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T A V(TTKTri 

In December 1983, the U.S. Department of Transportation/Urban Mass 
Transportation Administration (UMTA) and the Southern California Rapid Transit 
District (SCRTD) published a Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) on the 
Los Angeles Rail Rapid Transit Project, Metro Rail. In compliance with 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements, a Final Environmental 
Impact Report (FEIR) was published in November 1983. These documents provide 
detailed analyses of the Metro Rail Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA). the 
LPA is a major component of a 150-mile regional rapid transit system to be 
developed in Los Angeles County in accordance with Proposition A, which 
authorized the collection of a one-half of one percent retail sales tax to fund 
the improvement of public transit in the County. 

In August 1984, UMTA and SCRTD completed an Environmental Assessment (EA) for a 
4.4-mile, five-station Minimum Operable Segment (MOS-l) extending from a yard 
and shop facility south of Union Station to the Wilshire/Alvarado Station, as an 
initial segment fro funding purposes. On December 19, 1985, the President 
signed legislation requiring that the Secretary of Transportation enter into a 
full funding contract with SCRTD for the construction of MOS-l. That Lull 
finding contract was signed on August 27, 1986; and construction of MOS-1 is 
underway. 

In December 1985, as a result of concerns associated with the subsurface 
presence of methane gas, the U.S. Congress passed a resolution stipulating that 
the SCRTD could not tunnel in any of the risk zones identified as a "potential 
risk" or "potential high-risk" of encountering methane gas during subsurface 
excavations. The U.S. Congress also stipulated that the SCRTD should identify 
and study candidate alignments that would avoid these risk zones. 

In compliance with the Congressional mandate, the SCRTD initiated the 
Congressionally Ordered Re-Engineering (CORE) Study. The CORE Study includes 
the identification and evaluation of candidate alignments, the investigation of 
subsurface conditions, and the assessment of environmental impacts. The goal of 
the CORE Study is to identify an appropriate alignment to link the San Fernando 
Valley, the Wilshire Corridor, and MOS-1 segments of the LPA. This alignment 
should provide service to the Los Angeles Regional Core comparable to the 
service that would have been provided by the 18.6-mile LPA, while avoiding 
tunneling through any portion of the risk zones identified in the Task Force 
Report. The Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) contains a 
discussion of the anticipated impacts of five candidate alignments identified by 
the SCRTD for detailed analysis. All five candidate alignments include two 
unchanged segments of the LPA, the MOS-1 segment from the Metro Rail yard and 
shop site near Union Station to the Wilshire/Alvarado Station, and the San 
Fernando Valley segment. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

This report describes the analysis of traffic and parking impacts of the five 
candidate alignments included for consideration in the Draft SEIR. It is one of 
a series of technical reports prepared in support of the Draft SEIR. The 
purpose of this report is to describe in detail the analysis approach used and 
results of the study of traffic and parking impacts conducted during development 
of the Draft SEIS/SEIR. The description of the analysis approach includes a 
discussion of methodology, data sources, and assumptions underlying the analysis 
of traffic and parking impacts. Results of the analysis are reported for both 
existing and year 2000 conditions and for each of the candidate alignments. 

. 
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2. ANALYSIS APPROACH 

This chapter describes the approach used for the analysis of the traffic and 
parking impacts of the candidate alignments. Included in the description of 
approach is information on methodology, data sources, and assumptions underlying 
the analysis of traffic and parking impacts. 

2.1 TRAFFIC 

During operation of the rail system, travel by automobile will decrease 
systemwide; however, there will be localized traffic increases near station 
areas, especially those with parking or bus loading/unloading facilities, or 
those expected to be major points for access by park-andride and kiss-and-ride 
patrons. These increases in traffic volumes could have an effect on traffic 
flow at intersections critical to transit station access. At intersections 
where effects have been determined to be significant, measures may be needed to 
mitigate expected impacts. 

This section describes the approach or methods used in the analysis of traffic 
impacts of the candidate Metro Rail alignments. The analysis focused on five 
major areas: 

o Establishment of base traffic volumes. 

o Development of station area traffic volumes. 

o Identification of intersections critical to station access. 

o Analysis of traffic volumes and capacities of critical 
intersections. 

o Assessment of impact of station traffic on critical 
intersections. 

2.1.1 Base Traffic Volumes 

Traffic impacts of rail systems result from reduction of roadway capacity due to 
placement of structures in street rights-of-way and from increased localized 
traffic brought about by transit station location and new development in the 
surrounding area. To provide a base for comparison of the traffic impacts of 
the alternative alignments, traffic volumes were established for year 2000 
without the rail system. The base year (2000) traffic volumes were obtained 
from plottings of network traffic volumes output from the auto assignments 
performed for the original FEIS, as reported in the working Paper. Revised 2000 
base condition Traffic volumes, prepared by the Department of Transportation, 
City of Los Angeles, October, 1982. 
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2.1.1.1 Traffic Assignment Validation 

Before the year 2000 traffic assignments were used for analysis of traffic 
impacts, a validation was performed to evaluate the accuracy of the model 
assignments relative to actual 1985 traffic, as determined from LADOT ground 
counts. The traffic counts were obtained for all intersections on the highway 
network within a one-half mile radius of each Metro Rail station. The ground 
counts were compared against predicted volumes for the same year as determined 
from interpolation of assigned volumes from the 1980 and 2000 assignments. The 
deviation between the ground counts and predicted volumes was evaluated by 
computing the percent root mean square (%RNS). The %RMS is calculated by the 
following equation: 

where 

- X )2 

RMS= gc ta 

N 

X - Ground count on observation group 
X - Volume assigned to intersection ap:oach 

N - Number of observations 

The %RMS is derived by dividing the RNS by the average ground count for the 
observation group. A %RMS was calculated for each intersection approach, the 
total intersection, and all intersections in the station area. A %RMS also was 
calculated for all station areas. The results of the validations for each 
station area are presented in Appendix A. Overall, the accuracy of LADOT's 
traffic assignment was found to be within the acceptable range of error for 
simulated traffic forecasts. 

2.1.1.2 Auto to Transit Mode Shift 

Changes in auto trips between the 2000 base condition and the operation of the 
candidate alignments were examined in terms of the diversion from auto to 
transit. Four screenlines were established to measure changes in auto trips in 
both the east-west and north-south directions within the Regional Core. Changes 
in the number of auto trips across the screenlines were obtained from mode 
choice model output generated by the SCRTD from total person trip projections 
generated by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) for the 
region. The screenline analysis revealed a 2.1 percent average reduction in 
auto trips in the east-west direction under the "with-project" condition. For 
the north-south screenlines, a 1.25 percent average reduction in auto trips was 
calculated. The overall reduction in auto trips from the 2000 base condition 
was calculated to be 1.6 percent for the Regional Core. This estimated decrease 
in auto trips within the Regional Core should be manifested in reduced 
congestion. 

The analysis of traffic impacts of the candidate alignments at critical 
intersections did not include an adjustment of traffic volumes to reflect the 
expected shift to transit. More extensive analysis of previous work by LADOT 
may show a traffic decrease of five percent due to Metro Rail at intersection 



along the alignments. Additional effort would be required to support such a 
determination. The use of unadjusted traffic volumes represents in effect a 
"worst case" analysis. 

2.1.2 Station Traffic Volumes 

The year 2000 base volumes, as obtained from the traffic assignments, represent 
"background" volumes exclusive of station mode-of-access traffic. To determine 
traffic impacts associated with the candidate alignments and operable segments, 
the background traffic volumes were modified to include mode-of-access traffic 
generated by the Metro Rail stations. The mode-of-access traffic included 
park-and-ride and kiss-and-ride auto traffic. Figure 2-1 illustrates the 
process used to develop total traffic for critical intersections under the 
candidate alignments and operable segments. 

2.1.2.1 Candidate Alignment Traffic 

The number of park-and-ride and kiss-and-ride vehicle trips by station for each 
candidate alignment were derived from SCRTD mode of access computer reports 
"Constrained Demand for PM Peak Hours." Information on the distribution of 
park-and-ride and kiss-and-ride vehicle trips by traffic zone were obtained from 
the VASSIGN computer output. The output listed the number of access trips 
between traffic zones and stations. The origins and destinations of these 
vehicle trips were then plotted by traffic zone as a guide to establishing the 
direction of all vehicular trips accessing the transit station. The direction 
distribution of trips by mode of access was subsequently used to assign station 
access park-and-ride and kiss-and-ride trips to the background traffic volumes. 

After distributing of the mode of access vehicle trips to stations by direction 
and mode of access, the next step was to assign the park-and-ride and 
kiss-and-ride trips to the highway network and combine the trips with the 
volumes of background traffic. The number of vehicle trips accessing the 
station were adjusted to account for the fact that kiss-and-ride arrival trips 
also include a return trip for the vehicle bringing the patron to the station; 
the same is true for kiss-and-ride departure trips (i.e. , return of the patron 
to the station). The trips were assigned on the basis of the most appropriate 
routes of station ingress and egress. All trips were brought to the 
intersection nearest the station location and assigned to the straight-through 
movement. For each intersection critical to station access, the percentage of 
total mode of access vehicle trips assigned to the intersection was calculated 
for each approach and traffic movement. These percentages were then applied to 
mode of access output by station for each candidate alignment to determine the 
assignment of traffic to the critical intersections within each station area. 
The park.and-ride and kiss-and-ride trips were then combined with background 
traffic to establish total traffic for intersections critical to station areas. 

2.1.2.2 Operable Segment Traffic 

Kiss-and-ride vehicle trips for the alternative operable segments were obtained 
from the constrained mode of access model output for the p.m. peak hour. For 
park-and-ride vehicle trips the constrained model output could not be used to . identify peak hour trips, because no park-and-ride trips were forecast for 
temporary terminal stations without parking facilities, No park-and-ride 
traffic is expected to be associated with these temporary terminal stations when 
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operating as intermediate line stations under the full alignment. However, 
some park-and-ride traffic can be expected when the stations operate as a 
terminal even though rio stations' parking facilities would be provided. To 
account for the temporary park-and-ride traffic, a manual procedure was 
developed to forecast unconstrained daily park-and-ride vehicle trips. These 
trips were converted to p.m. peak hour trips using factors devised by dividing 
constrained p.m. peak hour park-and-ride mode of access for daily constrained 
park-and-ride mode of access for all stations in the full alignments. The trips 
were assigned to critical intersections based on the most appropriate routes of 
ingress/egress. 

2.1.3 Critical Intersections 

The analysis of impacts of station access traffic was performed for critical 
intersections along the rail alignment and in the vicinity of each transit 
station. Critical intersections were identified for each candidate alignment 
based on a review of existing traffic volumes within the station areas and the 
directional distribution of the station access trips. Generally, a one-half 
mile radius around each station was used as the basis for selection of critical 
intersection. All intersections on the arterial Street networks within the 
one-half mile radius were identified. These intersections were then examined in 
relation to the distribution of station access trips to determine those that 
would be impacted by station access traffic. The intersections analyzed by 
LADOT in the traffic study of the original rail alignment were also reviewed to 
ensureas much continuity with the previous work as possible. In the selection 
of critical intersections for analysis, consideration was also given to the 
availability of data for the intersections. 

2.1.4 CaDacitv Analysis 

Traffic volumes and Street capacities were analyzed to determine impacts of 
station access traffic on critical intersections. The method used for 
calculation of capacity was based on procedures for planning applications as 
described in Transportation Research Circular 212, "Interim Materials on Highway 
Capacity," published by the Transportation Research Board (TRB). the capacity 
procedures described in the referenced report are referred to as "critical 
movement analysis." Critical movement analysis is a procedure which permits for 
capacity and level of service determinations for signalized intersections. The 
analysis incorporates the effects of intersection geometry and traffic signal 
operation and results in a level of service determination of the intersection as 
an operating unit. 

A capacity analysis was performed for each critical intersection of each 
candidate alignment using base traffic volumes for the year 2000, as modified to 
account for the effects of station access traffic. Turning movement percentages 
determined from the most recent traffic counts were applied to the modified 
volumes to establish traffic movements for each critical intersection. The 
existing traffic counts used in this analysis were obtained from capacity 
analysis worksheets prepared by the City of Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation (LADOT) for the Metro Rail EIS and from files of traffic counts 
maintained by LADOT. Intersection geometrics (i.e., number and width of lanes 
and lane utilization) were derived from striping plans obtained from LADOT. 
Additional capacity analyses were performed using 2000 base traffic volumes 
without the transit station access traffic. Impacts on traffic due to the 
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operation of the rail system were determined by comparing the change in critical 
volume and level of service between the alignment alternative and the base 
condition. Similarly, for aerial segments of a candidate alignment, analyses 
were performed on the Street Sections where the aerial facility would be 
constructed to determine the reduction in capacity and restrictions on turning 
movements. 

2.1.5 Impact of Station Traffic on Critical Intersections 

Levels of service and critical volume were determined from the capacity analyses 
and used to make judgments about traffic flow. Level of service (LOS) is a 
concept often used to describe traffic flow. A scale of A to F is used, with 
level of service "A" representing optimum flow conditions and "F" representing 
stop-and-go congestion. Operating characteristics of these levels of service, 
as defined in the Hihwav Caoacitv Manual are presented in Table 2-1. 

Using the assignment of station access traffic to background volumes, expected 
changes in levels of service were identified for critical intersections affected 
by each candidate alignment. Level of Service D was considered to be 
acceptable. Service levels below LOS D (i.e. , LOS E or F) were considered an 
indication of the need for improvements. At these service levels, severe 
congestion will occur. 

