .03

Source: Caltrans EMFAC6C Computer Program
Assumptions included: 103,707 auto VMT; 100 percent hot stabilized; 60°F average

temperature; traffic mix of 86 percent light duty auto, 13 percent light duty truck,
and | percent motorcycles.
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9.3.4 ATMOSPHERIC LEAD ANALYSIS

The use of unleaded gasoline in new cars has caused significant reductions in
atmospheric lead levels. Minor increases, ranging from 0.04 to 0.07 ug/m?, have
been projected above ambient levels at Metro Rail stations with parking structures.
Such minor increases will have no significant adverse impact.

9.4 MITIGATION

The Metro Rail Project constitutes a significant air quality benefit for the region,
but also creates some localized adverse air quality impacts. The project contributes
incrementally to focal CO concentrations at several intersections by increasing
congestion and reducing the intersection's level of service. But since CO standards
will be exceeded at these locations with or without the project, the project does not
of itself create unhealthful air quality. The traffic mitigation measures discussed in
the Transportation section of this chapter are proposed in order to improve the level
of service at Macy/Vignes, Lankershim/Tour Center, Lankershim/Burbank, and other
locations; however, they would also improve air quality. Traffic measures that
prevent CO concentrations from exceeding the 2 ppm significance threshold would be
effective air quality measures.

The following measures, which will be adopted, would provide additional air quality
benefits by diverting more auto users to Metro Rail and/or by reducing the number of
patrons using their cars to drive to and park at Metro Rail stations.

e Provide secure facilities at stations for bicycle and motorcycle parking
e Improve feeder bus service to the transit stations

e Conduct public information programs to promote voluntary trip reductions and
publicize feeder line possibilities.

An additional measure under consideration is to offer parking cost benefits to
carpoolers.

10. ENERGY

10.1 INTRODUCTION

This section discusses the energy implications of Metro Rail alternatives. The gen-
eral approach involves compiling energy use estimates for automobiles and buses,
based on Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), ond adding, where applicable, a
comprehensive energy use analysis of the rail alternatives. All calculations have
been converted to British thermal units (BTUs) to allow direct comparison. The area
of analysis for this impact category is the six-county region. For a fuller discussion
of materials presented here, the reader is referred to SCRTD's Technical Report -
Energy Use Analysis (1983).
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10.2 EXISTING CONDITIONS

Electricity for the Regional Core is primarily supplied by the City of Los Angeles
Department of Water and Power (LADWP), whose service area encompasses the 464-
square-mile City of Los Angeles. Principal power system facilities are located
throughout much of the Western states. During fiscal year (FY) 1980-8l1,
approximately 20.l billion kilowatt hours (kWh) of electricity were produced or
purchased to satisfy LADWP customer demand, including an allotment for energy
losses within the system. Nearly half this amount was produced within the Los
Angeles Basin by steam generating plants. One-third was produced by the Coronado,
Mohave, and Navajo Generating Stations. HMydroelectric sources supplied
approximately 13 percent, and é percent of the demand was purchased or provided by
net interchange supplies from other Western utilities.

To maintain a continued supply of reliable and economical electricity, LADWP is
participating in a number of energy development projects both alone and in coopera-
tion with other public agencies. In addition to the gas, coal and nucler projects now
underway, generation sources under consideration include landfill gas, small hydro,
geothermal, solar, cogeneration and other alternative energy sources.

By the year 2000 LADWP expects their peak demand to be 5,715 megawatts and their
average annual energy usage to be approximately 26.7 billion kWh. It is projected
that nearly half of LADWP's power supply will be produced by coal (49 percent). The
remaining electricity will be produced by gas and oil (I12 percent), nuclear (8
percent), hydroelectric (8 percent), and geothermal, solar, and cogeneration (6

percent), generic resources (6 percent), and the remaining power purchased (I
percent).

in the Los Angeles region, the reduction in gasoline consumption from 1979 to 1980
exceeded the Air Quality Management Plan's projected reduction of |.4 percent for
this same period, indicating a faster rate of decrease in gasoline consumption than
expected (SCAG, |1981). Further reduction in gasoline sales will depend on the user
population and increased fuel economies for vehicles. Assuming a conservative one
percent reduction in gasoline sales per year, annual gasoline sales for Los Angeles
region will be 4,140 million gallons by the year 2000.*

10.3 IMPACT ASSESSMENT

Automobiles and buses are the primary means of transporting people within Los
Angeles. Most energy used for cars and buses is expended in propulsion, mainte-
nance, vehicle manufacturing, roadway construction, and roadway maintenance.
Energy required to support transportation was calculated for each of the above
components per VMT. Table 3-40 represents the estimated year 2000 baseline, or No
Project Alternative, energy demand. The factors in this table assume an average life
span of 80,000 miles for autos and |,000,000 miles for buses.

* This figure is for all taxable gasoline sales (except aviation fuel) and includes
heavy-duty gasoline-powered vehicles not included in the analysis of energy
requirements for the various alternatives.
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TABLE 3-40

LOS ANGELES REGION TRANSPORTATION ENERGY DEMAND, YEAR 2000!
NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

Total
Energy Use F actor? Annual VMT Annual Energy
Component (BTUs/VMT) {millions) {billion BTUs)
Vehicle Manufacturing
Auto {,100 69,167 76,083
Bus {,200 123 148
Subtotal 76,231
Vehicle Maintenance
Avuto 1,600 69,167 110,667
Bus (,000 123 123
Subtotal 110,790
Vehicle Propulsion
Avuto 5,208 69,167 360,222
Bus 41,6883 123 5,128
Subtotal 365,350
Total 552,371

I These figures do not include the energy needed in the maintenance, repair, and
repiacement of streets and freeways. These roadways generally have a life
expectancy of |5 to 25 years. Nearly all road pavement is petroleum-based.

2Energy use factors derived from Transportation Research Board, 1982, and Kulash
and Mudge, Urban Transportation Energy, December 1977. These factors for bus and
auto are used throughout the energy analysis tables (Tables 3-40 to 3-45). Bus energy
is for SCRTD buses only. It does not include smaller municipal operators, or public
transportation outside Los Angeles County.

3Bus propulsion energy reflects actual SCRTD experience in the Los Angeles region.

Table 3-41 presents the assumptions used to analyze the energy demand of the rail
system. Construction energy for rail guideways is estimated at 11,969 billion BTUs
using a process analysis method. Construction energy for vehicles assumes 4.1 billion
BTUs per vehicle and a year 2000 fleet of 130 rail vehicles. These estimates are
converted to BTUs per VMT assuming a conservative 50 year project life and
10,533,000 rail vehicle miles traveled in the year 2000. The vehicle manufacturing
factor is based upon a projected 30 year rail vehicle life. The energy requirement
for vehicle maintenance propulsion and station operation are based on specific
studies prepared for the Metro Rail Project.
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TABLE 3-4]
METRO RAIL ENERGY USE ASSUMPTIONS !

Component BTUs/VMT2
Guideway Construction 22,691
Vehicle Manufacturing (,709
Vehicle Maintenance 9,684
Vehicle Propulsion 65,224
Station Operation 48,419
Total 147,727

Source: Booz, Alien, & Hamilton, SCRTD Subsystems and Systems analysis for
Metro Rail factors.

I These factors apply to the Locally Preferred Alternative. They vary slightly for the
Aerial Option and Minimum Operable Segment, and these variations are reflected in
the calculations shown in Tables 3-43 and 3-44.

2T hese figures are for the Locally Preferred Alternative with 18 stations.

10.3.1 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

Energy requirements for each component of the No Project Alternative are shown in
Table 3-40. The total annualized energy demand is 552,371 billion BTUs. Of this
total, the bus sector would account for one percent and the automobile the remaining
99 percent. Propulsion energy totals 365,350 billion BTUs which translates to 2.88
billion gallons of gasoline for automobiles and 38.4 million gallons of diesel fuel for
buses consumed annually.

10.3.2 LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The Locally Preferred Alternative would result in a total annualized energy demand
of 550,045 billion BTUs (Table 3-42). The bus sector would account for .8 percent,
the rail sector for .3 percent, and the automobile sector for the remaining 98.9
percent. SCRTD preliminary estimates show that operation of the Metro Rail
Project and the associated bus network will decrease projected year 2000 annual
automobile VMT by approximately 375 million (.54 percent) and bus VMT by
approximately 21 million (17 percent). Considering year 2000 projected automabile
energy requirements for vehicle propulsion, maintenance, and manufacturing, these
reductions would save an annual total of 2,942 billion BTUs from autos and 940
billion BTUs from buses, for a total energy savings of 3,882 billion BTUs (2,823
billion for vehicle propuision, 621 billion for vehicle maintenance, and 438 billion for
vehicle manufacturing). Looked at another way, a reduction of 375 million
avtomobile VMT would conserve 15.63 million gallons of gasoline, and a reduction of
21 million bus VMT would conserve 6.56 million gallons of diesel fuel.
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TABLE 3-42

ANNUALIZED ENERGY REQUIREMENTS
FOR THE LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE, YEAR 2000
(in billions of BTUs)

Component Auto Bus Rail Total
not not

Guideway Construction  calculated calculated 239 239

Vehicle Manufacturing 75,671 122 18 75,811

Vehicle Maintenance 110,067 102 102 110,291

Vehicle Propulsion 358,292 4,235 687 363,214
not not

Station Operation applicable calculated 510 510

Total 544,030 4,459 1,556 550,045

Source: SCRTD

In the year 2000 the propulsion, maintenance, and station operation energy
requirements of the Locally Preferred Alternative rail component total 1,299 billion
BTUs (120 million kWh). This energy would be supplied as electricity by LADWP and
the Southern California Edison Company. The peak electric power demand for the
Locally Preferred Alternative will be about 65 megawatts with 3.5 minute headways
(projected conditions in the year 2000) and 88 megawatts with two-minute headways
(approximately the ultimate system capacity). The needed energy would represent
less than one-haif of one percent of the LADWP's projected year 2000 electricity
demand, a total too insignificant to have an adverse effect on LADWP's ability to
supply electricity to its customers.*

10.3.3 AERIAL OPTION

The Aerial Option would result in a total annualized energy demand of 549,983 billion
BTUs (Table 3-43). Compared to the Locally Preferred Alternative, energy savings
are realized in guideway construction and station operation. The bus and rail sectors
would account for .8 and .3 percent of the total, respectively. Looking at just the

* 1t was necessary to use BTUs for energy analysis so that nonelectrical (e.g., autos,
buses, construction) energy could be directly compared with electric rapid transit.
However, to convert electrical energy consumption from BTU heat energy to
kilowatt hours electrical energy, a conversion factor of 10,000 BTUs per kWh must
be used. This conversion factor includes the energy losses associated with the
generation and transmission of electricity used by Metro Rail. Consequently the
1,299 billion BTUs of electrical energy required for the Locally Preferred
Alternative would equal approximately 130 million kWh annually.
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bus and auto components, this alternative, relative to the No Project Alternative,

would save 15.63 million gallons of gasoline and 6.56 million galions of diesel fuel,
the same as the Locally Preferred Alternative.