The impact of station access traffic on critical intersections was qualitatively 
stated as being minor, moderate, or major. If the change in critical volume 
was calculated to be 75 vehicles per hour or less, the impact was determined to 
be minor. Moderate traffic impacts would occur where the change in critical 
volume was calculated to be more than 75 and less than 150 vehicles per hour. 
A change in critical volume greater than 150 vehicles per hour was determined 
to be a major impact on traffic flow at the intersection. This racing of 
traffic impacts based on changes in critical volumes was derived from threshold 
levels of critical volumes for 

TABLE 2-1 

LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS 

Level of 

Service Interoretation 

A & B Uncongested operations: all vehicles clear inter- 

section in a single signal cycle. 

C Light congestion; occasional backups on critical 
approaches to intersection. 

0 Congestion on critical approaches, but intersection is 

functional. Vehicles required to wait through more 
than one cycle during short peaks. No long standing 

lines formed. 

E Severe congestion at intersection with some long . standing lines on critical approaches. Blockage of 
intersection may occur if traffic signal does not 
provide for protected turning movements. 

F Total breakdown with stop-and-go operation. 



levels of service A through F for planning applications as described in 
Transportation Research Circular 212. A review of the critical volumes by level 
of service revealed that a change in critical volume of 150 vehicles per hour 
would produce a change from one service level to the next. This represents the 
maximum number of vehicles that can be added to the critical volume without 
changing the level of service of the intersection. 

Following the identification of the potential impacts of station access traffic 
at each of the critical intersections under each of the candidate alignments, 
the number of critical intersections by degree of potential impact or level of 
traffic flow with station access traffic was next determined for each 
alternative. This was accomplished by summing the number of critical 
intersections with traffic impacts identified as being minor, moderate, or 
major. A comparison of the number of critical intersections under each 
candidate alignment by degree of traffic impact provided information on the 
effect of station access traffic on traffic flow at intersections critical to 
transit station access and the magnitude of street improvements required to 
accommodate the rail system. 

2.2 PARKING 

The demand for parking in the CED would be decreased by the number of automobile 
trips eliminated through diversion of travel to transit. At stations where the 
demand for park-and-ride spaces is greater than the number of spaces provided, 
a potehcial would exist for negative impacts. Therefore, parking is relevant to 
the Metro Rail Project in two ways identified below. 

o The rail project could reduce the need for parking facilities 
in the Los Angeles Central Business District (CBD) and other 
regional centers. 

o Rail patrons driving to and from parking at a station will 
create a demand for parking near stations. 

The parking analysis focused on the proposed station areas, where the demand 
for parking will increase and, consequently, impact the surrounding area. 
Project areas not associated with station locations could experience a parking 
demand decrease concurrent with decreased automobile trips resulting from the 
diversion of travel by trips to ridership on Metro Rail. 

Paramount to this parking impact analysis was the establishment of current 
parking inventory and usage according to the various land uses surrounding the 
proposed station areas. From this inventory of current conditions, added supply 
and demand projections of expected growth- -with and without Metro Rail- -and 
parking deficiencies, if any, can be determined. The following section 
discusses the approach, methodology, and data required to determine parking 
deficiencies within proposed station areas. 

2.2.1 Inventory of Current Conditions 

To measure current conditions, a comprehensive inventory of parking spaces, 
usage, and costs in station areas was undertaken by SCRTD in August, 1986. This 
study updated the original parking survey conducted in 1981 and referenced in 



the FEIS. Each station area survey was conducted within a one-quarter mile 
walking distance radius from each station. The same study areas were maintained 
for stations previously studied in the 1981 parking survey. 

From the field surveys the following type of information was collected and 
tabulated: 

o Number and usage of on-street, curbside parking spaces 
tabulated by land use zoning for one hour, two hour, and all 
day periods; 

o Number and usage of off-street parking spaces tabulated by land 
use zoning and classified as public commercial or public 
patron/private; 

o Identification of any applicable parking restrictions; arid, 

o Identification of any associated parking costs. 

2.2.2 Projection of Year 2000 Parking Conditions 

As a basis for year 2000 projected parking supply and usage, expected growth 
through new development was described in square footage and tabulated according 
to type of development: major office, community office, employee retail, 
regional retail, community retail, and hotel. Each type of development was 
examined in the context of three growth scenarios. The source of the 
information for the expected development activity and anticipated growth 
scenarios was the SCRTD publication, "Projected Commercial Development 1980-2000 
Under Three Growth Scenarios." For each type of development, the appropriate 
minimum parking space requirement required by the Department of Building and 
Safety was identified. 

The year 2000 base parking supply was calculated by multiplying the square 
footage of new development by the minimum parking space requirement for each 
land use type and then adding the resulting amount to the supply to existing 
spaces. Year 2000 base parking usage was calculated by adding the expected 
utilization associated with new development (is assumed to be equal to capacity) 
to the use of existing spaces determined during the inventory of current 
conditions. Parking deficiencies in year 2000 under base conditions were then 
determined by comparing the expected supply of spaces to the estimated usage of 
the spaces. Capacity is calculated at ninety percent of supply because of the 
inefficients associated with the turnover of spaces. The number of spaces 
required in excess of ninety percent of supply is assumed to represent the 
parking deficiency. 

The key assumptions underlying this analysis include the following. First, the 
analysis assumes that the occupancy rate of existing development in each station 
area will remain the same in year 2000. The implication of this assumption is 
that the demand placed on the existing parking supply by this existing 
development also will remain the same in the future. However, if the rate of 
occupancy of existing development increases in the future, the utilization of 
the parking supply by the existing development also will increase. This will 
result in fewer spaces being available to meet any parking deficiency of future 
development, or any deficiency created by location of the Metro Rail station. 
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Second, the analysis assumes that new development added to the station area 
between now and year 2000 will be fully occupied. In station areas where the 
existing occupancy of development is low and a parking surplus currently exists 
because of this low occupancy, it was assumed that this surplus of spaces will 
be a available in the future to meet any parking deficiency created by the new 
development. However, it is likely that, if the station area is attractive 
enough to attract new development in the future, the station will also attract 
additional occupants into existing vacant development. Therefore, the spaces 
that are projected to be available for meeting a possible parking deficiency 
created by new development in the future may not be available. Consequently, 
the use of these assumptions may result in conservative estimates of parking 
deficiencies. 

Finally, the analysis assumes that new development added to the station area 
represents "new" development, not a displacement of existing development. This 
new development is assumed not to require the removal of any existing parking 
in the station area. 

2.2.3 Projection of Parking Conditions with etro Rail 

Projections of parking demand in the year 2000 with Metro Rail were developed 
for each candidate alignment. These projections represent total parking demand 
by station area and include both rail patron parking demand and demand generated 
by both existing and future development. 

Parking demand by rail patrons at stations is a function of the number of 
park-and-ride and kiss-and-ride vehicle trips predicted for the particular 
station and the expected duration of parking by these patrons. Park-and-ride 
and kiss-and-ride vehicle trips by station for each candidate alignment were 
derived from "unconstrained" mode of access model computer runs. The 
park-and-ride vehicle trips from the computer reports represented total daily 
vehicle trips. These trips were then divided by a turnover rate to determine 
parking demand by park-and-ride patrons or the peak accumulation of 
park-and-ride vehicles at the stations. Turnover refers to the average number 
of vehicles using a given parking space within a specified period of time. The 
turnover rate for park-and-ride patrons is calculated on a daily basis. 
Information on park-and-ride facility capacities and accumulation rates at 
stations where SCRTD plans to provide parking was used to calculate turnover 
rates. Because these rates were found to vary only slightly among the 
alternatives, the same turnover rates were used for all alternatives. 

Parking deficiencies in each station area attributed to parking demand by 
park-and-ride patrons were determined by subtracting the estimated peak 
accumulation of park-and-ride patrons (daily demand/turnover rate) from the 
number of spaces provided at the stations for parking by rail patrons. If 
sufficient parking is not available to meet the projected demand, a parking 
deficiency could result. 

Kiss-and-ride vehicle trips to and from the stations were not used in the 
projection of parking deficiencies. Vehicle trips to the station to drop off a 
passenger would not require a parking space. For this reason, it can be 
expected that most kiss-and-ride departing passengers would be dropped off at 
the curb, arid that any occupancy of spaces at the station would be for only a 
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short duration. Kiss-and-ride parking at the station to pick up an arriving 
passenger can be expected to park no longer than twice the frequency of trains 
during the peak hour. Thus, with the five-minute train frequencies during peak 
periods, parking durations of up to ten minutes could occur. This results in a 
turnover of six vehicles per space during the peak hour. If sufficient parking 
is not provided at the station to meet the demand, a theoretical parking 
deficiency exists resulting in spillover into the surrounding area. However, 
persons arriving at the station kiss-and-ride area and finding all spaces 
occupied probably would double park or circle the block rather than try to find 
a space on-street or in an off-street parking facility. It is unlikely that 
the driver of the kiss-and-ride vehicle would park in an off-street parking 
facility for such a short duration and walk to the station to meet his/her 
arriving passenger. Also, for the same reason, any on-street space would have 
to be directly in front of the station before a kiss-and-ride vehicle arriving 
at the station to pick up a passenger would utilize the spaces. Consequently, 
any spillover parking impact of kiss-and-ride vehicle demand at stations would 
likely be small and of a temporary duration. 

. 

. 

Final analysis of parking impacts under the with-project condition assumes that 
there will be no shift in travel from automobile to transit. This assumption 
has been made because the Null Alternative has been modeled to determine changes 
in auto trips to a station area and the effects of the shift on parking demand. 
It is expected that Metro Rail would result in a shift from automobile to 
transit and, thus, reduce the demand for parking attendant with existing 
development, because fewer auto trips will be generated by this development. 
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3. DETAILED ANALYSIS RESULTS 

This chapter discusses the results of the analysis of existing and year 2000 
traffic and parking conditions in the Regional Core and expected impacts of the 
candidate alignments. 

3.1 TRAFFIC 

The analysis of traffic impacts focused on the establishment of traffic flow for 
existing and year 2000 conditions under the null alternative and the impacts on 
traffic flow associated with the candidate alignments and operable segments. 
Impacts on traffic flow are described in terms of changes in level of service 
and critical volumes. 

3.1.1 Existing Traffic Conditions 

Freeways that serve the Regional Core are loaded to capacity and severely 
congested during peak commuter periods. In spite of present congested 
conditions, the demand for daily travel on freeways in the Regional Core is 
projected to increase approximately twenty percent by the year 2000. Without 
major improvement in transit service, traffic congestion will become 
significantly worse. 

Given the absence of convenient freeways and capacity constraints on those that 
exist; most travel between major destinations within the Regional Core occurs on 
arterial streets. The projected growth in residential and job development will 
further burden a traffic circulation system ill-equipped to handle current 
demand. By the year 2000, demand on the Regional Core's arterial system will 
increase by nearly two million vehicle miles daily; such an increase will result 
in severe delays. Assuming that rio major new facility capacity is added and 
that only currently planned intersection and roadway improvements are 
implemented, it is projected that the number of severely congested key 
intersections will increase significantly by year 2000. Thus, projected travel 
demand indicates the freeway and arterial Street system serving the Regional 
Core simply will not function efficiently in the year 2000. 

3.1.2 Null Alternative 

To provide a base for comparison of the traffic impacts of the candidate 
alignments, traffic conditions were established for the year 200 under the Null 
Alternative. 

The Null Alternative includes a 4.4 mile rail transit system serving the CBD and 
Westlake area. Projected residential and employment growth in the Regional 
Core, which includes the area to be served by this segment of Metro Rail, will 
further burden a traffic circulation system inadequate for current demand. By 
the Year 2000, demand on the Regional Core's arterial system will increase by 
nearly two million vehicle miles daily; such an increase will result in severe 
delays. It is projected that the number of severely congested key 
intersections will increase significantly by Year 2000, despite currently 
planned intersection and roadway improvements and service provided by MOS-l. 
Thus, under the Null Alternative, the freeway and arterial street system 
serving the Regional Core simply will not function efficiently. 
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Traffic volumes and street capacities were analyzed to determine levels of 
service at selected intersections in the Year 2000. Level of service is a 
measure of the capacity of the roadway system to accommodate traffic flow. The 
calculation of capacity assumed the existence of street improvements 
included in the City's Capital Improvement Program, Community Redevelopment 
Agency (CRA)projects, and private development projects. In addition, 
possible operational improvements normally implemented by LADOT were 
identified for intersections expected to be operating at LOS E or F in the 
Year 2000. MOS-1 would provide limited service in relation to the CBD and 
Westlake areas. It was concluded that traffic flow conditions would not be 
significantly altered outside the MOS-1 service area. Traffic volumes projected 
under the Year 2000 base condition, therefore, represent the Null Condition 
within the Regional Core outside the MOS-1 service area. And, traffic impacts 
of MOS-1 reported in the EA remain as a valid assessment of effects in the CED 
and Westlake areas. 