TABLE 3-43

ANNUALIZED ENERGY REQUIREMENTS FOR THE AERIAL OPTION, YEAR 2000
(in billions of BTUs)

Component Avuto Bus Rail Total

Guideway Construction not calculated not calculated 219 219
Vehicle Manufacturing 75,671 122 I8 75,811
Vehicle Maintenance 110,067 102 102 110,271
Vehicle Propulsion 358,392 4,235 687 363,214
Station Operation not applicable  not calculated 468 468
Total 544,030 4,459 |,494 549,983

Source: SCRTD

10.3.4 MINIMUM OPERABLE SEGMENT

The Minimum Operable Segment would result in a total annualized energy demand of
550,076 billion BTUs (Table 3-44). The resulting annual savings in gasoline and diesel
fuel relative to the No Project Aiternative would be [4.78 million and 3.13 million
gallons, respectively. Like the other rail alternatives, the Minimum Operable
Segment would not have a significant impact on the ability of LADWP to supply
electricity to its customers.

TABLE 3-44

ANNUALIZED ENERGY REQUIREMENTS FOR
THE MINIMUM OPERABLE SEGMENT, YEAR 2000
(in billions of BTUs)

Component Avuto Bus Rail Total

Guideway Construction not calculated not calculated 110 110
Vehicle Manufacturing 75,693 136 10 75,839
Vehicle Maintenance 110,099 113 87 110,299
Vehicle Propulsion 358,396 4,725 340 363,488
Station Operation not applicable  not calculated 340 340
Total 544,188 4,974 914 550,076

Source: SCRTD
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}0.3.5 COMPARISON OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

For all Project alternatives, propulsion energy—largely made up of automobile and
bus energy associated with VMT—is the largest single consumer of energy for the
system. While the rail project of the Locally Preferred Alternative will require a
total energy demand of [,556 billion BTUs per year, it would save a net of 2,326
billion BTUs per year in reduced automobile and bus energy that would otherwise be
consumed if the project were not built. Table 3-45 shows that the energy demand for
transportation in the Los Angeles region would decrease .4 percent, from 552,371
billion BTUs per year with the No Project Alternative to 550,045 billion BTUs with
the Locally Preferred Alternative.

TABLE 3-45

LOS ANGELES REGION TRANSPORTATION ENERGY DEMAND
UNDER SYSTEMWIDE ALTERNATIVES, YEAR 2000
(billions of BTUs)

ocally Minimum

No Preferred Aerial Operable

Energy Demand Project| Alternative Option Segment
Guideway Construction - 239 219 {10
Vehicle Manufacture 76,231 75,811 75,81 | 75,839
Vehicle Mcintenonge2 110,790 110,271 110,271 110,299
Vehicle Propulsion 365,350 363,214 363,214 363,488
Station Operation - 510 468 340
Total 552,37 |4 550,045 549,983 550,076

Source: SCRTD

176 maintain consistency within the EIS/EIR, the No Project Alternative assumes
that no major additional transportation facilities will be built in the region.
However, as the traffic analyses of the existing condition shows, little or no
additional capacity is available on the existing street and freeway system.

2Does not include highway repair and reconstruction, maintenance, energy consumed
by gasoline stations and so forth. Does include rail transit maintenance energy
consumption.

3Does not incorporate reductions in fuel economy resuiting from the aggravated
congestion that would occur.

10.4 MITIGATION

SCRTD has evalvated numerous energy conservation options for the construction and
operation of Metro Rail. Major adopted mitigation measures are listed below in two
separate groups: propulsion energy and station and facilities design.
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Although energy conservation measures during construction and in support activities
(stations, maintenance, adminstration) will help, the most significant savings are
likely to occur from reducing the traction energy required to stop and start vehicles
and, secondarily, from diverting more patrons from their automobiles to transit,

10.4.1 PROPULSION ENERGY CONSERVATION*

Significant kinetic energy is created when a rail train accelerates and decelerates.
This energy is typically wasted. A propulsion energy conservation medsure Metro
Rail will utilize is "chopper" (semiconductor) traction motor speed controls instead
of conventional "cam" (mechanical) speed controls. Although somewhat heavier and
bulkier, the new "chopper" control technology is considered to offer, on balance,
significant energy benefits for Metro Rail. Use of extra-high volitages (1,000 volts or
more) and AC current have also been investigated for their energy saving potential
but have been found to involve too many technical uncertainties to be feasible.

SCRTD will equip Metro Rail vehicles to recapture some of the energy used to stop
trains through regenerative electrical braking, a generally proven technique.
Regenerative braking captures energy that would otherwise be dissipated into the
subway as heat. This heat would, in turn, require additional ventilation and cooling
energy. [he real benefits of regenerative braking depend, however, on the ability to
make use of the electrical power pumped back into the traction power system. |f
another nearby train is just starting up, one train's braking energy can be effectively
absorbed by this other train. This is often not the case, but SCRTD will provide
regenerative braking energy use or energy storage wherevér feasible.

A variety of other mitigation measures will improve propulsion energy efficiency. A
special aluminum-clad steel "third rail" which would be a much more efficient
conductor than the conventional steel rail will be used. Initial installations of this
compound rail have been promising. An automatic control system for train speed
which promotes coasting will be implemented if feasible. Rail vehicles will be
designed and operated so that they are switched off whenever not in service. In
addition, the traction system will be designed so that it can eventually be integrated
with any adjacent future electrical transit systems such as trolley buses and light rail
systems, facilitating more efficient utilization of Metro Rail regenerative braking
energy.

"Gravity Profiling" was considered in the Draft EIS/EIR as a potential energy
conservation technique. This technique involves contouring the vertical profile of
the tunnels so that gravity helps to pull a train away from a station and to slow it
down as it approaches a station. This technique has a high degree of technical
uncertainty. Model simulations of train behavior have indicated that this technique
could save moderate amounts of propulsion energy or, alternatively, could actually
require significant additional amounts of energy under various operating conditions.
After considering the risks, additional cost, and safety issues, the technique was
discussed with the Transit Technical Advisory Committee (a group of experts

* For greater detail and odditional measures see Kaiser Engineers, Draft Report for
the Development of Milestone 8: Systems and Subsystems; Alternative Analyses for
Traction Power Report, November 1982; Alternative Analyses of Auxiliary Power
Report, December 1982.
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knowledgeable in all aspects of transit). SCRTD then decided to preciude "Gravity
Profiling" from further consideration.

10.4.2 STATION AND FACILITIES DESIGN

Opportunities for saving energy in and around stations can come from integrating
station design and construction into stores, offices, and apartment complexes. These
sorts of joint development and mixed use design concepts not only save building
construction and operating energy but also internalize travel that otherwise would
require vehicular energy.

Integrated station area design can achieve energy conservation in other ways as
well.  Interconnected heating and cooling (or other "districting" systems), for
example, might save considerable amounts of energy. Building cooling systems might
also be used to capture regenerative braking energy; one new CBD building, for
instance, already stores off-peak electrical ventilating energy for up to 24 hours in a
50,000 galton ice tank. In pursuing joint development, Metro Rail will utifize existing
elevators to satisfy handicap accessibility requirements whenever possible.

During Final Design, every aspect of station design will be reviewed in order to
minimize lighting, heating, ventilating, and air conditioning loads. Air conditioning
requirements will be minimized by designing the stations to facilitate warm air
exchange by utilizing the piston effect of the trains. Passenger areas within stations
will be designed so that lights can be turned off during off-service hours. Any
station hot water will include solar hot water pre-heating where feasible. [n the
maintenance yard, cold water will be utilized for vehicle washing. The track layout
will be designed to minimize non-revenue vehicle movements, and solar hot water
pre-heating will be used for hot water and steam needs. All major Metro Rail
facilities (the yard, the car wash, administrative buildings, individual stations,
sections of the traction rail, etc.) will have separate electric meters to facilitate
energy consumption monitoring and conservation.

Because additional operating and construction energy savings would result if all auto
driving Metro Rail riders used feeder buses, SCRTD studied the effect of totally
eliminating station area parking. Using computerized Mode Choice and Mode of
Arrival Modeling, the travel patterns in the project impact area were recalculated
without station parking. Energy factors were applied to the revised mode and
mileage data, yielding the projected energy impacts of a no parking policy. These
studies showed that transportation energy use would increase without any station
parking. Of the 29,510 projected park and ride trips, 24,435 would stop using Metro
Rail, causing a 103,707 net daily increase in auto VMT over the Locally Preferred
Alternative with the proposed surface parking. The annual increase in auto operating
energy would be 262.5 billion BTUs. Bus energy consumption for feeder bus
operation would increase by 12 billion BTUs annually. These results are shown in
Table 3-46.
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TABLE 3-46

INCREASED ENERGY USE DUE TO ELIMINATION OF
METRO RAIL PARK AND RIDE LOTS

Energy Increased Total
Use Factor? Annual VMT Annual Energy
Component BTUs/VMT) (Millions) (Billion BTUs)
Vehicle Manufacturing
Auto {,100 33.18624 36.5
Bus 1,200 38912 0.5
Vehicle Maintenance
Auto 1,600 33.18624 53.0
Bus 1,000 38912 0.4
Vehicle Propuision
Auto 5,208 33.18624 [73.0
Bus 29,000 38912 (1.3
Subtotal Auto 262.5
Subtotal Bus 12.2
Total 274.7

Source: SCRTD computer Mode Choice and Mode of Arrival Modeling for auto
VMT. Manual calculation from computer results for bus.

I These figures do not include the energy needed in the maintenance, repair, and
replacement of streets and freeways. These roadways generally have a life
expectancy of |5 to 25 years. Nearly all road pavement is petroleum-based.

2Energy use factors derived from Transportation Research Board, 1982, and Kulash
and Mudge, Urban Transportation Energy, December 1977. Bus energy is for SCRTD
buses only. It does not include smaller municipal operators, or public transportation
outside Los Angeles County.
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11. GEOLOGY AND HYDROLOGY

tl.1 INTRODUCTION

Because the design of the proposed Metro Rail Project includes extensive tunneling
and surface excavation, geotechnical evaluation of such factors as soils engineering
and slope stability, seismicity and other potential geologic hazards, and
hydrology/water quality is necessary. To this end, a major geotechnical study has
been prepared (Converse Consultants, |981), and a second study on seismicity has
been completed (Converse Consultants, |983).

These studies are summarized in SCRTD's Technical Report on Geology and
Hydrology (1983). The technical report also contains more details on potential
impacts of the system and measures to mitigate them.

1.2 EXISTING CONDITIONS

The Locally Preferred Alternative and the Aerial Option of the proposed Metro Rail
Project traverse parts of three major geomorphic and topographic features: the Los
Angeles Basin, the Santa Monica Mountains, and the San Fernando Valley. The Los
Angeles Basin and San Fernando Valley are large alluvial basins characterized by
relatively low relief, with natural slopes of | to 4 percent. In the project area, the
Santa Monica Mountains rise steeply to elevations of nearly 1,200 feet along slopes
with average gradients of 20 percent to as much as 30 percent. The Minimum
Operable Segment, which terminates at the Fairfax/Beverly Station, stays entirely
within the Los Angeles Basin.

The Los Angeles River, Tujunga Wash, and Ballona Creek provide drainage for the
Regional Core. Each of these drainage systems have been channelized by flood
control projects. As a result, their natural capacity to accommodate runoff has been
increased considerably and flood hazards to nearby land uses have been minimized.

Geologic features in the vicinity of the Metro Rail Project are shown in
Figure 3-18. These features along each of the four line segments are described in
the following paragraphs. The discussions of the Los Angeles CBD segment and the
Wilshire Corridor Segment apply to the Locally Preferred Alternative, the Aerial
Option, and the Minimum Ogerable Segment. The discussions of the Hollywood and
North Hollywood segments do not apply to the Minimum Operable Segment.

I11.2.1 LOS ANGELES CBD SEGMENT

The Los Angeles CBD segment is underlain by up to 130 feet of loose to dense,
stream-deposited young alluvium. Beneath the young alluvium and exposed at the
ground surface in the central portion of the Los Angeles CBD are soft-rock clay-
stones, siltstones, and sandstones of the F ernando and Puente Formations. There are
no known faults in this segment.
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The permanent groundwater level in the eastern portion of this segment near Union
Station was found about 25 feet beneath the ground surface. In the rest of the CBD
the permanent groundwater table is below 90 feet. Groundwater quality in the area
is poor.

in the Los Angeles Basin the alignment passes through or near several oil fields. Oil
or gas in sediments to be excavated is of concern because hydrocarbons may affect
soil strength and tunneling safety. Soil borings in the CBD segment revealed minor
amounts of oil in the underlying sediments, with larger concentrations in the Union
Station area. The ground in this segment is therefore rated as potentially gassy to
oily and gassy.

i1.2.2 WILSHIRE CORRIDOR SEGMENT

East-West Reach. The east-west reach of the Wilshire Corridor from the CBD to
Fairfax Avenue is mantied by about 20 to 90 feet of dense old alluvium over clays
and silts of the Fernando and Puente Formations. West of Normandie Avenue, a
westward-thickening wedge of dense, saturated sandstone of the San Pedro
Formation lies between the bedrock clays and silts and the overlying alluvium. The
MacArthur Park Fault, considered seismically inactive, crosses the Wilshire Corridor
near Alvarado Street (Figure 3-18).

The permanent groundwater table in the east-west reach of the Wilshire Corridor is
at a depth of over (00 feet; however, a shallow (20 to 50 feet deep) perched water
table is encountered in the alluvium throughout the area. With the exception of
MacArthur Park Lake, surface waters in the vicinity are limited to stormwater
runoff.

The entire Wilshire Corridor from the Los Angeles CBD to Fairfax is rated as
potentially gassy to oily and gassy, particularly west of La Breq, where sediments
saturated with oil and tar are at or near the surface.

Fairfax Reach. Along the Wilshire Corridor segment from Wilshire Boulevard north
along Fairfax, the claystone f ernando and Puente Formations are at depths of 100 to
over 300 feet. These materials are overlain by 50 to about 100 feet of San Pedro
Formation sands and 40 to nearly 200 feet of old alluvium. A northward-thickening
wedge of young alluvium up to 60 feet thick mantles the ground surface.

As shown on Figure 3-18, the Sixth Street, Third Street, and San Vicente F aults cross
Fairfax Avenuve in this reach. These faults are seismically inactive, but the Malibu-
Santa Monica fault, which crosses the Metro Rail alignment near Melrose Avenue, is
potentially active.

The regional water table is below 100 feet in the area, but perched groundwater is
found at depths of no more than |0 feet in places. Storm runoff constitutes the only
surface water in this reach.

From Wilshire north to Melrose Avenue, the ground beneath the proposed alignment

is oily and gassy. North of Melrose Avenue along the remainder of the Metro Rail
Project, underlying sediments are nongassy.
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11.2.3 HOLLYWOOD SEGMENT

From Santa Monica Boulevard north to the base of the Santa Monica Mountains,
dense young and old alluvium over 200 feet thick overlies the claystone bedrock
formations. Near the mountain front, semiconsolidated alluvial fan deposits cover
the ground surface at the mouths of major canyons. The seismically active
Hollywood Fault crosses the proposed rail alignment at the northern edge of this
reach.

The segment through the Santa Monica Mountains consists predominantly of a
relatively thin layer of weathered bedrock over hard rock. Both basalts and well-
cemented sediments of the Topanga Formation will be encountered in this reach.
Several faults cross the alignment in the Santa Monica Mountains (see Figure 3-14).
Of these, only the Hollywood Bowl| Fault, a branch of the active Hollywood F ault, is
of possible concern.

The permanent water table is deeper than 200 feet in the Hollywood segment south
of the mountains, although small amounts of shallow perched groundwater were
noted in the upper alluvium. Groundwater is also expected in fractures and fault
zones in the Topanga Formation through the Santa Monica Mountains. Near the
mouths of canyons in this areq, there is short term flooding during peak stormwater
runoff.

11.2.4 NORTH HOLLYWOOD SEGMENT

North of the Santa Monica Mountains the proposed alignment is underlain by
approximately 50 feet of dense young alluvium over old alluvium. The bedrock
Topanga Formation lies more than 200 feet beneath this segment. Two unnamed
faults (see Figure 3-18) have been postulated in the area, but neither is considered
seismically active.

The deep alluvial deposits in the San Fernando Valley are used for groundwater
storage by the L.A. Department of Water and Power. In the project area the
permanent water table is below 100 feet. Storm runoff in the area collects on
surface streets, then drains into the Los Angeles River near the northern edge of the
Santa Monica Mountains. Localized surface flooding occurs during heavy rains.

11.3 IMPACT ASSESSMENT

The No Project Alternative would not result in any geologic or hydrologic impacts.
Accordingly, the following impact assessment on landform, geology, and hydrology
focuses on each of the four Metro Rail line segments. A summary of the assessment
is presented in Table 3-47. It should be noted that even though the Minimum
Operable Segment is considerably shorter than the Locally Preferred Alternative and
Aerial Option, any impact category that could affect the longer alignments also
affects the Minimum Operable Segment.
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TABLE 3-47

SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL LANDFORM AND GEOLOGY IMPACTS
BY LINE SEGMENT

T f
Seismic Soil L;:\r(;e Loss of

Laondform Ground Fault Liquefaction Excavation Hydrocarbon Mineral Water
Line Segment Altergtion Shaking Rupture Densification Stabjlity Accumulation Subsidence Resources Flooding Quality
Los Angeles CBD O O O O O O O O Q O
Wilshire Corridor O C' . G O O O O O O
Holly wood o & @ O D O O O » O
North Hollywood O O O O O O O O O O

O Indicates no significant impact expected.
O Potential for significant impact exists, but measures to mitigate impact have been incorporated into project.