Traffic conditions for the Null Alternative were established for a total of 58 
selected intersections. The selection of intersections was guided by the 
routes of the candidate alignments and traffic access requirements related to 
the location of stations. The selected intersections associated with each 
station were identified through a review of existing traffic volumes within 
the station areas and the directional distribution of the projected station 
access trips. The previous work performed by LADOT in support of the FEIS 
and EA also was incorporated in the process to select intersections for traffic 
analysis. This selection process facilitated establishing impacts related to the 
availability of rail service in corridors examined. Selected 
generally lie within a one-half mile radius of proposed station locations in 
the San Fernando Valley and a one-half mile corridor along each of the 
candidate alignments outside of the Valley. 
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The results of the analysis of volume and capacity at selected intersections 
under conditions defining the Null Alternative are presented in Table 3-1. 
Intersections operating at LOS E or F during the p.m. peak hour are displayed 
graphically in Figure 3-1. Of the 58 intersections analyzed for traffic 
impacts, a total of 63 would operate at LOS E or F. The remaining fifteen 
intersections would operate at LOS D or better. 

The most severe traffic congestion under the Null Alternative would occur south of the Hollywood Hills area as a result of increasing population and employment 
densities. 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 the recent 
reconstruction of the complex, six-way intersection at Carnarillo, Lankershirn, 
and Vineland. Other improvements, programmed to accompany redevelopment in the 
North Hollywood Commercial Core (Lankershim between Magnolia and Chandler), are 
expected to improve traffic flow, even when the traffic from planned new 
developments is included. Only in the vicinity of Universal City along 
Lankershim Boulevard would traffic delays in North Hollywood appear likely to 
worsen. The Universal Place on-ramp to the Hollywood Freeway is expected to 
become a particular problem area. Level of service E or F is expected to be 
commonplace on the Hollywood and Ventura Freeways during peak commute periods. 

Overall, traffic impacts in the Central Business District would be positive 
under the Null Alternative. A slight improvement in traffic flow in the C3D 
would occur with this option as a result of the availability of high speed 
transit service. However, a deteriorated level of service would be expected at 
the Alarneda/Macy intersection in the p.m. peak hour, due to traffic at the Metro 
Rail's Union Station. The level of service at the First/Hill, Fifth/Hill, 
Seventh/Flower, and Wilshire/Alvarado intersections would improve or be 
unchanged. More detail concerning traffic impacts at these intersections may be 
found in the EA. 

3.1.3 Traffic Tmpacts of Candidate AliznlDents and Operable Segments 

Traffic flow associated with each of the candidate alignments would be expected 
to differ from the Null Alternative. Travel diverted to an extended rapid rail 
transit system would reduce the number of auto trips in the Regional Core. 
However, auto trips also would be associated with travel to and from Metro Rail 
stations. Thus, there will be localized traffic increases in station areas, 
especially those with parking facilities offering high levels of access for 
park-and-ride and kiss-and-ride patrons. Increases in traffic volumes on 
streets in station areas could have an effect on traffic flow at intersections 
critical to transit station access. Other traffic impacts could result from a 
reduction of roadway capacity and/or restriction of traffic movements, due to 
placement of the aerial guideway structure in street rights-of-way. Impacts 
associated with operable segments were of special concern, because the 
potential traffic effects at temporary terminal stations could be greater than 
at line stations or terminal stations with planned accommodations for parking. 
Because most of the intersections examined would be operating at 
levels-of-service E and F without the Metro Rail system, the evaluation of 
traffic impacts focused on thQse intersections that would be affected by station 
generated traffic. 



TABLE 3-1 

TRAFFIC NDITIONS AT SELZCT INTZECIIONS: MULl. ALTTRMATIVE 

Critical Volt W Intersection (Veh./!our) Level-of-Service 
Beverly S Nornandie 2.208 F 
Bsverly S VirL 1,975 F 
Qand1er 4 Tujunge (N) 675 A 

Qandler I Tujunga (5) 476 A 

Crenshaw $ Olynpic 1.593 
Crenshaw $ Pica 2.332 F 
Fairfax I Beverly 1.558 F 
Fairfax * Olynpic 1.799 F 
Fairfax S Santa Monica 1.386 F 
Fountain S Vine 1.705 p 
6ihland I Odin (E) 1,688 D 

Bi&hland $ Odin (W) 1.254 C 
BoUywood $ Cahueia 1.712 F 
Botlywood $ Bighland 1,601 E 
Hollywood $ Vine 1.271 0 
Hollywood I Western 1,566 F 
La Brsa $ Fountain 1,363 5 
La Br.a $ Hollywood 2,172 F 
La Brea I Pica 1,695 F 
La Brea S Venice 3,523 F 
Lank.rshi= I 3u:ba.nk/Tujun6a 1,168 0 
Lankershim S Cabuena 1,170 C 
Lank.rshin S andLer 197 A 
Lank.rshi I Ventura/Cauen&a 1,320 5 
Nornandi. $ Olynpic 1.'84 S 
Rornandie I Sixth 1,816 F 
Pica 5 5 Vic.nt. 1,314 5 
San Vicent. I La Bre. 1,433 0 
San Vjeent. I Venice 1,427 0 
San Vicente I WiLshire 2,222 F 
Santa Monica S Mornandie 1.342 0 . Santa Monica I V,nt 1,351 5 
Santa Monica 4 V1jL 1.301 5 
Santa Monica I Western 1.538 F 
Sunset S C.hu.na 1,179 C 
Sunset 4 Fairfax 1.294 5 
Sunset S Gardner 1.457 5 
Sunset S Mih1and 1,578 F 
Sunset S La 3:ea 1.470 F 
Sunset S Vert 1.315 F 
Sunset I Vine 1634 F 
Sunset 5 Western 1,737 F 
Vernont, S Beverly 1,499 F 
Vernonr, I Fount.an 1.314 0 
Vernont. S Meiose 1,303 0 
Veronr. 5 OLynp,.c 1.615 7 V.nt I Sixth 1.602 F 
Vernant I Third 2,356 F 
V.ront, $ WiLshire 1.483 F 
Western I Beverly 1.487 5 
Western $ M.Lros. 1.390 F 
Western S O1ympc 1.668 F 
Western S Third 1.909 F 
Wilshire I Cr.nshaw 1.553 F 
Wjjhjre I Fairfax 1,587 F 
Wilshire S La Brea 1,496 F 
Wilshire 5 Normandie 1,102 0 
WiLshire 4 Western 1.809 F 

SIMIAR!- - 

Ilunber of Intersections: LOS 0 or better 15 
S LOSE 10 

LOSF 

TOTAl. 58 

Source: 
General PLannan ConsuLt3nt.. 1967 
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3.1.3.1 Candidate Alignment 1 

System Traffic Impacts 

Table 3-2 summarizes the impacts of station access traffic on critical volumes 
and levels of service at critical intersections for Alignment 1. Figure 3-2 
shows the location of these intersections. Analysis of the Null Alternative 
data revealed that 16 of 33 intersections affected by Alignment 1 would be 
operating at LOS F in year 2000 (see Table 3-2). Five intersections would 
operate at LOS E, and the remaining twelve intersections would operate at LOS D 
or better. With the addition of station access traffic, the number of 
intersections at LOS F would increase by three to nineteen, and the number at 
LOS E would decrease to four. The remaining ten intersections would operate at 
LOS D or better. Station traffic impacts on critical volumes at these 
intersections were rated as major for six intersections, moderate for five 
intersections, and minor for 22 intersections (see Table 3-2). 

If patronage on Alignment 1 is lower than SCRTD projections, the traffic impacts 
described above would be less severe. Thus, some of the traffic control 
measures discussed later in this Chapter ay not be necessary. 

Operable Segment (OS) Impacts 

Traffic impacts of the operable segments identified for Alignment 1 would not 
be sigificantly different from the full system, except at the temporary 
terminal stations. At these stations. Increased kiss-and-ride arid 

park-and-ride auto activity could occur as a result of the larger travel sheds 
that the stations would serve. Eecause they are temporary terminals, no 
additional facilities are planned to accommodate the increased auto access. 
This increased auto activity, combined with the station serving as a major 
destination for feeder buses, could result in increased volumes of traffic at 
critical intersections. 

MOS-2 for Alignment 1 would have temporary terminal stations at 
Wilshire/Western and Sunset/Vermont. Table 3-3 summarizes the results of the 
analysis of station access traffic on critical volumes and levels of service at 
critical intersections in the vicinity of these temporary terminal stations. 
Increased auto traffic generated by the Wilshire/Western station as a temporary 
terminal would result in a major impact on two of four intersections critical to 
station access. The impacts at the other intersections were rated as moderate 
for one intersection and minor at one intersection. Traffic would be operating 
at LOS F at the four intersections in the year 2000. 
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TABLE 3-2 . 
IMPACT OF YEAR 2000 STATION ACCESS TRAFFIC: 

CANDIDATE ALIGNMENT 1 
(YEAR 2000, WITHOUT MITIGATION MEASURES) 

NULL ALTERNATIVE ALIGNMENT 1 Absolute 
Critical Critical Change 
Volume Volume in 
(Vehicle (Vehicle Critical Expected 

Intersection Per Hour) LOS Per Hour) LOS Volume Impact 
Beverly @ Normandie 2,208 F 2,208 F 0 1inor 
Highland @ Odin (W) 1,264 C 1,264 C 0 Minor 
Wilshire @ Normandie 1,102 D 1,102 D 0 Minor 
Vermont @ Fountain 1,314 D 1,317 D 3 Minor 
Highland @ Odin (E) 1,488 D 1,492 D 4 Minor 
Vermont @ Third 2,564 F 2,569 F 5 Minor 
Hollywood @ Highland 1,401 E 1,401 E 6 Minor 
Santa Monica @ Virgil 1,343 D 1,347 D 4 Minor 
Vermont @ Meirose 1,303 D 1,313 D 10 Minor 
Chandler @ Tujunga (S) 476 A 487 A 11 Minor 
Ho11yood @ Vine 1,271 D 1,286 D 15 Minor 
Santa Monica @ Vermont 1,351 E 1,367 E 16 Minor 
Vermont @ Beverly 1,499 F 1,518 F 19 Minor 
Western @ Sunset 1,737 F 1,758 F 21 Minor 
Beverly @ Virgil 1,975 F 2,003 F 28 Minor 
Sunset @ Vermont 1,515 F 1,544 F 29 Minor 
Chandler @ Tujunga (N) 678 A 718 A 40 Minor 
Normandie @ Sixth 1,816 F 1,876 F 60 Minor 
Hollywood @ Cahuenga 1,712 F 1,775 F 63 Minor 
Hollywood @ Western 1,546 F 1,611 F 65 Minor 
Vermont @ Sixth 1,609 F 1,675 F 66 Minor 
Western @ Olympic 1,668 F 1,738 F 70 Minor 
Normandie @ Olympic 1,484 E 1,568 F 84 Moderate 
Lankershim @ Chandler 767 A 901 D 104 Moderate 
Sunset @ Cahuenga 1,179 E 1,289 E 110 Moderate 
Vermont @ Olympic 1,616 F 1,729 F 113 Moderate 
Wilshire @ Crenshaw 1,553 F 1,679 F 126 Moderate 
Wilshire @ Western 1,809 F 1,984 F 175 Major 
Lankershim @ Cahuenga 1,170 C 1,425 E 255 Major 
Vermont @ Wilshire 1,483 F 1,752 F 269 Major 
Sunset @ Vine 1,634 F 1,927 F 293 Major 
Lankershim @ Ventura/ 
Cahuenga 1,320 E 1,636 F 316 Major 
Lankershim @ Burbank 1,168 D 1,767 F 599 Major 

Source: General Planning Consultant. 
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IMPACT OF STATION ACCESS TRAFFIC: 
CANDIDATE ALIGNMENT 1 

0 Minor Traffic Impact - - (22 Intersections) . 
4 Moderate Traffic Impact 
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TA.RLE 3-3 

IMPACT OF STATION ACCESS TRAFFIC: CANDIDATE ALIGNMENT 1 
(YEAR 2000, WITHOUT MITIGATION MEASURES) 

NULL ALTERNATIVE ALIGNMENT 1 Absolute 
Critical Critical Change Expected 
Volume Volume in Impact 
(Vehicle (Vehicle Critical Expected 

Intersection Per Hour) LOS Per Hour) LOS Volume Impact 

MOS -2 
Wi 1 shire/We stern 
Western @ Third 1,909 F 1,945 F 36 Minor 
Western @ Olympic 1,668 F 1,817 F 149 Moderate 
Wilshire @ Crenshaw 1,553 F 1,768 F 215 Major 
Wilshire @ Western 1,809 F 2,153 F 346 Major 

Sunset/Vermont 
Sunset @ Western 1,737 F 1,751 F 14 Minor 
Vermont @ Hollywood 1,012 C 1,037 C 25 Minor 
Sunset @ Normandie 1,277 D 1,313 D 36 Minor 
Vermorrt @ Sunset 1,515 F 1,563 F 48 Minor 

MOS 2A 
Vermont/Santa Monica 
Santa Monica @ Western 1,588 F 1,636 F 48 Minor 
Vermont @ Sunset 1,315 F 1,557 F 42 Minor 
Vermont Fountain 1,314 D 1,333 E 19 Minor 
Santa Monica @ Normandie 1,342 D 1,464 F 122 Moderate 
Santa Monica @ Vermont 1,351 E 1,519 F 168 Major 
Santa Monica @ Virgil 1,343 D 1,360 E 17 Minor 

Wilshire/We stern 
Same as MOS-2 

MOS-2B 
Wilshire Vermont 
Vermont @ Sixth 1,609 F 1,760 F 97 Moderate 
Vermont @ Olympic 1,616 F 1,790 F 174 Major 
Wilshire @ Western 1,809 F 2,176 F 367 Major 
Wilshire @ Normandie 1,102 D 1,273 E 171 Major 
Wilshire @ Vermont 1,483 F 1,878 F 395 Major 

Universal City 
Lankershim @ Ventura/ 
Cahuenga 1.320 E 1,362 £ 42 Minor 
Lankershim @ Cahuenga 1,170 C 1,401 E 231 Major 

Source: General Planning Consultant. 
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The increased auto traffic generated by the Sunset/Vermont station as a 
temporary terminal would likely result in a minor impact at all four of the 
intersections critical to station access. Two of the four intersections would 
operate at LOS F, one at LOS D, and one at LOS C. Although the traffic at these 
intersections would increase, no change in the level of service would occur. 

Two alternative operable segments for Alignment 1 also have been considered. 
Alternative operable segment MOS-2A would have temporary terminal stations at 
Wilshire/Western and Vermont/Santa Monica. MOS-23 would have temporary terminal 
stations at Wilshire/Vermont and Universal City. Table 3-3 also summarizes the 
impact assessment for these temporary terminal stations. 

With Wilshire/Western as a temporary terminal station under MOS-2A, the impacts 
of station access traffic on critical intersections would be same as MOS-2. 
Increased auto traffic generated by the Vermont/Santa Monica station as a 
temporary terminal would likely result in a minor impact at three of six 
intersections critical to station access. Impacts at the other two 
intersections were rated as moderate at one intersection and major at two 
intersections. Due to the increase in station access traffic, the level of 
service would decline at four of the six intersections such that four 
intersections would be operating at LOS F and the remaining two at LOS E. 

Under MOS-23, with Wilshire/Vermont as a temporary terminal station, traffic 
impacts were rated as major for four of five intersections identified as 
critical for station access traffic. Due to the increase in traffic, the level 
of service would continue at LOS F at four intersections, decline to 
LOS E for the remaining one. The increased auto traffic generated by the 
Universal City station as a temporary terminal would likely result in a major 
impact at one intersection and a minor impact at the other. Due to the increase 
in traffic, the level of service would decline at one of the two intersections, 
with both operating at LOS E. 

3.1.3.2 Candidate Alignment 2 

System Tmacts 

Candidate Alignment 2 would include both aerial and subsurface sections. The 
traffic impacts of this alignment would occur at station locations and along 
aerial sections, where placement of guideway columns in the center of the street 
would produce changes in traffic patterns and increased traffic volumes. Table 
3-4 summarizes the results of the analysis of impacts of station access traffic 
on critical volumes and level of service at critical intersections for Alignment 
2, the degree of traffic impact (i.e., minor, moderate, and major) is shown for 
the critical intersections of Alignment 2 in Figure 3-3. 

In the Year 2000, assuming the Null Alternative, 24 out of 41 intersections 
critical to access to Alignment 2 stations would be operating at LOS F and five 
would operate at LOS E. The remaining twelve intersections would operate at LOS 
D or better. With the addition of station access traffic, the number of 
intersections at LOS F would increase to 27, while the number at LOS E would 
remain at five. Only nine intersections would operate at LOS D or better with 
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TABLE 3-4 
IMPACT OF YEAR 2000 STATION ACCESS TRAFFIC: 

CANDIDATE ALIGNMENT 2 
(YEAR 2000, WITHOUT MITIGATION MEASURES) 

NULL ALTERNATIVE ALIGNMENT 2 Absolute 
Critical Critical Change 
Volume Volume in 
(Vehicle (Vehicle Critical Expected 

Intersection Per Hour) LOS Per Hour) LOS Volume Impact 
Beverly @ Norrnaridie 2,208 F 2,208 F 0 Minor 
Highland @ Odin (W) 1,264 C 1,264 C 0 Minor 
Vermont @ Fountain 1,314 D 1,317 D 3 Minor 
Highland @ Odin (E) 1,488 D 1,492 D 4 Minor 
Vermont @ Third 2,564 F 2,569 F 5 Minor 
Hollywood @ Highland 1,401 E 1,401 E 6 Minor 
Santa Monica @ Virgil 1,343 D 1,347 D 4 Minor 
Vermont @ Melrose 1,303 D 1,313 D 10 Minor 
Chandler @ Tujunga (S) 476 A 487 A 11 Minor 
Hollywood @ Vine 1,271 D 1,286 D 15 Minor 
Santa Monica @ Vermont 1,351 E 1,367 E 16 Minor 
Vermont @ Beverly 1,499 F 1,518 F 19 Minor 
Western Sunset 1,737 F 1,758 F 21 Minor 
San Vicente @ Wilshire 2,222 F 2,249 F 27 Minor 
Beverly @ Virgil 1,975 F 2,003 F 28 Minor 
Crenshaw @ Pico 2,532 F 2,560 F 28 Minor 
Fairfax @ Beverly 1,588 F 1,586 F 28 Minor 
Sunset @ Vermont 1,515 F 1,544 F 29 Minor 
La Brea @ Pico 1,698 F 1,729 F 31 Minor 
Chandler @ Tujunga (N) 678 A 718 A 40 Minor 
Normandie @ Sixth 1,816 F 1,876 F 60 Minor 
Hollywood @ Cahuenga 1,712 F 1,775 F 63 Minor 
Hollywood @ Western 1,546 F 1,611 F 65 Minor 
Vermont @ Sixth 1,609 F 1,675 F 66 Minor 
Normandie @ Olympic 1,484 E 1,568 F 84 Moderate 
Western @ Olympic 1,668 F 1,769 F 101 Moderate 
Lankershim @ Chandler 797 A 901 B 104 Moderate 
Wilshire @ La Brea 1,495 F 1,602 F 106 Moderate 
Sunset @ Cahuenga 1,179 E 1,289 E 110 Moderate 
Vermont @ Olympic 1,616 F 1,729 F 113 Moderate 
Wilshire @ Normandie 1,102 D 1,238 E 136 Moderate 
Wilshire @ Western 1,809 F 1,954 F 145 Moderate 
Crenshaw @ Olympic 1,595 F 1,783 F 188 Major 
Lankershirn @ Cahuenga 1,170 C 1,425 E 255 Major 
Vermont @ Wilshire 1,483 F 1,752 F 269 Major 
Wilshire @ Fairfax 1,687 F 1,956 F 269 Major 
Sunset @ Vine 1,634 F 1,927 F 293 Major 
Fairfax @ Olympic 1,799 F 2,095 F 296 Major 
Lankershim @ Ventura/ 

Cahuenga 1,320 E 1,636 F 316 Major 
Wilshire @ Crenshaw 1,553 F 2,033 F 480 Major 
Lankershim @ Burbank 1,168 D 1,767 F 599 Major 

Source: General Planning Consultant 

24 



. 

. 

Worth 
Hollywood 

O4APCt.ER 

MACNOLIA 

Studio 

City 

FIGURE 3-3 

IMPACT OF STATION ACCESS TRAFFIC: 
CANDIDATE ALIGNMENT 2 

o Minor Traffic Impact 
(24 IntersectIons) iiii Moderate Traffic Impact 
C 8 IntersectIons) 

r Traffic Impact 
4 - Intersections) 

Alignment 

1' 
N 

I 

v 
" .\Uriyrsa City 

LA&m 

:i; 

:. 

,l_LYw000 . .- 
West 

P6ET -- -- 
Holl 

SANTA MOMCI Hollywood 

4 WIShL 
WRLY - - - 

GLENDALE 

/ 
F, 

OS 1 

I 

I 
sitç w)J! 

I /-bJ ___,.. 
X!MPK Westlake 

4 pIco :. .:: 

C 
ST 

V .& CE 
4 

4 '. WA9IPT&4 Ic 4' 
C 

$- 

L 
O.ftCA !!!rwAT 

(C 

- Downtown 

Source: Gnsrai Plaiwthig Conauftarrt, Traffic and Parking Report, 1987 



station traffic. Station traffic impacts on critical volumes at these 
intersections were rated as major for nine intersections, moderate for eight 
intersections, and minor for 26 intersections. 

In addition to traffic impacts at stations due to 
kiss-and-ride patrons, Alignment 2 would produce 
placement of guideway columns in the center of the 
of the alignment. Under Alignment 2, an aerial 
along Vermont Avenue, and Wilshire and Hollywood 
would be located on a twelve-foot traffic island 
street. The traffic island would form a continu 
intersections. Left turns would be restricted 
streets with the aerial guideway. 

access by park-and-ride and 
changes in traffic flow due to 
Street in the aerial sections 

guideway would be constructed 
Boulevards. Guideway columns 

along the centerline of the 
ous median between signalized 
to signalized intersections on 

The twelve-foot wide traffic island could be constructed on Wilshire Boulevard 
and Vermont Avenue where the center left-turn lane and median now exists on 
these streets. The 100-foot right-of-way of these streets would accommodate the 
aerial guideway and traffic island with sufficient remaining right-of-way and to 
maintain the existing number of through-traffic lanes and on-street parking 
without modification. Left-turn lanes at signalized intersections would require 
reducing the sidewalk widths and widening the street. 

On Hollywood Boulevard, the aerial alignment would extend just west of Vermont 
Avenue to Bronson Avenue. The street right-of-way is eighty feet. Parking and 
loading activities would have to be eliminated during peak periods, and the 
width of the sidewalks would have to be reduced in order to accommodate the 
aerial guideway in the center of the Street and maintain traffic lanes. The 
existing two lanes of traffic in each direction would be maintained during 
peak periods. However, there would be a reduction in the capacity of these 
lanes because of bus loading/unloading and illegal stopping of vehicles in the 
curb lane. These activities currently are accommodated in the parking lane. 
Businesses along this segment of Hollywood Boulevard relying on street parking 
and loading may be affected, because the aerial guideway would restrict 
such activities in the curb lanes. Also, right turns would be made from the 
curb lane which would be shared with through traffic, this would result in a 
further loss in capacity. 

Traffic desiring to turn left from Vermont Avenue and Wilshire and Hollywood 
Boulevards at nonsignalized intersections in the aerial sections of the 
alignment would be diverted to the next signalized intersection in the 
downstream traffic flow where the desired movement could be accomplished. A 
combination of left and right turns would have to be completed to accomplish 
the desired movement. This diversion of left-turn traffic would result in 
increased traffic volumes at signalized intersections and travel on streets 
parallel to the alignment. The prohibition of left turns from Vermont Avenue, 
Wilshire, and Hollywood Boulevards at nonsignalized intersections could improve 
traffic flow at these locations. However, improvement in flow past minor 
intersections could be offset by increased congestion at signalized 
intersections as a result of the increased number of left turns at these 
locations. The increase in left turns could require installation of a separate 
left-turn phase. The addition of a third phase would result in a reduction in 
the capacity for the through movement. 
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Aside from traffic flow impacts, the placement of guideway columns in the center 
of the street could pose sight distance problems for left-turn traffic at 
signalized intersections. The sight distance of the vehicles in the center of 
the intersection could be obstructed by the guideway support columns. A 
separate left-turn phase could mitigate this problem. 

In addition to the diversion of left-turn traffic to signalized intersections, 
the restriction of left turns on Vermont Avenue and Wilshire and Hollywood 
Boulevards in the aerial sections would affect left turns from these streets 
into driveways of parking facilities and developments. This traffic also would 
be diverted to the next signalized intersection along the street where a series 
of two left turns and one right turn would be made to complete the desired 
movement. Because of this restriction on left turns, accessibility to 
developments would be reduced along the streets with aerial alignments. 
Traffic at signalized intersections where left turns are permitted also will 
increase. The increased number of left turns could further degrade traffic flow 
at these intersections. 

Also, traffic from cross streets and driveways would be restricted to signalized 
intersections for all but right turns. This would result from the obstruction 
of sight distance to traffic turning left onto Vermont Avenue and Wilshire and 
Hollywood Boulevards or crossing these streets at nonsignalized intersections. 
This cross-street traffic would be diverted to the nearest signalized 
intersection in the downstream traffic flow. All nonsignalized cross streets 
restricted to right turns would effectively be converted into "T" intersections. 
However, certain cross streets may not have to be restricted to right turns if 
adequate sight distances can be maintained. Diversion of cross-street and 
fronting-driveway traffic would increase traffic volumes at signalized cross 
streets. Additional left-turn and/or through-traffic lanes may be required on 
the cross-street approach at these signalized locations. Increased VMT also 
would result from the diversion of cross-street and driveway traffic. The 
increase in VNT would be limited to only through-traffic vehicles crossing 
Vermont Avenue, Wilshire and Hollywood Boulevards from the cross streets, and 
all traffic from driveways fronting the alignment. Left-turn vehicles from the 
cross streets diverted to the next signalized intersection in the downstream 
traffic flow would continue traveling in the same direction of travel and, 
consequently, would not incur any increase in VMT. 

Traffic impacts also would occur in the vicinity of the proposed portal 
locations in the center of Wilshire Boulevard, Vermont Avenue, and Hollywood 
Boulevard. All cross streets at these locations would be restricted to right 
turns only. Traffic desiring to turn left or cross the street at these 
locations would be diverted to the nearest signalized intersections where the 
desired movement could take place. This diversion of traffic also would 
increase traffic volumes at signalized intersections. 