. Potential for unavoidabie adverse impact exist, but probability of occurrence is extremely low,

11.3.1 LANDFORM ALTERATION

For the Locally Preferred Alternative and the Minimim Operable Segment, all of the
proposed vetro Rail alignment and most of the stations will be underground and thus
not evident from the land surface. Above-ground station elements, maintenance
yards, and street-ievel rail segments are all [ocated where very little landform
alteration, such as the creation of artificial cut and fill slopes, will be necessary.
The aerial components of the Aerial Option are also designed to minimize landform
alteration. Thus, once construction is complete and the Metro Rail Project becomes
operational, no significant, long term impacts to existing landforms are expected.

11.3.2 SEISMICITY

Seismic Ground Shaking. All four segments of the Metro Rail Project, like most of
California, are in seismically active areas. The design of critical Metro Rail
facilities takes into account not only the probable magnitude of earthquakes likely to
occur once in the next 200 years but also the maximum credible ground motion
possible. Thus, critical facilities could withstand the .22g (22 percent of gravity)
horizontal ground movement from any likely earthquake in the next two centuries
and even the .70g movement of the maximum credible earthquake. In contrast to the
strong ground shaking effects that would be experienced by elevated structures of
the Aerial Option, such effects are minimal in deep tunnels because underground
structures vibrate as one with the surrounding ground. Seismic design criteria have
been developed for this project specifically to withstand ground distortions and
mitigate effects of vibrations (Converse Consultants, 1983). However, damage to
Metro Rail tunnels, though not likely during the project's life, could occur primarily
at the contact of different geologic formations. This impact would most likely occur
in the Santa Monica Mountains, where only the Locally Preferred Alternative and the
Aerial Option would be affected.
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Fault Rupture. Movement along a fault displaces a portion of the earth's crust at or
below the ground surface. Such displacement can be either rapid, as during an
earthquake, or gradual, as with fault "creep."

The only seismically significant faults crossing the proposed alignment are the
potentially active Malibu-Santa Monica F ault in the Wilshire Corridor segment and
the active Hollywood Fault in the Hollywood segment. The estimated maximum,
single-event displacements, based on geologic data concerning fault slip rates, are
3.3 feet along the Malibu-Santa Monica Fault and 1.0 feet along the Hollywood
Fault. However, it is very unlikely that these displacements would occur during any
reasonable service life. For example, a |-foot displacement in the Hollywood F ault
crossing would be expected to occur an average of once every 60,000 to 70,000
years. Similarly, the 3.3-foot displacement on the Malibu-Santa Monica Fault
crossing might occur an average of once every 20,000 to 30,000 years (Converse
Consultants, 1982).

Geologic logs and geophysical surveys conducted by Converse Consultants (1981)
indicate a |70 to 400-foot vertical offset of the bedrock surface at the Hollywood
fault and an approximately |50-foot offset of bedrock surface at the Malibu-Santa
Monica faulit. Neither fault is expected to move during the useful life of the Metro
Rail.

Soil Liquefaction/Densification. Soil liquefaction is a process whereby loose to
medium dense, water-saturated, granular sediments lose their shear strength and
become liquefied from increased pore water pressure resulting from cyclical,
dynamic (usually seismic) loading. Densification is a similar phenomenon occurring
when loose, granular soils become more compact because of seismic ground shaking
or vibrations from facility construction, or possibly, system operations.

In general, the granular deposits (primarily young and old alluvium)} along the
propased Metro Rail alignments are dense to very dense and would not liquefy or
densify. However, some of the granular alluvium in the Los Angeles CBD segment
beneath the Union Station, Fifth/Hill, and Seventh/Flower Stations was found to be
only loose to medium dense. Such materials may liquefy below the water table or
densify because of vibrations. Soil liquefaction or densification could cause
overlying structures to fail through the loss of bearing capacity, lateral spreading,
and sett|iement.

11.3.3 TUNNEL AND EXCAVATION STABILITY

Tunnel and excavation stability will be of concern primarily during construction when
tunnels or slopes may be unsupported for short periods. Directly after tunneling,
however, precast concrete or steel ring tunnel liners will be instalied to ensure
support and stability. These measures will offset the possibility of a tunnel caving
upward to or near the ground surface and causing the settlement of overlying
facilities.

Upon completion of cut and cover excavations for Metro Rail stations, reinforced
concrete base slabs, exterior walls, intermediate level horizontal slabs, and roof
slabs will be installed and temporary construction bracing removed. The cross-
station slabs and side walls, when fully installed, will provide adequate support
against lateral soil and groundwater pressures as well as imposed vertical loads.
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Special noncorrosive concrete mixtures and metal protection will be required for
underground project elements in areas where corrosive groundwaters could otherwise
eventually cause tunnel liners and station walls to deteriorate. Groundwater
containing corrosive concentrations of substances such as sulfates or sodium chloride
has been identified in parts of all four Metro Rail line segments.

11.3.4 HYDROCARBON ACCUMULATION

All Project alternatives pass through areas of known shallow hydrocarbon
accumulation in the Los Angeles CBD and Wilshire Corridor line segments. Such
accumulations can take the form of gas, asphalt, tar, or free oil. Where tunnels and
stations are completed in areas of shallow hydrocarbons, long term buildups of liquid
tar or oil may occur. Thus, where necessary, a system of gravel-filled drainage
channels will be provided to collect these substances and carry them to a series of
sumps. From the sumps they will be removed to the surface and disposed of in

accordance with discharge requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB).

Long term accumulations of gaseous hydrocarbons are not considered likely following
project construction. However, where such buildups appear possible, special tunnel
linings will be installed to prevent gas from entering the subway system, or a gas
collection and ventilation system will be provided to dissipate any hazardous
concentrations.

11.3.5 SUBSIDENCE

Subsidence, or sinking, of the land surface can result from several causes. In the
Metro Rail Project area the withdrawa! of fluids, such as groundwater or
hydrocarbons, has apparently caused the compaction of underlying sediments,
resulting in land subsidence in the Union Station Oil Field in the CBD and near
Burbank in the San Fernando Valley. Reported subsidence rates are on the order of
0.03 to 0.06 feet per year.

Vertical movement of the land surface would become a hazard to the Project
alternatives only if it happened within a small areq, and such differential subsidence
does not appear to be occurring in the project vicinity, where relatively uniform
subsidence affects areas of several square miles. Average subsidence of up to about
0.1 feet per year over a linear distance of approximately 3 miles in the Los Angeles
area has been calculated (Yerkes et al., 1977). As presently known, subsidence would
probably not be a problem in the construction of tunnels. Elevated structures with
properly designed foundations of the Aerial Option also would not encounter
subsidence problems.

11.3.6 LOSS OF MINERAL RESOURCES

The Los Angeles Basin has been one of California's most prolific oil producing
districts for nearly 100 years, but the Project alternatives would not significantly
affect operations in any producing oil field.

All four line segments of the Metro Rail Project pass through geologic materials that
might strictly be considered mineral resources, such as sand and gravel, which could
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be used as comstruction oggregate. In the Santa Monica Mountains the Locally
Preferred Alternative and Aerial Option pass through granitic or volcanic rock,
which could be used as riprap. However, the poor mineral value of most of these

materials and their proximity to fully urbanized areas makes mining them
uneconomical and impractical.

[1.3.7 FLOODING

It is not expected that the Metro Rail Project will contribute to surface flooding,
even though the alignment passes under the Los Angeles River and several areas
identified as flood hazard zones on the Flood Hazard Maps of the National Flood
Insurance Program.

As a result of flood control projects, the Los Angeles River within the Regional Core
served by the Metro Rail Project is a fully channelized river without a floodplain.
Nevertheless, because the subway alignment would be tunnelled under the Los
Angeles River (in the vicinity of Universal City) floodplain encroachment will occur.

The Department of Transportation Order 5650.2, titled "Floodplain Management and
Protection," "prescribes policies and procedures for ensuring that proper considera-
tion is given to the avoidance and mitigation of adverse floodplain impacts in agency
actions, planning programs, and budget requests.” The order requires that attention
be given and findings made in environmental review documents to specific issues:

e Examine any risk to or resulting from, the proposed transportation facility. At
this location, the river is well contained in a (largely open) concrete box
culvert. Urban residential and commercial facilities have been long established
up to the culvert right-of-way without incident. The fact that the County Flood
Control District is actively pursuing joint development (including enclosure of
the culvert) of this right-of-way attests to the compatibility of well-designed
structures with the river's facilities.

e Examine the impacts upon natural and beneficial floodplain values. The river is
completely channelized with vertical walls. Bicycle paths and other
recreational facilities adjoin at some locations. Bored-tunnel construction under
the river will not disturb any of these surface features.

e Examine the degree to which the action provides direct or, indirect support for
development in the floodplain. The proposed tunnel would have no contact with
the area immediate to the river itseif. Only the station would lend support to
development activity. These station areas are well removed from any potential
floodplains, and have been designated by local government as areas suitable for
intense development.

Thus, the Metro Rail alignment will not result in a significant encroachment of a
floodplain as defined in DOT Order 5650.2.

Six areas along the Metro Rail Alignment have been identified as flood hazard zones
on the Flood Hazard Maps of the National Flood Insurance Program. This federal
program has determined that a flood which has one percent chance of being exceeded
in any given year (commonly known as the |00-year fiood) is the base-flood for which
flood protective measures are designed. The six areas are MacArthur Park,
Lafayette Park, Wilshire Boulevard between Mariposa and Normandie Avenue,
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Wilshire Boulevard between Wilton and Norton Avenues, Fairfax Avenue from
Wilshire Boulevard to Willoughby Avenue, and Fairfax Avenue in the vicinity of
Sunset Boulevard (Figure 3-19). The first three areas and portions of Fairfax Avenue
and Sunset Boulevard lie within the anticipated 100 year flood boundaries or Flood
Hazard Zone A. While Flood Hazard Zone A is considered a critical flood hazard
zone, no significant impacts are anticipated from the construction and operation of
the subway system. Any direct increase of runoff due to the Metro Rail Project is
not significant enough to affect the carrying capacity of the existing storm drain
systems.