During preparation of this SEIS/SEIR, a special analysis was conducted of the 
traffic impacts of an aerial alignment on Vermont Avenue. Although the study 
was concerned with a specific segment of Candidate Alignment 2, implications for 
aerial segments of the entire alignment can be derived from the study. 

Specifically, the study found that any increase in VMT from restriction of left 
turns and cross-street traffic to signalized intersections would be relatively 
insignificant. The primary impact of the diversion of traffic would be an 
increase in critical volumes at signalized intersections. This impact was, 
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however, determined to be minor. It should be noted that diverted traffic from 
driveways fronting Vermont was not included in the analysis because no estimate 
of this traffic was available. Consequently, the impact of diverted traffic on 
signalized intersections could be greater than expected. 

If patronage on Alignment 2 is lower than SCRTD projections, the traffic impacts 
described in this section would be less severe. Thus, some of the traffic 
control measures discussed later in this Chapter may not be necessary. 

Operable Segment Impacts 

Traffic impacts for the operable segments of Alignment 2 would not be 
significantly different from the full system, except at temporary terminal 
stations. Increased kiss-and-ride and park-and-ride auto activity could occur 
as a result of the larger travel sheds served by these terminal stations. This 
increased auto activity combined with feeder bus activity could result in 
increased traffic at critical intersections. 

Temporary terminal stations for Alignment 2 Operable Segment MOS-2 would be 
located at Wilshire/Western and Hollywood/Vine. Table 3-5 summarizes the 
results of the analysis of impacts of station-access traffic on critical 
volumes and levels of service at critical intersections in the vicinity of 
temporary terminal stations. Traffic impacts for Wilshire/Western as a 
temporary terminal station were rated as minor for one of the four 
intersections and major for three intersections. 

Traffic impacts for Hollywood/Vine as a temporary terminal station for MOS-2 
were rated as major for two of six critical intersections, moderate for one 
intersection, and minor for the remaining three intersections. With 
Hollywood/Vine as a temporary terminal station, the traffic generated by the 
station would cause a decline in level of service at three critical 
intersections such that all six intersections would be operating at a LOS F. 

Three alternative operable segment arrangements for Alignment 2 are also being 
considered. MOS-2A would have temporary terminal stations at Universal City and 
Wilshire/Western. MOS-2B would have temporary terminal stations at 
Wilshire/Vermont and Universal City. MOS-3A consists of the full alignment 
with terminal stations at North Hollywood and Wilshire/La Brea. Table 3-5 
summarizes the results for the operable segments for Alignment 2. 
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- TAStE 3-S 

DACT CF STATIC /.LTSS TRAFFIC: CANVIZAT! ALIC*IT 2 
(T!AR 2000 wiiotrr TICAIIOZ EASUR.ES) 

NULL ALTATIVE ALIC7T 2 AbsoLute 
Critical Critical. C1an6. 
YoLt. Vo1iz. in 
(Y.hici. (Vehicle CriticaL Exp.ct.d 

Int.rs.ction Per !onr) LOS Per sour) 5 Volt To3paCt 

Vt Lzht r./W.st.rrt 
Western S Third 1,909 F 1,948 F 37 Minor 
Western S Oiynpic 1.665 F 1.640 F 172 Major 
Wilshire S Crenshaw 1,553 F 1.794 F 241 Major 
Wijabire S Western 1.809 F 2,193 F 384 Major 

Ho11odfV!ne 
Fountain 5 Vine 1,705 F 1.733 F 25 Minor 
!oUywood S Uijhland 1.401 5 1,441 F 40 Minor 
Soilywood S Cahu.na 1.712 F 1.776 F 64 Minor 
Cahnena S Sunset 1.179 C 1.287 F 108 Mod.rat. 
EoLl.ywood 5 Vine 1,271 0 1,423 F 132 Major 
Sunset. $ Yin. 1,634 F 1,829 F 195 Major 

Dn.jver,al City . 
Lankershin S Camena 1,170 C 1,782 5 612 Major 
Lankershin S V.ntura/ 
Cabu.na 1.412 5 1,412 £ 92 Moderate 

Vt lshir./West.rn 

$ Third 1,909 P 1.949 F 40 Minor 
W.st.xn $ Olynpic 1.668 F 1.845 F 177 Major 
WiLshire S Cr.nshaw 1.553 F 1.803 F 230 Major 
Wilshire $ Western 1,809 F 2,207 F 398 Major 

Wilshire Vernt 
S. as ?CS-23 for AUgnent 1 
T7ntv.rsat City 
S... as ?S-23 for ALigt.nt 1 

-3A 
north 8oLjy.'ood 

aruiL.x S Tujunsa (5) 476 A 679 A 3 Minor 
andL.r S Tujunsa (14) 678 A 685 A 10 Minor 

Lankershi. I aand1er 797 A 857 A 60 Minor 
Lankershia S Tujunsa! 
3urbank 1.158 0 1.272 5 104 Moderate 

WiLshire/La 6res 
San Vicent.. 5 La Br.. 1,633 5 1,502 F 169 Major 
La Brea S Sixth 1.367 F 1,640 F 73 Modsat. 
L.a Brea $ Olynpic 1.603 F 1,619 F 14 Minor 
Fairfax S WiLshire 1.687 F 1.724 F 37 Minor 
Wilshire S La Br.. 1.496 F 1.371 F 73 Minor . Sovcc.: G.n.r.L PLaxmn ConsuLtaflt. 



With Wilshire/Western as a temporary terminal station under MOS-2A, the impacts of station access traffic on critical intersections in this station area would be the same as MOS-2. With Universal City as a temporary terminal station under 
MOS-ZA, the increased auto traffic generated by the station would likely result in a major impact at one of two intersections critical to Station access. A moderate impact would result at the other intersection. Due to the increase in 
station access traffic under MOS-2A, the level of service would decline at one of the two intersections to LOS E. 

Under MOS-2B with temporary terminal stations at Wilshire/Vermont and Universal 
City, the impacts would be the same as MOS-2E for Alignment 1. 

With Wilshire/La Brea as a terminal station under MOS-3A, the increased auto traffic generated by the station would result in a major impact on one of the five intersections critical to station access. The impacts at the other intersections were rated as minor at three intersections and moderate at the remaining intersection. Traffic would be operating at LOS F for all five intersections stations when station-access traffic is included. 

With North Hollywood as a terminal station under MOS-3A, the increased auto traffic generated by the station would result in a moderate impact at one of the four intersections critical to station access, and in a minor impact at the remaining three intersections. Due to the increase in station-access traffic under MOS-3A, the level of service would decline to LOS E at one of the four intersections. The remaining three intersections would continue to operate at LOS A. 

3.1.3.3 Candidate Alignment 3 

System rmpacts 

Candidate Alignment 3 also includes both aerial and subsurface stations. The traffic impacts of this alignment would occur at station locations and along the aerial sections of the alignment on Vermont Avenue and Hollywood Boulevard, where placement of guideway columns in the center of the street would produce changes in traffic patterns and increased traffic volumes. Table 3-6 summarizes the results of the analysis of impacts of station access traffic on critical volumes and level of service at critical intersections for Alignment 3. The degree of traffic impact (i.e., minor, moderate, and major) at these 
intersections is shown in Figure 3-4. 

The analysis of the Null Alternative traffic volumes and street capacity at 
intersections near each of the station locations reveals that 21 of 38 
intersections critical to access Alignment 3 stations would be operating at LOS F during the afternoon peak hour. Four intersections would operate at LOS E, and the remaining thirteen intersections would operate at LOS D or above. With the addition of station access traffic, the number of intersections at 
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TABLE 3-6 

IMPACT OF YEAR 2000 STATION ACCESS TRAFFIC: 

CANDIDATE ALIGNMENT 3 

(YEAR 2000, WITHOUT MITIGATION MEASURES) 

NULL ALTERNATIVE ALIGNMENT 3 Absolute 
Critical Critical Change 
Volume Volume in 
(Vehicle (Vehicle Critical Expected 

Intersection Per Hour) LOS Per Hour) LOS Volume Impact 

Beverly @ Normandie 2,208 F 2,208 F 0 Minor 
Vermont @ Fountain 1,314 D 1,317 D 3 Minor 
San Vicente @ Venice 1,427 D 1,430 D 3 Minor 
Vermont @ Third 2,564 F 2,569 F 5 Minor 
Santa Monica @ Virgil 1,343 D 1,349 D 6 Minor 
Wilshire Crenshaw 1,553 F 1,562 F 9 Minor 
Chandler @ Tujunga (S) 476 A 487 A 11 Minor 
Vermont Meirose 1,303 D 1,316 D 13 Minor 
Hollywood @ Highland 1,401 E 1,416 F 15 Minor 
Vermont @ Beverly 1,499 F 1,518 F 19 Minor 
Santa Monica @ Vermont 1,351 E 1,372 E 21 Minor 
Western @ Sunset 1,737 F 1,762 F 25 Minor 
Hollywood @ Vine 1,271 D 1,298 D 27 Minor 
Beverly @ Virgil 1,975 F 2,003 F 28 Minor 
Sunset @ Vermont 1,515 F 1,544 F 29 Minor 
Chandlr @ Tujunga (N) 678 A 719 A 41 Minor 
Normandie @ Sixth 1,816 F 1,876 F 60 Minor 
Vermont @ Sixth 1,609 F 1,682 F 73 Minor W San Vicente @ La Brea 1,433 D 1,507 F 74 Minor 
Hollywood @ Cahuenga 1,712 F 1,787 F 75 Minor 
Hollywood Western 1,546 F 1,623 F 77 Moderate 
Normandie @ Olympic 1,484 E 1,568 F 84 Moderate 
Lankershirn @ Chandler 797 A 903 C 106 Moderate 
Vermont @ Olympic 1,616 F 1,740 F 124 Moderate 
Wilshire @ Normandie 1,102 D 1,238 E 136 Moderate 
Sunset @ Cahuenga 1,179 C 1,328 E 149 Moderate 
Western @ Olympic 1,668 F 1,831 F 163 Major 
Olympic Crenshaw 1,595 F 1,787 F 192 Major 
Wilshire @ Western 1,809 F 2,043 F 234 Major 
Lankershim @ Cahuenga 1,170 C 1,424 E 254 Major 
Crenshaw @ Pico 2,532 F 2,820 F 288 Major 
Sunset Vine 1,634 F 1,933 F 299 Major 
Vermont @ Wilshire 1,483 F 1,782 F 299 Major 

Lankershim @ Ventura/ 
Cahueriga 1,320 F 1,634 F 314 Major 

Pico San Vicente 1,314 E 1,653 F 339 Major 
Pico @ La Brea 1,698 F 2,173 F 475 Major 

La Brea @ Venice 3,523 F 4,058 F 535 Major 

Lankershirn @ Burbank 1,168 D 1,769 F 601 Major 

Source: General Planning Consultant 
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FIGURE 3-4 

IMPACT OF STATION ACCESS TRAFFIC: 
CANDIDATE ALIGNMENT 3 
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LOS F would increase by five to 26, and the number at LOS E would remain 
at four. Station traffic impacts on critical volumes at these intersections 
were rated as major for twelve intersections, moderate for six intersections, 
and minor for twenty intersections (see Table 3-6). 

In addition to traffic impacts at stations due to access by park-and-ride and 
kiss-and-ride patrons, Alignment 3 would produce changes in traffic flow due to 
placement of guideway columns in the center of the street in the aerial 
sections of the alignment. Under Alignment 3 the aerial guideway would be 
located along the sections of the alignment on Vermont Avenue and 
Hollywood Boulevard. The traffic impacts of an aerial guideway on these 
streets are discussed under Alignment 2. 

If patronage on Alignment 3 is lower than SCRTD projections, the traffic impacts 
would be less severe than described above. Thus, some of the traffic control 
measures described later in this Chapter may not be necessary. 

Operable Segment Imracts 

Traffic impacts of the identified operable segments comprising Alignment 3 

would not be significantly different from the full system, except at the 
temporary terminal stations. At these stations, increased kiss-and-ride and 
park-and-ride auto activity could occur as a result of the larger travel 
sheds that the stations would serve. Because they are temporary termini, 
no additional facilities are planned to accommodate the increased auto 
access. This increased auto activity combined with the station serving as a . major destination for feeder in increased volumes of 
traffic at critical intersections. 

Temporary terminal stations for MOS-2 would be located at Wilshire/Western and 
Hollywood/Vine. These are the same temporary terminal stations specified for 
MOS-2 for Alignment 2. Refer to Table 3-5, MOS-2 and the associated 
discussion for an understanding of Alignment 3 impacts. 

An alternative operable segment is also being considered for Alignment 3. 

MOS-2A would have temporary terminal stations located at Wilshire/Vermont and 
Universal City. The impacts of this operable segment would be the same as 
MOS-2B under Alignment 1. Refer to Table 3-3 and Section 3.1.3.1 for an 
understanding of the impacts of this operable segment. 