The other three flood hazard areas along the Metro Rail Alignment lie between the
limits of the 100 year and 500 year floods in Flood Hazard Zone B. Flood Hazard
Zone B is not considered to be a critical flood hazard zone by the Federal Flood
Insurance Administration. Consequently, no significant impacts are anticipated from
the construction and operation of the subway system in Zone B.

Alternately, if flooding should impact the subway system, the water can be removed
by sumps and pumping systems and discharged into the local storm drains. In
addition, planned city drainage projects from Laurel Canyon to Pan Pacific Park
would eliminate any current shallow flooding problems in the vicinity of Sunset
Boulevard and F airfax Avenue.

[1.3.8 WATER QUALITY

Water could collect in the lower portions of Metro Rail's underground facilities,
through either rainfall runoff or groundwater draining from perched or fluctuating
water tables. Such water will be collected in sumps and pumped to the surface for
discharge. In the eastern portion of the CBD segment and the Wilshire Corridor from
La Brea to Melrose Avenue, this water may contain oil and dissolved gas and require
special treatment before being discharged. Dewatering excavated areas during
construction would require the disposal of wastewater high in suspended solids.
These activities will require monitoring as discussed under Mitigation. Further
details on dewatering are presented later in this chapter in the section on Construc-
tion.

An additional source of contaminated water will be runoff from the maintenance
yard in the Los Angeles CBD segment, where about 160 cars will be washed weekly.
Chemicals used for vehicle cleaning include solvents, detergents, and surfactants.
The wash area will be constructed to drain into a designated collection area, where
all effluents will be contained for treatment before discharge. The Industrial Waste
Section of the Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts has evaluated Metro Rail's
proposed rail carwashing system which uses water recycling and water treatment
through clarification. The Industrial Waste Section staff in a telephone discussion
with SCRTD staff concluded that the proposed system is appropriate and will meet
existing and proposed water quality standards.

Other sources of contaminated runoff include secondary maintenance yards, parking
lots, kiss and ride areas, and bus bays, but even without the Metro Rail Project the
pollutant from these areas would be generated elsewhere in similar or even greater
quantities. Thus, on balance, project-related impacts are negligible.
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1.4 MITIGATION

tl.4.0 SEISMICITY

Seismic Ground Shaking. The mitigation of seismic ground shaking impacts will be
achieved through project design and construction. For instance, internal structural
elements of the Metro Rail Project considered "life critical" (that is, facilities whose
structural failure during an earthquake would endanger many lives) wiil be designed
and built to resist strong ground motions approximating the maximum credible
earthquake, the largest seismic event reasonably expected to occur in the project
region. Life critical Metro Rail facilities include such high occupancy structures as
stations, tunnels, and aerial structures. System facilities considered to represent
lower risk to life and safety in the event of structural failure include the
maintenance yards and other at-grade, low occupancy structures. Such articulated
design features might include using joints in the tunnel structures where they pass
through soil/rock interfaces or where they enter the station boxes; and for the Aerial
Option, designing the support structures with larger and deeper foundations using
stronger materials. In addition, the guideway sidewalls will be designed with
sufficient height to prevent rail cars from toppling over sideways (for additional
details see Converse Consultants, 1983).

Fault Rupture. Fault movement could possibly occur at the potentially active
Malibu-Santa Monica Fault and the active Hollywood Fault. Where this potential
exists geologic studies were undertaken to determine the frequency of movement.
Maximum credible fault displacements were inferred to occur on an average of once
every 20,000 to 30,000 years for the Malibu-Santa Monica Fault and once every
60,000 to 70,000 a year for the Hollywood Fault.

Thus, the fault rupture hazard for those faults crossing the route is extremely low
for any reasonable service life. Moreover, there is no practical way to prevent
severe local damage in the unlikely event of a Maximum Credible fault rupture
occurring across the alignment. However, in general, tunnels are safer than above-
ground structures for a given level of shaking (Converse Consul tants, 1983).

Soil Liquefaction/Densification. Before construction, more detailed geotechnical
work will be completed in the CBD and in Universal City, where liquefaction or
densification may be possible, to define fully the horizontal and vertical extent of
loose granular soils above and below the water table. Should soils subject to lique-
faction or densification be found, more conservative site preparation and foundation
design measures will be taken. Depending on the specific conditions encountered,
such measures could include compaction of soils, permanent lowering of the water
table, special foundations such as pilings or additional underpinnings, and boring the
tunnels below less dense soil into the more dense soil.

11.4.2 TUNNEL AND EXCAVATION STABILITY

The Metro Rail Project design documents address the long term operational stability
of the proposed tunnels and excavations in considerable detail. Additional technical
design information beyond that provided in the Impact Assessment section is
contained in the "Report on Construction Methods" (DMJM/PBQD, 1982).

3-165



11.4.3 HYDROCARBON ACCUMULATION

As described previously, drains and sumps will be installed in the portions of the
Metro Rail system constructed in sediments impregnated with oil and tar. Any gas
buildups will be dissipated by a strong ventilation system, or special tunnel linings
will be installed to prevent gas from entering the facilities.

[1.4.4 WATER QUALITY

The disposal of wastewater removed from areas containing oil and gas will require a
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. The permit will
be issued by the RWQCB and would be expected to require wastewater treatment to
remove hydrocarbons before discharge. This can be done by an oil/water separator,
with the separated oil removed by truck to a Class | or ll-1 disposal site which are
presently available. Wastewater from the maintenance yard cleaning facility will
also be treated before disposal.

12. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

12.1 INTRODUCTION

The Metro Rail routes for the Locally Preferred Alternative, the Aerial Option, and
the Minimum Operabfe Segment pass primarily through a highly urbanized environ-
ment. Except for the North Hollywood Aerial Corridor of the Aerial Option, all
alignments call for a subway configuration. In addition, all station entrances are
located in urban areas. Wildlife ond vegetative resources in urban areas consist of
species introduced by man, as well as native species that have adapted. Accordingly,
the Metro Rail Project would not adversely affect biological resources over much of
its route., The only significant biological resources are in the Cahuenga Pass. Thus,
the impact analysis of biological resources focuses on habitats in the Santa Monica
Mountains portions only.

12.2 EXISTING CONDITIONS

The route of the Locally Preferred Alternative and the Aerial Option passes under
the Santa Monica Mountains, where there is a mixture of low density residential
areas and natural open space, which includes chaparral and steep slopes covered with
coastal sage scrub. The chaparral areas are on the ridge tops and the more easterly
and north-facing slopes. The chaparral is generally referred to as mixed chaparral
(Thorne, 1976), a dense combination of medium to large shrubs. |t is most developed
on the north-facing slopes in the area north of Mulholland Drive and on the east-
facing slope of Nichols Canyon.

Coastal sage scrub occupies the more arid south- and west-facing slopes in the
area. This habitat, sometimes referred to as impoverished chaparral, is composed of
low scrubs such as California sagebrush, California buckwheat, laurel sumac, and
sage. Many of the plants associated with this habitat are drought-deciduous.

3-166



No truly natural riparian habitats are in the area, although urban runoff and drainage
modifications have contributed to the development of a few riparian habitats in
Nichols Canyon, as well as a few wetland habitats consisting of some arroyo willows
and cattail marsh near several retention basins in the lower part of the canyon. The
areal extent of the riparian habitats is very limited, and they are not expected to
represent significant habitat for declining bird species.

Wildlife along the Metro Rail route is what one would expect throughout the Santa
Monica Mountains: species naturally adapted to rugged shrublands along with a
mixture of urban-adapted species. Because there are few open and grassy habitats in
the study areq, raptors are not particularly common.

No state or federally listed rare, endangered, or threatened plant or animal species
are expected in the area (USFWS, 1979, 1980; CDFG, 1980, 1981). The California
Native Plant Society (CNPS, 1980, 1981) identifies several declining species of
interest that might exist in the area. These species and the likelihood of disrupting
their habitat are discussed in SCRTD's Technical Report on Biological Resources.

Portions of the Regional Core lie within the Santa Monica Mountains National
Recreation Area (Department of Interior, 1982). However, no areas designated as
sensitive, vital, or representative within the Santa Monica Mountains are found in the
study area. (California Natural Areas Coordinating Council, 1975; England and
Nelson, [976).

12.3 IMPACT ASSESSMENT

The purpose of this analysis is to assess possible impacts to significant biological
resources which include state and federally designated rare, threatened, or
endangered species of wildlife, any locally designated sensitive habitats or ecological
areas, and any species of vegetation or wildlife given a "protected" status by local or
state laws or statutes. The analysis involved research of previous biological
documentation for the Metro Rail Project (UMTA, 1980), as well as numerous other
sources including the Los Angeles City Planning Department (1978) and the Santa
Monica Mountains Comprehensive Planning Commission (1979). A field survey
overview also was made.

As currently proposed, the Locally Preferred Alternative would pass through the
Santa Monica Mountains in a subway configuration, and would not generally affect
natural biological communities. The aerial configuration in North Hollywood
associated with the Aerial Option would require a tunnel portal and aerial structures
through a portion of the North Hollywood Hills. However, these hillsides are
urbanized, so project construction would have little impact on natural vegetation.
Therefore, significant adverse effects on native plant communities are not expected.

Under the Locally Preferred Alternative, two vents and substations are to be built in
the mountain areas. As a result, small areas (less than | acre) may be disturbed in a
few locations. A significant impact could occur if these facilities are located in
natural zones, where native vegetation and sensitive plant species might be
disturbed. These facilities do not fall within the SMMNRA or the Mulholland Scenic
Parkway. Neither the No Project or Minimum Operable Segment Alternatives would
affect the Santa Monica Mountains area.
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12.4 MITIGATION

Sensitive resources and habitats will be disturbed as little as practically possible,
with surface disturbance limited to more urbanized areas. Any surface facilities in
the mountains will be reached via existing rather than new roads. One vent facility
is absolutely necessary within the natural zones of the Santa Monicqa Mountains. This
vent will be about 1,000 feet northwest of Passmore Drive and Woodrow Wilson
Drive. A biological review of detailed plans will be undertaken and site-specific
surveys conducted as necessary to confirm that there are no plants listed as rare or
endangered by CNPS. If any such plant is found to be affected, appropriate
consideration will be given during Final Design to avoiding this impact.

13. CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

This section examines activities during Metro Rail construction, briefly describing
the various construction techniques to be used and analyzing their impacts. Key
impact areas include circulation, community activities, business disruption, utility
impacts, noise and vibration, air quality, energy requirements, and geology and
hydrology. Further discussion of these impacts can be found in the appropriate
SCRTD technical reports. 1t should be stressed that these impacts are temporary, as
opposed to the long term impacts from operation of the system.

13.1 CONSTRUCTION METHODS

13.1.1 TECHNIQUES FOR LINE CONSTRUCTION

Cut and Cover Line Construction. Aside from stations, cut and cover construction
would be used only in limited sections of the alignment and for special structures
such as crossovers, pocket tracks, vent shafts, and ancillary structures. In an urban
area this construction technique generally begins by opening the ground surface to an
adequate depth to permit support of existing utility lines and to set piles or other
means of retaining the excavation. After the surface opening is covered with a
temporary decking so traffic and pedestrian movement can continue, excavation
proceeds to the necessary depth. A concrete structure is then built, the excavated
material replaced, and the surface restored.

The excavation must be retained by temporary walls, and adjacent building
foundations, very often, must be supported. Because of the disruptive
characteristics of this process, cut and cover construction is minimized for line
segments. However, there are some areas where the underlying soil is not suitable
for conventional tunneling methods, and cut and cover may, therefore, be preferred.

After the station or track structure has been completed, backfilling operations will
commence. One half of a street will be restored at a time in order to maintain the
surface traffic flow. The backfill material will be trucked in, placed, and
compacted. During backfill operations, all utilities are restored to their permanent
locations. New sewer manholes and cable/duct vaults are built. Any sidewalks
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removed during construction are restored following backfill and/or the restoration of
below sidewalk vaults. Fingily, the street is repaved.*

Tunneled Line Construction. Tunneling has less effect on surrounding areas than the
cut and cover method since the street surface and utilities are not appreciably
disturbed and there is iess dust, noise, and traffic disruption. The specific tunneling
technique used depends largely on the type of material to be tunneled. In soft
ground, tunnels are constructed using fuli-face tunnel boring or digger-arm machines
mounted inside shields in order to hold the ground in place and prevent surface
settlement. In hard rock sections, tunnel boring machines (TBM) will be used,
although some localized drilling and blasting may be required. A tunnel staging site,
roughly 2,500 square yards in area, would be required at the starting point of each
tunnel drive for tunnel segment storage, loading facilities, construction equipment,
personnel facilities, and offices. Excavated materials would be removed through
isolated construction shafts or at cut and cover station excavations. Precast
concrete or steel tunnel lining would then be placed inside the excavated area.

The tunnels for the Metro Rail may have several configurations. In soft ground, two
circular tunnels bored side-by-side are proposed. Through hard rock formations, the
tunnels would again be side-by-side, possibly horseshoe-shaped but most likely
circular. A third alternative is the one over one configuration, in which one tunnel is
bored directly above the other; this stacked arrangement is recommended only where
an interchange with another line might be required in the future.

13.1.2 LINE CONSTRUCTION DETAILS

The subway tunnel construction would generally be carried out by TBMs. The tunnels
will be driven from staging sites selected to minimize disruption of streets and
utilities. It is expected that several tunneling contracts will be let at the same time
so that some construction can occur simuitaneousiy on different segments. The time
to permit the construction or retrofitting of TBMs and the completion of necessary
excavation at the stations is approximately nine to twelve months. Total time to
construct the tunnels is approximately 3 to 3-1/2 years for the Locally Preferred
Alternative and about 2-1/2 years for the Minimum Operable Segment, barring
unanticipated delays.

Softground and Hardground Tunneling. The tunneling for the Locally Preferred
Alternative and the Aerial Option can be divided into two basic types: softground
tunnels in all areas except through the Santa Monica Mountains and rock tunnels
through the Santa Monicc Mountains. The Minimum Operable Segment would not
require tunneling through the mountains.

Typical soft ground tunneling rates are expected to be approximately 40 to 60 feet
per day and 30 feet per day for difficult conditions. Each tunneling contract will
thus take 18 to 24 months to complete using two machines per contract. Under the
Santa Monica Mountains, an overall average rate of 40 to 60 feet per day is
expected, excluding the installation of the cast-in-place concrete liner. The Santa
Monica Mountains tunnel contract will take approximately 2-1/2 years to complete if

*Construction techniques are described and illustrated in detail in SCRTD's
Milestone 10 Report: Fixed Facilities (1983) and in DMJM/PBQD's Report on
Construction Methods (1982).
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work proceeds on schedule. The rock tunnel may require blasting if the contractor
does not elect to use TBMs. Blasting, if required, will involve specific safeguards
and controls.

Excavation and Disposal of Tunnel Material. Excavated tunnel material will be
transported from the tunnel faces in rail cars and hauled to the shaft or pit bottoms
and then raised to the surface by a crane or hoist. From any one staging site this
material will be produced at a maximum rate of 100 cubic yards per hour from two
tunneling machines operating simultaneously. The tunnel waste will be loaded onto
trucks for removal to the disposal site. The loading and hauling of tunnel waste will
be restricted to minimize disturbance to residences and other noise-sensitive areas.
For the Locally Preferred Alternative the total volume of material excavated from
the tunnels will be approximately 6.55 million cubic yards, requiring approximately
766,000 truckloads. The Aerial Option would generate approximately 20 percent less
tunnel material for disposal and the Minimum Operable Segment about 64 percent
less.

The distance to the various landfill sites will vary. A special study examining tunnel
waste disposal reviewed existing state approved landfills within 20 miles of the
Regional Core and indicated an available capacity for all waste generated by the
Project alternatives. Also, demand for fill by other construction projects in the Los
Angeles region, such as the Century Freeway, may facilitate the disposal of
excavated tunnel material. For further details on the analysis, an identification of
the landfills and their capacities, and haul routes that would minimize impacts, see
Disposal of Tunnel and Station Excavation Material (Sedway/Cooke, |983).

Pocket Tracks and Crossovers. The system will require crossovers and pocket tracks
for proper operation. Crossovers allow trains to move from one track tunnel to the
other. A pocket track is a third track set between the existing two running tracks
for temporary storage of defective trains and use as an emergency crossover. Each
pocket track and crossover track will be constructed using cut and cover
construction.

Each crossover will be approximately 450 feet long, 60 feet wide, and 55 feet below
ground (depending upon the distances between track center). Pocket tracks will be
approximately |,100 feet long, 60 feet wide, and 55 feet below ground. The
material removed from the cut and cover crossovers and pocket tracks will be hauled
along established routes to landfill sites. The constructed cut and cover crossovers
and pocket tracks will require backfilling with transported material, but it may not
be economical to reuse excavated material for backfill because of storage, handling,
and compositional problems.

13.1.3 .STATIONS

Cut and cover construction will be used for Metro Rail stations. Each cut and cover
station will be designed somewhat differently, but all stations have similar
dimensions: approximately 650 feet long, 60 feet wide, and 55 feet below street
level. Entrances would each be about 60 feet long, 20 feet wide, and 25 feet deep.
Approximately 100,000 to 150,000 cubic yards of material will be excavated from
each station site.

Construction Scheduling. Construction of each cut and cover station will take about

27 months to complete. The construction process would be similar to that used for
cut and cover line construction.
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Traffic. Traffic flow will be affected during the entire period of construction of
approximately two years at a given location. Depending on the traffic fiow and
location, a variety of mechanisms are available to control and maintain traffic in
constricted intersections, including heavy wood decking to replace street pavement
and sidewalks and temporary bridges. Decking will contain hatches and removable
planks to facilitate lowering odd-shaped and outsize items to the station level with
minimal traffic disruption. Cross streets will be carried through intersections on
wood decked bridges. Sidewalks may be removed, but pedestrian access to stores
will be maintained by bridges, temporary walkways, and other means. Some streets
will also have to be closed under certain circumstances.

Disposal of Excavated Material. The material from the cut and cover station
excavation will be removed at an average rate of 860 cubic yards of material per day
per station and brought to the surface and loaded on trucks for disposal. This rate
yields approximately eight truckloads per hour.

Backfilling. Excavation at the station will require backfilling with transported
material. Backfilling will be primarily carried out in the last three or four months as
the project is completed. In tunnel construction, it may not be economical to reuse
excavated material for backfill. Each station will require approximately 11,500
cubic yards (or 1,150 truckloads) of backfill. Approximately 15-20 trucks per day
would be expected to bring backfill into the site.

Construction Material. The cut and cover stations will be constructed with poured-
in-place concrete, with an estimated total of 3,390 truckioads of concrete required
for each station. Reinforcement steel will average a total of 3,040 tons per station.

Water Removal. Water will be pumped out of sump pits as the excavation proceeds
downward. Ditches and gravity flow will be used to drain the water into the low-
lying sumps. Water will be passed through a settling basin to remove solids before
being pumped into the local storm drain system.