3.1.3.4 Candidate Alignment 4 

System Impacts 

Alignment 4 also includes both aerial and subsurface sections. The traffic 
impacts of this alignment would occur at stations and along the aerial 
sections of the alignment on Wilshire Boulevard, Vermont Avenue, Sunset 
Boulevard and Highland Avenue where placement of the guideway columns in the 
center of the street would produce changes in traffic patterns and increased 
traffic volumes. Table 3-7 summarizes the results of the analysis of impacts 
of station access traffic on critical volumes and level of service at 
critical intersections for Alignment 4. The degree of traffic impact (i.e., 
minor, moderate, and major) for these intersections is shown in Figure 3-5. 
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TABLE 3-7 

IM.PACT OF YEAR 2000 STATION ACCESS TRAFFIC: 
CANDIDATE ALIGNMENT 4 

(YEAR 2000, WITHOUT MITIGATION MEASURES) 

NUlL ALTERNATIVE ALIGNMENT 4 Absolute 
Critical Critical Change 
Volume Volume in 
(Vehicle (Vehicle Critical Expected 

Intersection Per Hour) LOS Per Hour) LOS Volume Impact 
Beverly @ Norrnandie 2,208 F 2,203 F 0 Minor 
Hollywood @ Highland 1,401 E 1,405 E 4 Minor 
Fountain @ Vine 1,705 F 1,710 F 5 Minor 
Vermont @ Third 2,564 F 2,569 F 5 Minor 
Santa Monica @ Virgil 1,343 D 1,349 E 6 Minor 
Highland @ Odin (E) 1,488 D 1,494 D 6 Minor 
Highland @ Odin (W) 1,264 C 1,272 C 8 Minor 
Chandler @ Tujunga (S) 476 A 487 A 11 Minor 
Vermont @ Meirose 1,303 D 1,316 D 13 Minor 
Western @ Santa Monica 1,588 F 1,603 F 15 Minor 
Vermont @ Beverly 1,499 F 1,519 F 20 Minor 
Santa Monica @ Vermont 1,351 E 1,372 E 21 Minor 
San Vicente @ Wilshire 2,222 F 2,248 F 26 Minor 
Hollywbod @ Cahuenga 1,712 F 1,739 F 27 Minor 
Fairfax @ Beverly 1,558 F 1,586 F 28 Minor 
Crenshaw @ Pico 2,532 F 2,560 F 28 Minor 
Western @ Hollywood 1,546 F 1,575 F 29 Minor 
Beverly @ Virgil 1,975 F 2,004 F 29 Minor 
La Brea @ Pico 1,698 F 1,729 F 31 Minor 
Chandler @ Tujunga (N) 678 A 718 A 40 Minor 
Sunset @ Western 1,737 F 1,786 F 49 Minor 
Normandie @ Sixth 1,816 F 1,876 F 60 Minor 
Sunset @ Vermont 1,515 F 1,582 F 67 Minor 
Vermont @ Sixth 1,609 F 1,693 F 84 Moderate 
Normandie @ Olympic 1,484 E 1,568 F 84 Moderate 
Western @ Olympic 1,668 F 1,769 F 101 Moderate 
Lankershim @ Chandler 797 A 901 B 104 Moderate 
Wilshire @ La Brea 1,496 F 1,602 F 106 Moderate 
Sunset @ Cahuenga 1,179 C 1,288 E 109 Moderate 
Hollywood @ Vine 1,271 D 1,397 E 126 Moderate 
Wilshire @ Normandie 1,102 D 1,238 E 136 Moderate 
Vermont @ Olympic 1,616 F 1,758 F 142 Moderate 
Wilshire @ Western 1,809 F 1,954 F 145 Moderate 
Crenshaw @ Olympic 1,595 F 1,783 F 188 Major 
Wilshire @ Fairfax 1,687 F 1,945 F 258 Major 
Lankershim @ Cahuenga 1,170 C 1,431 E 261 Major 
Fairfax @ Olympic 1,799 F 2,092 F 293 Major 
Lankershim @ Ventura/ 
Cahuenga 1,320 E 1,642 F 322 Major 

Vermont @ Wilshire 1,483 F 1,833 F 350 Major 
Sunset @ Vine 1,634 F 2,034 F 400 Major 
Wilshire @ Crenshaw 1,553 F 2,033 F 480 Major 
Lankershim @ Burbank 1,168 D 1,767 F 599 Major 

Source: General Planning Consultant 
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Under the Null Alternative, 26 out of 42 intersections critical to access to 
Alignment 4 stations would be operating at LOS F, and four would operate at LOS 
E with Year 2000 base traffic. The remaining twelve intersections would operate 
at LOS D and above. With the addition of station access traffic, the number of 
intersections at LOS F would increase to 29 while the number at LOS E would 
increase to seven. The remaining six intersections would operate at LOS D or 
above with station traffic. Station traffic impacts on critical volumes at 
these intersections were rated as major for nine intersections, moderate for 
ten intersections, and minor for 23 intersections. 

In addition to traffic impacts at stations due to access by park-and-ride and 
kiss-and-ride patrons, Alignment 4 would produce changes in traffic flow due to 
placement of guideway columns in the center of the Street in the aerial 
sections of the alignment. Aerial guideway segments would be located on 
Wilshire Boulevard, Vermont Avenue, and Sunset Boulevard. The guideway columns 
would be located on a twelve-foot traffic island in the center of the street. 
The traffic island would form a continuous median between signalized 
intersections. 

The twelve-foot width for the traffic island could be accommodated on Wilshire 
Boulevard, Vermont Avenue, and Sunset Boulevard by removing the center 
left-turn lane and median that now exist on these streets. The 100-foot 
right-of-way existing on these streets would provide sufficient space to 
accommodate the aerial guideway and to maintain the existing number of 
through-traffic lanes and on-Street parking without modification. Left-turn 
lanes at signalized intersections would have to be provided by reducing the 
sidewalk widths and widening the Street at the intersections. Traffic desiring 
to turn left from Vermont Avenue and Wilshire and Sunset Boulevards at 
non-signalized intersections in the aerial sections of the alignment would be 
diverted to the next signalized intersection in the downstream traffic flow 
where the desired movement could be accomplished. A series of two left turns 
and a right turn would have to be completed to accomplish the desired movement. 
This diversion of left-turn traffic would result in increased traffic volumes at 
signalized intersections and travel on streets parallel to the alignment. The 
prohibition of left turns on Vermont Avenue and Tilshire and Sunset Boulevards 
at non-signalized intersections could improve traffic flow at these locations. 
However, improvement in flow past minor intersections could be offset by 
increased congestion at signalized intersections as a result of the increased 
number of left turns at these locations. The increase in left turns could 
require installation of a separate left-turn phase. The addition of a third 
phase would result in a reduction in the capacity for the through 
movement. 

Aside from traffic flow impacts, the placement of guideway columns in the 
center of the street could pose sight distance problems for left-turn traffic 
at signalized intersections. The sight distance problems could occur when 
left-turn vehicles pull out in the center of the intersection to wait for a gap 
in the opposing traffic flow. With the vehicles in the center of the 
intersection, their sight distance could be obstructed by the guideway support 
columns. Therefore, left-turns would be restricted to signalized intersections, 
where movements are regulated and not subject to driver judgernent. 

. 

36 



In addition to the diversion of left-turn traffic to signalized intersections, 
the restriction of left turns on Vermont Avenue and Wilshire and Sunset 
Boulevards in the aerial sections would affect left turns from these streets 
into driveways of parking facilities and developments. This traffic also would 
be diverted to the next signalized intersection along the street where a series 
of two left turns and one right turn would be made to complete the desired 
movement. Because of this restriction on left turns, accessibility :o 
developments would be reduced along the streets with aerial alignments. Traffic 
at signalized intersections where left turns are permitted also would increase. 
The increased number of left turns could further degrade traffic flow at these 
intersections. 

Also, traffic from cross streets and driveways would be restricted to 
signalized intersections for all but right turns. This would result from the 
obstruction of sight distance to traffic turning left onto Vermont Avenue and 
Wilshire and Sunset Boulevards or crossing these streets at non-signalized 
intersections. This cross street traffic would be diverted to the nearest 
signalized intersection in the downstream traffic flow. All non-signalized 
cross streets restricted to right turns would effectively be converted into "T" 
intersections. However, certain cross streets may not have to be restricted to 
right turns if adequate sight distances can be maintained. Diversion of cross 
street and fronting driveway traffic would increase traffic volumes at 
signalized cross streets. Additional left-turn and/or through traffic lanes may 
be required on the cross-street approach at these signalized locations. 
Increased vehicle miles of travel (VMT) also would result from the diversion of 
cross street and driveway traffic. The increase in VMT would be limited to only 
through traffic vehicles crossing Vermont Avenue and Wilshire and Sunset 
Boulevards from the cross streets and all traffic from driveways fronting the 
alignment. Left-turn vehicles from the cross streets diverted to the next 
signalized intersection in the downstream traffic flow would continue traveling 
in the same direction of travel and, consequently, would not increase the VMT. 

Traffic impacts also would occur in the vicinity of the proposed portal 
locations in the center of Wilshire Boulevard, and possibly Sunset (depending on 
the location of the transition back to subway) and Vermont. All cross streets 
at these locations would be restricted to right turns only. Traffic desiring to 
turn left or cross the street at these locations would be diverted to the 
nearest signalized intersection where the desired movement could take place. 
This diversion of traffic also would increase traffic volumes at signalized 
intersections. 

If patronage on Alignment 4 is lower than SCRTD projections, the traffic impacts 
would be less severe than described above. Thus, some of the traffic control 
measures described later in this Chapter may not be necessary. 

Operable Segrnenc Tmpacts 

Traffic impacts for the operable segments of Alignment 4 would not be 
significantly different from the full system, except at temporary terminal 
stations. Increased kiss-and-ride and park-and-ride auto activity could occur 
as a result of the larger travel sheds served by these terminal stations. This 
increased auto activity combined with feeder bus activity could result in 
increased traffic at critical intersections. 
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Temporary terminal stations for Alignment 4 Operable Segment MOS-2 would be 
located at Wilshire/Western and Sunset/Vine. Table 3-10 summarizes the results 
of the analysis of impacts of station access traffic on critical volumes and 
levels of service at critical intersections in the vicinity of temporary 
terminal stations. Traffic impacts for Wilshire/Western as a temporary terminal 
station were rated as major for two of the four intersections, moderate for one 
intersection and minor for the remaining intersection. All four intersections 
would operate at LOS F with the station traffic. 

With Sunset/Vine as a temporary terminal station, the increased auto traffic 
generated by the station likely would result in a major impact on two of the six 
intersections critical to station access, a moderate impact for one 
intersection, and in a minor impact at the other three intersections. Station 
access traffic would produce a decline in the level of service at two 
intersections such that five intersections would be operating at a LOS F and one 
at LOS E. 

Another optional operable segment MOS-2A for Alignment 4 would have temporary 
terminal stations at Wilshire/Western and Universal City. Table 3-10 
summarizes the results for these temporary terminal stations. With 
Wilshire/Western as a temporary terminal station for MOS-2A, the impacts of the 
station access traffic on critical intersections in the station area would be 
the same as MOS-2. With Universal City as a temporary terminal station under 
MOS-2A, the increased auto traffic generated by the station would likely result 
in a major impact at one intersection critical to station access traffic and a 
moderate impact at the other, and result in a level of service E at both 
intersections. 

Temporary terminal stations for alternative operable segment MOS-2B would be 
located at Wilshire/Vermont and Universal City. Table 3-8 summarizes the 
results of the analysis of impacts of station access traffic on critical volumes 
and levels of service at intersections in the vicinity of temporary terminal 
stations. Traffic impacts for Wilshire/Vermont as a temporary terminal station 
were raced as major for four of the five intersections and moderate for one 
intersection. All affected intersections would operate below LOS D. Traffic 
impacts for Universal City as a temporary terminal station would be the same as 
those for MOS-2A, although actual changes in volume would differ slightly. 

. 
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TABLE 3-8 

IMPACT OF YEAR 2000 STATION ACCESS TRAFFIC: 
CANDIDATE ALIGNMENT 4 (YEAR 2000 WITHOUT MITIGATION MEASURES) 

NULL ALTERNATIVE ALIGNMENT 4 Absolute 
Critical Critical Change 
Volume Volume in 
(Vehicle (Vehicle Critical Expected 

Intersection Per Hour) LOS Per Hour) LOS Voluixie Impact 

MOS -2 
Wilshire/Western 
Western @ Third 1,909 F 1,945 F 36 Minor 
Western @ Olympic 1,668 F 1,814 F 146 Moderate 
Wilshire @ Crenshaw 1,553 F 1,765 F 212 Major 
Wilshire Western 1,809 F 2,151 F 342 Major 

Sunset/V in e 
Hollywood Cahuenga 1,712 F 1,726 F 14 Minor 
Sunset @ Highland 1,678 F 1,699 F 21 Minor 
Vine @ Fountain 1,705 F 1,712 F 7 Minor 
Hollywood @ Vine 1,271 D 1,375 E 104 Moderate 
Cahuenga @ Sunset 1,179 C 1,423 F 244 Major 
Sunset @ Vine 1,634 F 2,117 F 483 Major 

MOS-2A 
Wilshire/Western 
Western @ Third 1,909 F 1,945 F 36 Minor 
Western @ Olympic 1,668 F 1,815 F 147 Moderate 
Wilshire @ Crenshaw 1,553 F 1,765 F 212 Major 
Wilshire @ Western 1,809 F 2,151 F 342 Major 

Universal City 
Lankershim @ Ventura/ 

Cahuenga 1,320 E 1,412 E 92 Moderate 
Lankershim @ Cahuenga 1,170 C 1,566 E 396 Major 

Tuj unga 

MOS-2B 
Universal City 
Lankershirn @ Ventura/ 

Cahueriga 1,320 E 1,412 E 92 Moderate 
Lankershiin @ Cahuenga 1,170 C 1,691 F 521 Major 

Wilshire/Vermont 
Vermont @ Sixth 1,609 F 1,706 F 97 Moderate 
Vermont @ Olympic 1,616 F 1,790 F 174 Major 
Wilshire @ Western 1,809 F 2,176 F 367 Major 
Wilshire @ Normandie 1,102 0 1,273 E 171 Major 
Wilshire @ Vermont 1,483 F 1,878 F 395 Major 

Source: General Planning Consultant 
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3.1.3.5 Candidate Alignment 5 

System Impacts 

Alignment 5 also contains both aerial and subsurface sections. The traffic 
impacts of this alignment would occur at station locations and along the aerial 
section of the alignment on Wilshire Boulevard where placement of guideway 
columns in the center of the street would produce changes in traffic patterns 
arid increased traffic volumes. Table 3-11 summarizes the results of the 
analysis of impacts of station access traffic on critical volumes and level of 
service at critical intersections for Alignment 5. The degree of traffic impact 
(i.e., minor, moderate, and major) for these intersections is shown in Figure 
3-6. 

Under the Null Alternative, 22 of 35 intersections critical to access for 
Alignment 5 stations would be operating at LOS F during the afternoon peak 
hour. Three intersections would operate at LOS E, and the remaining ten 
intersections would operate at LOS D or above. 

With the addition of station access traffic, a decrease in level of service 
would be expected at nine intersections. As a result, the number of 
intersections at LOS F would increase by five to 27. Station traffic impacts 
on critical volumes at these intersections were rated as major for eleven 
intersections, moderate for five intersections, and minor for nineteen 
intersections (see Table 3-9). 

In addition to traffic impacts at stations due to access by park-and-ride and 
kiss-and-ride patrons, Alignment 5 would produce changes in traffic flow due to 
placement of guideway columns in the center of the street in the aerial 
sections of the alignment. Under Alignment 5, aerial guideway would be limited 
to the section of Wilshire Boulevard between Wilton Place and Fairfax Avenue. 
The traffic impacts of an aerial guideway on Wilshire Boulevard were discussed 
under Alignment 2. 

If patronage on Alignment 5 is lower than SCRTD projections, the traffic impacts 
would be less than described above. Thus, some of the traffic control measures 
discussed later in this Chapter may not be necessary. 

Operable Sement Impacts 

Traffic impacts of the identified operable segments would not be significantly 
different from the full system, except at the temporary terminal stations. At 
these stations, increased kiss-and-ride and park-and-ride auto activity could 
occur as a result of the larger travel sheds that the stations would serve. 
Because they are temporary terminals, no additional facilities are planned to 
accommodate the increased auto access. This increased auto activity combined 
with the station serving as a major destination for feeder buses could result in 
increased volumes of traffic at critical intersections. 

MOS-2 for Alignment 5 would have temporary terminal stations at 
Wilshire/Western and Sunset/Vine. Table 3-10 summarizes the results of the 
analysis of impacts of station access traffic on critical volumes and levels of 
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. TABLE 3-9 

IMPACT OF YEAR 2000 STATION ACCESS TRAFFIC: 
CANDIDATE ALIGNMENT 5 

(YEAR 2000, WITHOUT MITIGATION {EASURES) 

NULL ALTERNATIVE ALIGNMENT 5 Absolute 
Critical Critical Change 

Volume Volume in 
(Vehicle (Vehicle Critical Expected 

Intersection Per Hour) LOS Per Hour) LOS Volume Impact 
Crenshaw @ Pico 2,532 F 2,532 F 0 Minor 
Western @ Meirose 1,390 F 1,390 F 0 Minor 
Western @ Third 1,909 F 1,910 F 1 Minor 
Highland @ Odin (E) 1,488 D 1,494 D 6 Minor 
Fountain @ Vine 1,705 F 1,712 F 7 Minor 
Highland @ Odin (W) 1,264 C 1,272 C 8 Minor 
Beverly @ Normandie 2,208 F 2,217 F 9 Minor 
Santa Monica @ Norrnandie 1,342 D 1,353 E 11 Minor 
Sunset @ Western 1,737 F 1,748 F 11 Minor 
Chandler @ Tujuriga (S) 476 A 491 A 15 Minor 
Western @ Beverly 1,487 E 1,507 F 20 Minor 
San Vicente @ Wilshire 2,222 F 2,247 F 25 Minor 
Fairfax @ Beverly 1,558 F 1,586 F 28 Minor 
La Brea @ Pico 1,698 F 1,727 F 29 Minor 
Chandler @ Tujuriga (N) 678 A 720 A 42 Minor 
Larikershim @ Cahueriga 1,170 C 1,218 D 48 Minor 
Santa Monica @ Western 1,588 F 1,643 F 55 Minor 
Western @ Olympic 1,668 F 1,727 F 59 Minor 
Normandie @ Olympic 1,484 E 1,553 F 69 Minor 
Vermont @ Sixth 1,609 F 1,686 F 77 Moderate 
Normandie @ Sixth 1,816 F 1,895 F 79 Moderate 
Wilshire Western 1,809 F 1,895 F 86 Moderate 
Lankershim @ Chandler 797 A 893 D 96 Moderate 
Wilshire @ La Brea 1,496 F 1,596 F 100 Moderate 
Vermont @ Olympic 1,616 F 1,746 F 130 Moderate 
Wilshire @ Normandie 1,102 D 1,281 E 179 Major 
Crenshaw @ Olympic 1,595 F 1,775 F 180 Major 
Hollywood @ Vine 1,271 D 1,465 F 194 Major 
Fairfax @ Olympic 1,799 F 2,040 F 241 Major 
Wilshire @ Fairfax 1,687 F 1,945 F 258 Major 
Vermont @ Wilshire 1,483 F 1,798 F 315 Major 
Lankershim @ Ventura/ 
Cahuenga 1,320 E 1,655 F 335 Major 

Wilshire @ Crenshaw 1,553 F 2,012 F 459 Major 
Sunset @ Vine 1,634 F 2,095 F 461 Major 
Larikershiin Burbank/ 
Tujunga 1,168 D 1,786 F 618 Major 

Source: General Planning Consultant 
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FIGURE 3-6 

IMPACT OF STATION ACCESS TRAFFIC: 
CANDIDATE ALIGNMENT 5 

4 
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. TABLE 3-10 

IMPACT OF YEAR 2000 STATION ACCESS TRAFFIC: CANDIDATE ALIGNMENT 
(YEAR 2000, WITHOUT MITIGATION MEASURES) 

NULL ALTEPNATIVE ALIGNMENT 5 Absolute 
Critical Critical Change 
Volume Volume in 
(Vehicle (Vehicle Critical Expected 

Intersection Per Hour) LOS Per Hour) LOS Volume Impact 

MOS-2 
Wilshire/Western 
Western @ Third 1,909 F 1,953 F 49 Minor 
Western @ Olympic 1,668 F 1,849 F 181 Major 
Wilshire @ Crenshaw 1,553 F 1,814 F 261 Major 
Wilshire Western 1,809 F 2,233 F 424 Major 

Sunset/Vine 
Hollywood @ Cahuenga 1,712 F 1,721 F 9 Minor 
Sunset @ Highland 1,678 F 1,690 F 12 Minor 
Vine @ Fountain 1,705 F 1,739 F 34 Minor 
Hollywood @ Vine 1,271 D 1,329 E 58 Minor 
Cahuenga @ Sunset 1,179 C 1,406 F 227 Major 
Sunset @ Vine 1,634 F 2,034 F 400 Major 

MOS-2A 
Western/Santa Monica 
Western @ Meirose 1,390 F 1,399 F 9 Minor 
Western @ Sunset 1,737 F 1,779 F 42 Minor 
Santa Monica @ Vine 1,556 F 1,705 F 149 Moderate 

Santa Monica @ Western 1,588 F 1,863 F 275 Major 

Wilshire/Westerxi 
Western @ Third 1,909 F 1,951 F 42 Minor 
Western @ Olympic 1,668 F 1,842 F 174 Major 
Wilshire @ Crenshaw 1,553 F 1,803 F 250 Major 

Wilshire @ Western 1,809 F 2,214 F 405 Major 

Source: General Planning Consultant 

service at critical intersections in the vicinity of temporary stations. The 

degree of impact (i.e., minor, moderate, and major) is also identified. Traffic 

impacts for Wilshire/Western as a temporary terminal station were rated as major 

for three of the four intersections. All four of the intersections would be . operating at LOS F. Although traffic at the critical intersections would 

increase, no change in level of service was identified. Nevertheless, with an 

increase in traffic, congestion would spill over into neighboring intersections 

causing a decline in the level of service in the station area. 
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With Sunset/Vine as a temporary terminal station, the increased auto traffic 
generated by the station likely would result in a major impact at two of the 
six intersections, and a minor impact at the remaining four intersections 
critical to station access. The increase in auto traffic would result in a 
decline in the level of service at two intersections such that five 
intersections would be operating at LOS F and the remaining intersection at LOS 
E with station access traffic. 

An alternative operable segment MOS-2A for Alignment 5 would have temporary 
terminal stations at Wilshire/Western and Western/Santa Monica. 
Table 3-10 summarizes the results for the alternative temporary terminal 
stations. Traffic impacts for Wilshire/Western as an alternative temporary 
terminal station would be the same as for MOS-2. 

With Western/Santa Monica as an 
increased auto traffic generated by 
impact at one of the four interse 
impact at one intersection, and a 

Although traffic at the critical 
level of service at any of the four 

alternative temporary terminal station, the 
the station would likely result in a major 
:tions critical to station access, a moderate 
minor impact at the other two intersections. 
intersections would increase, no change in 
intersections is expected. 

3.1.6 Mitjzaton of Traffic Impacts 

The analysis of traffic impacts of the candidate alignments and operable 
segments indicates that certain traffic mitigation measures be needed in 
the vicinity of Metro Rail stations, particularly those with park-and-ride 
facilities or those expected to be major points of access for park-and-ride and 
kiss-and-ride patrons. Measures that may be used to mitigate expected impacts 
on critical intersections include: 

o Increasing intersection approach capacities through 
establishment of parking restrictions. 

o Restriping intersection approaches to provide additional 
through traffic and/or turn lanes. 

o Instituting left-turn restrictions/prohibitions. 

o Adding or revising traffic signal phases to accommodate 
projected traffic movements. 

o Widening intersection approaches to provide for additional 
through-traffic and/or left turns. 

o Providing reversible lanes, if peak period traffic is highly 
directional. 

o Constructing bus turnout lanes and loading/unloading areas. 

Factors to be considered in the selection of appropriate mitigation measures 
include costs, public acceptance, effectiveness, and responsibility for funding 
and/or enforcement. SCRTD will be responsible for mitigation measures primarily 
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within the immediate vicinity of stations or along aerial segments, and these 
will be implemented as part of Metro Rail construction. Other measures not 
applicable in the immediate vicinity of aerial segments or stations would 
probably not qualify for project funding. These measures could be implemented 
by the Los Angeles City Capital Improvement Program and the Proposition A 
Program. Due to limitations on available funds, the Capital Improvement 
Program presently is limited to such projects as resurfacing and maintenance of 
roadway. Implementation of such measures would be subject to availability of 
adequate City capital improvement and Proposition A funds. Mitigation measures 
and responsibility will be the subject of an agreement between LADOT and SCRTD. 
Additionally, final roadway design related to the project will be developed in 
consultation with the LADOT. 

For the Universal City Station, specific solutions have already been identified 
as the result of an extensive evaluation of traffic demands to be associated 
with Metro Rail. The FEIS contains a plan to integrate station access 
requirements through construction of a two-lane facility bridging the Hollywood 
Freeway and connecting surface parking to the station. Facilities provided by 
the original FEIS site plan include: 

1. Two-lane station service road. 
2. Two-lane freeway overpass. 
3. Two-lane station area road. 
4. Single-lane extension of Universal Place Road. 
5. Parking for 950 vehicles. 

Facilities to be provided by the adopted plan include the following items not 
covered by the original plan: 

1. Removal of the existing Riverton Avenue off-ramp. 
2. Six-lane (in lieu of two-lane) station access road. 
3. Six-lane (in lieu of two-lane) freeway overpass. 
4. Six-lane (in lieu of two-lane) station area road. 
5. Two-lane Frontage Road along Bluffside Drive. 
6. Two new freeway on-ramps. 
7. Widening of certain streets and intersections. 
8. Parking structure which will bring the total parking spaces 

to 1,410. 

Table 3-li lists those intersections requiring the implementation of some form 
of mitigation for each candidate alignment based on the impact analysis 
presented in Section 3.1.3 above. The specific measure to be applied at each 
intersection will be identified during final design of the Metro Rail 
Project. 
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TABLE 3-11 . 
INTERSECTIONS REQUIRING MITIGATION MEASURES 

Candidate Alignment 
Intersections 1. 2 3 4 5 

Fairfax/Olympic X X X 
Crenshaw/Olympic X X X x 
Western/Olympic X 
Crenshaw/Pico X 
Wilshire/Western X 
Pico/San Vicerite X 
Vermont/Wilshire X X X X X 
Pico/La Brea X 
Lankershim/Ventura X X X X X 
La Brea/Venice X 
Lankershim/Burbank X X X X X 
Wilshire/Fairfax X X X 
Wilshire/Crenshaw X X X 
Wilshjre/Normandie 

x 
Sunset/Vine X X X X X 
Ho11yood/Vine 

X 

________ . Source: General Planning Consultant 

Additional measures may be needed to mitigate the impacts of the aerial 
alignments. These measures include: 

o Off-setting the guideway support columns at signalized 
intersections. The columns as planned would be located 
centerline on a twelve-foot wide traffic island. 

o Construction of the island in the center of the street will 
require the removal of the center left-turn lane where 
existing, or the parking lane on each side of the Street fl 
sections where the street right-of-way is less than 100 feet. 
At signalized intersections, the sidewalks on each side of the 
Street will have to be reduced in order to provide for 
left-turn lanes. With the columns offset at the left-turn 
lanes, additional space would be available for the left-turn 
lanes. This would reduce the amount of sidewalk width that 
would have to be taken. 

o Reducing lateral clearance between the guideway support columns 
at intersections. With the columns offset at intersections, 
the clearance between the columns and left-turn lane could be 
reduced because operating speeds will be lower for vehicles in 
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the left-turn lanes than in the through-movement lanes. This 
reduction in clearance will further reduce the need to widen 
the street. 