{3.1.4 AERIAL STRUCTURES

For the elevated portion of the Aerial Option, each track will be carried
independently by precast prestressed concrete box or T-beams, in turn supported by
cast-in-place reinforced concrete piers. The pier foundations consist of piling or
spread footing, depending on expected loads and soil conditions. A typical
construction sequence for an aerial guideway system would involve three phases of
activity: foundation installation, installation of guideway supports, and installation
of guideway sections. For a typical four-block segment, the three major
construction phases would take about 14 to 18 weeks.

13.2 CIRCULATION IMPACTS

13.2.1 LOSS OF MOBILITY

Since Metro Rail would be routed through urban areas, motorists and pedestrians
would at times be delayed and inconvenienced during the construction period. These
impacts would be most acutely felt in the CBD and along Wilshire Boulevard, where
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stations are in areas with high auto, bus, and pedestrian volumes. Traffic capacity
may be temorarily reduced by as much as 50 percent on streets parallel to the long
axis of the station and intermittently on intersecting streets during decking
installation and removal. Factors such as the presence of a large number of heavy-
duty construction vehicles on these streets, narrow lane widths and unusual detour
configurations, uneven or poor roadway surfaces, and signal timing which is
inefficient for construction conditions will also contribute to the reduction in
capacity.

Traffic disruptions would increase around pocket tracks or crossovers, currently
proposed at Union Station, Wilshire/Alvarado, Wilshire/Vermont, Wilshire/La Breaq,
Fairfax/Beverly, La Brea/Sunset, Hollywood/Cahuenga, and North Hollywood
Stations. The disruption would also vary depending on whether a station is built on-
or off-street. Off-street stations will generally have less of an impact on traffic
circulation and are planned for Union Station, Wilshire/Alvarado, Wilshire/Vermont,
Wilshire/F airfax, Fairfax/Beverly, Hollywood/Cahuenga and Universal City.

While no streets would be permanently closed entirely to vehicular or pedestrian
traffic, the congestion wouid likely spill over to other parallel streets. In addition,
heavy duty vehicles delivering and hauling construction materials at each station site
would reduce street capacity. These factors will have the effect of broadening the
impacts of construction activity to area streets and neighborhoods. With a reduced
width on streets near station construction sites and the temporary shifting of lanes,
traffic contro! devices may have to be relocated and temporary supplemental devices
installed. Circulation impacts for each station area are discussed in a Technical
Report, Traffic Control Policies During Construction (LADOT, 1983).

In addition to the disruption to auto movement, construction activities would affect
parking, pedestrian activities, and bus service. On-street parking would be
temporarily eliminated to accommodate construction operations and vehicular flow
on streets where stations are to be located. Pedestrian movement would be
inconvenienced due to the temporary loss or narrowing of sidewalks. This impact
would be greatest in the CBD, where pedestrian traffic is heavy and the sidewalks
are relatively narrow. Some bus stops, bus schedules, and routes would need to be
temporarily changed.

Vehicular and pedestrian traffic impacts during construction would be identical for
all three Project alternatives along the alignment from Union Station to the
Fairfax/Beverly Station. The Hollywood and North Hollywood areas are not affected
by construction of the Minimum Operable Segment. The Aerial Option would create
traffic impacts all along its approximately three-mile route on Lankershim Boulevard
and Vineland Avenue. Construction of the support structures for the elevated
guideway and station would occupy the median and portions of the inside traffic
lanes of these two streets. By contrast, the impacts of the Locally Preferred
Alternative would be localized around the Universal City Station and North
Hollywood Station construction sites only.

13.2.2 MITIGATION

e Cut and cover construction will be minimized and used only at stations and other
special structure locations.

e Construction in the CBD will be phased so that all station areas are not
impacted at the same time.

3-172



e Cut and cover construction will substitute integrated panel decking (typically
asphaltic coated steel) in place of wooden plank decking wherever feasible.
(integrated ponel decking presents a neater appearance and a smoother rocdwqy
surface; it is typically much thinner in cross-section, thereby minimizing the
difference in levels between decking and existing grade. |t is often, however,
more expensive.)

e Contractors will be required by SCRTD to control traffic during construction by
following the "Work Area Traffic Control" Manual (1976 or most recent edition)
prepared by the City of Los Angeles; Standard Plan $-610-12, "Notice to
Contractors—-Comprehensive" (1982 or most recent edition), prepared by Bureau
of Engineering, City of Los Angeles; and "Standard Specifications for Public
Works Construction" (1982 or most recent edition). Comparable standards would
be enforced for work conducted in the County of Los Angeles.

e Before the start of construction, possibly during Final Design, traffic control
plans, including detour plans, will be formulated in cooperation with the City of
Los Angeles and other affected jurisdictions (County, State).

e The plans will be based upon lane requirements and other special requirements
obtained from the Los Angeles City Department of Transportation for
construction within the city and from other appropriate agencies for
construction in those jurisdictions. The excavation and decking of arterial
streets crossmg the rail alignment will be phased so that the capacity of 'rhese
streets is not reduced unnecessarily.

e Unless unforeseen circumstances dictate, no designated major or secondary
highway will be closed to vehicular or pedestrian traffic. No collector or local
street or alley will be completely closed preventing local vehicular or pedestrian
access to residences, businesses, or other establishments.

13.3 COMMUNITY IMPACTS

In addition to the impacts discussed above, the two most important construction
impacts on nearby residents are diminished access to local facilities and disruption of
community activities.

13.3.1 LOSS OF ACCESS TO LOCAL FACILITIES

Diminished access would result primarily from street closures, which would worsen
parking problems, perhaps causing drivers to seek areas with fewer parking diffi-
culties and thereby affecting use of stores and services in the station environs.
Pedestrian activity may also decline when sidewalks are blocked. The resulting
detours and closures would be especially difficult for special user groups, who are
less able to leave the area for shopping and services. The handicapped and elderly
may perceive construction as both a psychological and physical barrier to local
accessibility and thus be forced to take different, longer routes to their destina-
tions. Special users forced to remain in the construction area could feel, and be,
unsafe.

3-173



Impacts due to diminished access to local facilities would be identical for all three
Project alternatives from Union Station to the Fairfax Beverly Station. Impacts to
the Hollywood and North Hollywood areas do not apply to the Minimum Operable
Segment. The Aerial Option would temporarily diminish access to all facilities along
its aerial segment. There would be temporary diminished access to facilities near
the Universal City and North Hollywood Stations under the Locally Preferred
Alternative,

13.3.2 DISRUPTION OF COMMUNITY LIFE

Noise from construction equipment can bother residents and employees near con-
struction sites. The most significant noise impacts would occur during installation of
piles to support stations and other excavations, which may last three months at any
one station. Bus stops and bus routes at construction sites may also be changed
temporarily.

Impacts due to the disruption of community life would be identical for all three
Project alternatives from Union Station to the Fairfax/Beverly Station. Under the
Aerial Option, construction at the portal in the Hollywood Hills may adversely affect
adjacent residents because disposal trucks would require queuing space on local
residential streets for waste material hauling. Further, the physical and psycho-
logical barriers temporarily presented by construction of an aerial guideway would
diminish pedestrian access to local facilities.

13.3.3 MITIGATION

Times of day for soldier pile drilling, driving by vibrating hammers and other con-
struction activities that exceed noise standards will be controlled by terms of the
construction contract. This procedure should be used only in locations where noise is
a problem, such as residential areas at night. Other areas, such as the commercial
zones near the Union Station, would not be disturbed by round the clock operations.
The SCRTD Technical Report on Noise and Vibration contains noise standards by
type of use and noise levels of typical equipment.

Specific traffic control measures for the construction period have been formulated
by the Los Angeles City Department of Transportation and were described earlier.
Although little can be done to mitigate the temporary impacts from psychological
barriers, access to all businesses as well as the safety of all walkways will be
maintained by the contractor.

Relocation assistance will include announcements of construction procedures, traffic
control, schedules, and what to expect. While not eliminating the disruption of daily
activities, these efforts will relieve many of the uncertainties and frustrations of the
residents and business operators and minimize inconveniences.
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13.4 BUSINESS DISRUPTION

13.4.1 PHYSICAL IMPACTS

The physical impacts from the construction of a rapid transit system are usually
confined within one block of the construction site and include modified pedestrian
and vehicular access; reduced visibility for store fronts and signs; reduced on-street
parking and, in some cases, less convenient access to off-street parking; and
temporary disturbances from noise and dust. The largest impacts are caused by cut
and cover construction; aerial line construction is much less disruptive. Tunneling
creates an insignificant impacts except where muck must be removed and where
materials and equipment need to be lowered.

Stores most affected by the physical impacts of construction are marginal businesses
and those that rely heavily upon impulse buying and foot traffic. Less affected are
establishments that primarily serve other businesses, provide unusual services, or sell
unique or expensive merchandise. Other types of specialized businesses that might
suffer some disruption are theaters, motels and hotels, and retail businesses sensitive
to noise impact (for example, stores selling stereo equipment).

Along the route of a transit line the greatest impacts of construction are most
frequently experienced in the downtown of central cities, where the density of
pedestrian-oriented business is high and the circulation pattern is congested.
Significant economic impacts are also felt in business districts serving minority and
ethnic communities, which may contain many marginal businesses.

13.4.2 ECONOMIC IMPACTS

The potential economic impacts resulting from construction of Metro Rail are
difficult to project, but their significance can be estimated from the following
indicators:

® linear feet of cut and cover construction

° linear feet of commercial space (retail uses, auto-related businesses, services,
and hotels) abutting cut and cover construction

e ratio of linear feet of commercial space to linear feet of cut and cover
construction

e streets intersecting cut and cover construction

The first two measures indicate the probable extent of direct construction impact
such as declines in sales resulting from impaired visibility, dust, and noise. The third
measure, the ratio of commercial frontage to cut and cover construction, shows the
relative severity of impact per linear foot of construction. The fourth indicator,
intersecting streets, notes the possibility for indirect impacts caused by interference
with the automobile circulation pattern. Table 3-48 applies these four measures to
each station area along the Metro Rail route.

Length of Cut and Cover Construction. By this measure, the Locally Preferred
Alternative would physically disrupt about 17,000 linear feet, and the Minimum
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Length of

Length of

Cut ond Covler Cfgmmercif)

Station

Union Station

Civic Center

Fifth/Hiil

Seventh/Flower

Wilshire/Alvarodo

Wilshire/Vermont

Wilshire/Normardie

Wilshire/Westemn
Wilshire /Crenshow

Wiishire/Lo Brea

Wilshire/Fairfax

Fairfax/Beverly

Fairfax/Santa Manicq

Lo Brea/Sunset

Holly woad /Cal:venga

Holly wood Bowl

Universal City

North Hollywood

Alignment
(feet)

2,850

450

450

450

950

1000

450

450

1,000

1,650

1,000

450

1,650

N.A,

450

1,850

rontage
(feet)

Insignificmt3

Insigniticant

800

Insignificont

500

500

700

500

Insignificont“

500
500

200

N.A,

Insignificant

600

TABLE 3-48
INDICES OF BUSINESS DISRUPTION BY STATION

Ratio of Commercial
Frontoge to Length
of Cut and Cover
Construc tion

Streets
intersecting
Cut and Cover
Construction

Comments

N.A,

N.A,

0.2

0.5

0.4

N.A,

0.5

0.!

N.A,

N.A,

0.3

N.A,

First/Hill

Fifth/Hil
Fourth/Hitl

Seventh/F lower

Alva rodoz
Westlake

Shatto?
Vermont

Wilshire/ Ardmore
Wilshire/Normondie
Wilshire/Western
Wilshire/Oxford

Wilshire/Lorraine
Wiishire /Crenshaw

Wilshire/La Brea
Wilshire/Sycomore

Sixth and Fairfax

Beveriy
First

Foirfax/Sonta Monico

Sunset/Lo Breo
Sunset/Detroit

Holly w
Yucco 4
Franklin

Lankershim/Weddington

Lankershim/Chandler
Lankershim/Cumpston
Lonkershim/Killion

Station area currently oriented towards
manufocturing uses.

Uses in immediate area are public and
quasi-public. Construction may offect
indirectly.

Nearby retail ond service uses are oriented
toward the Hispanic community. Density
of commercial use is high. Construction
may indirectiy affect downtown L.A. by
disrupting circulation patterns.

Area of high commercial density, although
some office buildings are underutilized
and/or deteriarating.

Areg typified by small retail establish-
ments (strip cammerciol) along Alvarado
and Seventh Streets. Primarily serve the
Hispanic community, Other mid-rise (3 to
13 story) office buildings along Wiishire
Boulevard, emphasizing medical services.

Uses are mixed, but predominantly office
with some ground floor retail.

Neorby uses are offices of B-12 stories.
Some ground floor retail. Littie develop-
ment over the jast decode.

Mixed use oreo with offices and retail.

Some retail is near station. Areq is pri-
marily residential.

Neighborhood retail along La Brea inter-
spersed with offices, Surrounded by a
relatively old, stable multifamily residen~
tiol area. On "Miracle Mile,”

A mojor department store with potential
plan for renovation.

Nearby uses are primarily neighborhood
strip commercial (underutilized) with some
tourist reloted development (Farmers
Market, CBS). Area has an ethnic
character. Moltel near alignment may
suffer some impoact.

Retail uses nearby.

On edge of Hollywood commercial core.
Some commercial nearby.

Nearby uses ore primarily retail and
services. Area is experiencing some
development pressure. Propased alignment
is along west side of Cahuengo.

Alignment is tunneled past Hollywood
Bowl; no cut ond cover construction
proposed.

Alignment runs olong an olley behind
commerciol establishments ond residences.

Centrol business orea generotly locoted be-
ween Chondler and Mognolia. Commercial
uses are declining. Some light industry
located oclong alignment.

Source: Lym Sedway & Associates
Mhe teng ths of cut and cover construction are estimates based on {"=200" plan and profile drawings prepared by DM JM/PBQD.

2The lengths of commercial frontoges are based upon a stotion orea lond use inventory by the City of Los Angeles, and upon the |"=40'
architectural footprints drown for eoch station by Harry Weese and Associates.

J“Insignificont" is generolly defined as less than 200 linear feet.

YOffstreet alignment.
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Operable Segment would disrupt about 11,000 linear feet. The Aerial Option would
disrupt about 15,000 linear feet through cut and cover construction; however, the
entire ocerial segment, about 15,000 linear feet, would also physically disrupt
adjacent properties. Accordingly, the Aerial Option would have the greatest impact
during construction.

Length of Commercial Frontage. The Locally Preferred Alternative has the
potential of affecting at least 6,500 feet of commercial frontage during
construction. The Minimum Operable Segment would potentially affect nearly 5,000
feet of business frontage. Again, the Aerial Option would have the greatest
potential effect, directly affecting over 5,000 feet through the Central Business
District, Wilshire Corridor, and Hollywood, as well as the numerous commercial
establishments along L.ankershim Boulevard and Vineland Avenue in the San F ernando
Valley.

Ratio of Commercial Frontage to Cut and Cover Construction. Using this measure,
the most severe impacts are expected in the CBD at the Fifth/Hill Station and the
Seventh/F lower Station, where retail density is particularly high. Conversely, the
least severe impacts are expected at the following stations: Union Station, Civic
Center, Wilshire/Vermont, Fairfax/Beverly, and Universal City.

Intersecting Streets. Avutomobile circulation is impaired whenever cut and cover
construction crosses a street. This, in turn, impedes access to businesses and can
cause a decline in sales. The economic impacts, however, depend on the number of
automobile trips affected and the extent to which particular businesses rely on an
auto-oriented clientele. Construction of the North Hollywood Station would
intersect the largest number of streets (four), while the Hollywood/Cahuenga Station
intersects three streets. The remaining stations intersect two or fewer streets.
Thus, the indirect impacts in the CBD, where traffic congestion and commercial
densities are higher, are expected to be more severe than at other stations,

Conclusion. Short term economic impacts resulting from the construction of Metro
Rail are expected to be most intense in downtown Los Angeles, where the density of
businesses, particularly ground-floor retail establishments, is very high. These
businesses also rely heavily on pedestrian accessibility. Construction impacts are
also expected at most stations along the Wilshire Corridor and at the Fairfax/Santa
Monica and La Brea/Sunset Stations. These impacts are expected to be less severe
than those projected for the CBD because of lower commercial density and more
limited pedestrian orientation. The fewest construction impacts will be at stations
having little or no commercial space nearby.

In summary, the Locally Preferred Alternative affects about 20 percent more
commercial frontage than the Minimum Operable Segment as a result of cut and
cover construction. The Aerial Option, because of the need to construct an elevated
guideway for about three miles in the San Fernando Valley, would probably create
the greatest disruption for Regional Core businesses.

13.4.3 MITIGATION

As noted earlier under "Circulation Impacts," SCRTD with the city and county will
develop a troffic maintenance plan to minimize traffic disruption. Because some cut
and cover operations will overlap the sidewalk, a logical program of pedestrian
traffic movement and sidewalk restoration also will be established. Options include
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restricting construction during peak commute hours, allowing some construction at
night in the CBD where there would be little impact on residents, and maintaining
access to commercial establishments. Construction contracts will specify the traffic
maintenance plan for the construction area and the means for implementation.

13.5 UTILITY IMPACTS

13.5.1 UTILITY RELOCATION AND SERVICE INTERRUPTION

Cut and cover construction requires initial excavation of all material within the con-
struction site, thereby removing the existing support of underground utilities in that
area. All affected utilities at or near the station site must be temporarily supported
or rerouted during the construction period, and utilities in spaces occupied by access-
ways must be permanentiy rerouted. Subject to other constraints, stations have been
located to avoid relocation of major utilities, and station elevations are selected to
leave a reasonable (approximately 8 feet) space between the top of the structure and
the surface so that as many of the utilities as possible can be temporarily supported
in their present locations or rerouted within the construction site.

Utility impacts at station area construction sites would be similar for all Project
alternatives, and construction methods will be predicated on keeping disruptions to
utility service at an absolute minimum. Utilities which represent a hazard during cut
and cover construction and which will not be permanently relocated will be
temporarily moved to avoid accidental damage. Service connection lines will require
multiple reroutings as excavation supports are placed. The North Qutfall Sewer
under Fourth Street conflicts with the station structure, but this can be resolved by
raising the sewer's grade a few feet. Agreements will be executed with each utility
company regarding relocation of the utility, responsibility for actual work, and
method of reimbursement.

13.5.2 MITIGATION OPTIONS

Because the entire station construction procedure is already planned to minimize any
interruptions of utility service for all Project alternatives, additional mitigation
measures are not necessary. Despite these efforts, some unintended temporary
disruptions are likely, so some allowance should be made in design and construction
plans to ensure that utility work does not upset the construction schedule.

13.6 NOISE AND VIBRATION IMPACTS

13.6.] DISTURBANCE FROM EQUIPMENT NOISE

Measurements at other transit system construction project sites provide the best
indication of expected noise levels from Metro Rail construction (see Table 3-49).
Considerable progress has been made recently in the reduction and control of con-
struction noise through modifications in equipment and modification and selection of
construction procedures. Noise limits or standards will be include