3.2 PARKING 

Parking demand in the CBD would be expected to decrease by the number of 
automobile trips diverted to transit. At stations where the demand for 
park-and-ride spaces is greater than the number of spaces provided, the 
potential for negative impacts would exist. Therefore, parking is relevant to 
the Metro Rail Project in two ways: 

o The rail project could reduce the need for parking facilities 
in the Los Angeles CBD and other regional centers. 

o Rail patrons driving to and parking at a station will demand 
increased parking in the immediate vicinity of a station. 

To measure current conditions, a comprehensive survey of parking spaces, usage, 
and costs was undertaken in August 1986. This study updated the original 
parking survey conducted in 1981 and referenced in the FEIS. The survey covered 
an area within a one-quarter mile radius of each station. The same study areas 
were defined for stations in the previous 1981 parking survey. Information 
about the number of parking spaces, parking restrictions, and the cost for one 
hour of curbside parking was gathered. For off-street facilities, all parking 
was classified as commercial, patron, or other parking, and the cost to park for 
one hour and all day was noted. Based on these data and anticipated development 
plans, future conditions at each station area were projected for the 
project options. 

3.2.1 Existing Parking Conditions 

A summary of existing parking supply in each station area by type of parking is 
presented in Table 3-12. Information on parking usage and percent of usage by 
station area is presented in Table 3-13. 

There are a total of 55,560 spaces in the CED statio 
these areas exceeds eighty percent of supply. In 
conducted in 1981 and discussed on page 3-27 of the 
had a total of 50,869 spaces. Thus, there was an 
parking spaces in the past five years (less than 
increased proportionately. 

t areas. Average usage in 
the original parking study 
FEIS, 1983, the same areas 
eight percent increase in 
2% per year). Usage has 

Station areas along Wilshire Boulevard have more parking spaces and higher usage 
levels than other station areas along the candidate alignments outside the CED. 
Approximately seventy percent of the parking supply in the Wilshire/Vermont, 
Wilshire/La Brea, and Wilshire/Fairfax station areas is used. The 
Olyrnpic/Crenshaw and Pico/San Vicente station areas have considerably less 
parking spaces and lower levels of usage. Usage in these two station areas is 
less than forty percent of supply. 

Station areas along Vermont and Western Avenues have a limited number of parking 
spaces, similar to Olyrnpic/Crerishaw and Pico/San Vicente. However, usage along 
these major avenues ranges from 45 percent at Western/Beverly to 62 percent at 
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Vermont/Santa Monica. The Vermont/Sunset and Sunset/Edgemont station areas have 
a greater supply of parking, but usage is very high (82% at Vermont/Sunset and 
75% at Sunset/Edgemont). High usage is due to the concentration of surrounding 
schools, hospitals and businesses. 

Station areas in the Hollywood area (Hollywood/Vine, Sunset/Vine, and 
Hollywood/Highland) each have approximately a third more parking spaces than are 
used daily. Many of these parking facilities are tied to the theaters and 
tourist activities in the area, and usage fluctuates greatly with the type of 
business, time of day, and time of year. A prime example is the Hollywood Bowl 
Station area which has a large number of off-street parking spaces, primarily 
reserved for Bowl guests. 

Parking usage at the Universal City and orth Hollywood station is 75 percent 
and 52 percent, respectively. Parking supply has decreased by eighteen percent 
(less than 4% per year) since the 1981 parking study. Parking usage has 
increased by less than three percent over this same time period. 

. 
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TABLE 3-12 

gIISTIKG PARKING SUPPLY BY STATION ARKA 

08-SYRKET PARKIRU OFF-STRERT PARKING 

PUBLIC PATHOS TOTAL 

STATIOS 1 HOUR 2 HOUR ALL DAT TOTAL COSS. & FRY?. TOTAL PARKING 

UNION STATION 160 17 255 433 1,931 2,617 4,543 4,981 

CIVIC CKNTKR 119 95 0 214 6,018 6,451 12,469 12,743 

FIlTH/KILL 17 a 0 17 11,713 1,621 13,334 13,351 

SEYKNTII/FLOIER 249 40 0 289 20,929 3,904 24,833 25,122 

ILSKIRKfLLYARDO 659 406 655 1,723 1,493 2,649 4,142 5,865 

ILSKIRK/YEKNONT 615 332 676 1,623 6,342 7,658 14,000 15,623 

WILSKIKE/ROKNANDIK 253 609 283 1,145 8,714 1,397 10,111 11,256 

ILSHtRK/YKSTEKN 531 419 833 1,189 4,347 4,051 8,398 10,187 

WILSKIRK/CRKSSHAW 52 257 828 1,137 683 2,358 3,041 4,178 

WILSHIRE/LA 171 493 1,065 1,729 1,543 2,189 3,732 5,461 

WILSHIRKIFAIRFAI 138 435 394 961 8,088 2,723 10,811 11,778 

OLYNPIC/CRENSHAW 180 60 1,595 1,835 0 659 659 2,494 

PICOISLN TIRCETE 83 56 2,056 2,205 0 1,932 1,932 4,137 

YKKNOSTfEKYKRLT 127 176 1,302 1,605 381 993 1,314 2,979 

YEREORT/SANTA NONICA 201 269 1,681 2,151 21 1,189 1,810 3,961 

?KR3ONT/SUSSET 223 279 780 1,282 0 8,697 8,697 9,979 

WESTERN/BETERLY 339 31 2,310 2,686 0 852 852 3,538 

WESTERI/SAITA NOMICA 353 53 2,020 2,425 339 982 1,381 3,807 

SURSET/KDGENOKT 191 208 1,154 1,553 0 6,001 6,001 7,554 

SUJSKT/flSTKRI 304 0 1,326 1,630 35 1,592 1,627 3,257 

SUNSKTITIME 822 25 545 1,392 3,841 4,003 7,844 9,236 

KOFLTYOOD/USTKES 374 0 1,449 1,823 35 1,565 1,600 3,423 

HOLLYWOOD/TIRE 915 253 290 1,518 5,359 2,552 7,911 9,429 

HOLLTY000/KIGHLAKD 418 43 442 963 2,715 3,295 6,010 6,973 

BOLLIIDOD BOWL 0 0 244 244 0 2,115 2,115 2,359 

081 VERSAL CITY 8 113 516 637 0 4,287 4,287 4,924 

NORTH HOLLYWOOD 379 403 813 1,595 359 199 1,158 2,753 

TOTAL 8,061 5,088 23,522 35,671 84,946 79,731 164,677 201,348 

SOURCE: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT 
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TABLf 3-13 . 
1966 IJST18G PARIING SUPPLY ND U.SAGE NT STATION ARIA 

RIIMG USâGK 

PIELING 

STATIOM SUPPLY YOThL PERCKNT 
I 

I I- _ I I 
UNIOR STATION 4,961 4,253 

:cIyIc CRRIKK 12,143 10,552 

IIIFTKIBILL 13,351 11,785 

:SmMTE/FLORKR 25,122 18,239 

1LSIIRR/ALYARO 5,665 3,583 

ILSKIR%/YKEN0fl 15,623 11,297 

IWILSBIRR/NORNABDIS 11,256 1,014 

VILSRIRI/WgsTril 10,187 5,066 

ILSH1RR/CRflSKA 4,118 2,307 

ILSHIR/LA BifA 5,461 3,182 

WILSHIKKIFAIRIAI 11,178 8,400 

:OLTNFIC/CgllZlii 2,194 907 

PICO/Sfl TICUTI 4,137 1,351 

IYIINOIT/BKYKRLY 2,973 1,481 

YgRNONT/SANTA NONICA 3,361 2,442 0%: 

YgRNONTISORSIT 9,973 8,199 

:WNSTKRJ/BEYKRLT 3,538 1,580 0% 

WSTRRN/SASTA NOICA 3,601 1,921 ox: 

:SUNSRTIgDGgEOJT 7,554 5,666 

SUNSKT/IESTERI 3,257 1,824 

:SUXSgT/TINK 9,236 6,235 

EOLLTI000/IKSTERS 3,423 1,931 

I8OLLToODfYINZ 1 9,429 6,161 0Z 

OLLTOOD/BIGELAND 6,973 4,574 

:EOLLTOOD BOWL 2,359 164 

IGNIVUSAL CITY 4,924 3,709 0%: 

:NORTH HOLLYWOOD 2,753 1,435 

1 
TOTAL : 

201,348 0 

SOURCI: SOUTHU! CALIFORNIA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT 
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3.2.2 Future Parking Conditions 

A discussion of the potential of parking impacts associated with the Null 
Alternative and the five candidate alignments follows. A summary of the 
analysis results is presented in Table 3-14. 

3.2.2.1 Null Alternative 

The demand for parking in the CBD will continue to increase as new development 
occurs. However, parking supply will grow concurrently with demand as new 
development is expected to conform to parking requirements contained in zoning 
laws. The parking supply is expected to increase in almost all station areas 
examined between the years 1986 and 2000. Table 3-15 shows a breakdown of 
expected development type and spaces added based on minimum parking requirements 
under the zoning ordinance. The areas around Union Station, Olyrtroic/Crenshaw, 
Pica/San Vicente and Hollywood Bowl Stations are expected to show almost no 
increase in supply. The station areas expected to have the greatest increase 
in parking supply, due to new development, include Civic Center, Fifth/Hill, 
Seventh/Flower, Wilshire/Norrnaridie, Wilshire/Western, Wilshire/Fairfax, 
Hollywood/Highland, Universal City, and North Hollywood. The expected increase 
in parking supply between 1986 and 2000 at each of these nine station areas 
exceeds twenty percent. The overall increase in the total parking supply in 
all station areas is estimated at 28 percent. However, the median (50% above 
and 50% below) increase in parking supply in the station areas is expected to be 
only seven percent. 



TAB1 3-Il 

TOTAL FABlING 5UFLT AND USAGO B! STATION AB& 
- 

FABLING SUFFI! 
FABLING USAGO 

1986 2000 CHA6GI P/i T i!!. 
TOTAL! TOTA121986200O 

C1 

TOTAL! 

CAl 

!L CA3 cs 

18108 5 

IVIC CINTLO 
IFTO/BILL 

UINTB/FLOW5K 
ILS0!9L/ALYAiDO 
1158 Rl/VI080IT 
1150 V6/801HIDIB 
1150 $1/WOSTIVI 
1151 8l/CUNSBAW 
IL5flhP0/LA BIU 
IL5II9I/UIBFAL 
LTOPIC/CRIISNAW 
ICO/SAN !IC6NTL 

UNONT/BUULT 
IR000T/SAOTA 500ICA 
R6ONT/5UNS0T 
15T698/BflIILT 
ISIIIN/588T1 000ICA 
0NSIT/DC10ONT 
ONSIT/NISTUI 
UNSIT/!INl 

O1L!WOOD/W$Tfl8 
OIL! WOOD/TINE 

)ILTWOOD/BIGNLAID 
OLLIW000 BOWL 
IUEBSAL CIT! 
OBTI BOLL!W000 

TOTAL 

12,143 

13,351 

2S122 
1 5,565 
1 5,623 
1 1,256 
1 10,151 
1 4,118 
1 5,461 
1 11,118 
1 2,494 
1 4,131 

2,919 

1 3,961 

1 9,979 

1 3,538 
1 3,801 

1 7,554 

1 3,251 

I 9236 
1 3,423 
1 9,429 
1 6,913 
1 7,359 
' 4,924 

2,753 

201,348 

16,330 

21,905 

36,182 

6,183 
11,357 

14,808 

14,139 
4,966 
5,863 
15,474 

2,514 
4,159 

3,323 

4,021 

10,329 
3,516 

3,861 

6,022 

3,313 
10,344 

3,411 

10,543 
8,397 

2,311 

10,540 

(p687 

251,684 

25.15! 
109.03! 

44.03! 

5.42! 
11.10! 
31.56! 
36.19! 
18.86! 
1.36! 

31.35! 
0.80! 
0.53! 

11.56! 

1.51! 

3,51! 

1.07% 

1.42! 

6.20% 

1.12! 
12.00% 

.56% 
1 .81% 

20.42% 

0.51* 

114.05% 
10.25! 

21.98% 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

1,000 

0 

1,000 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,500 

2,500 

9,500 

16,330 

21,906 

36,182 

6,183 1 

17351 ' 

14, 08 ! 

14, 39! 
4, 66 1 

5,563 1 

16,414 1 

2,514 1 

5,159 1 

3,323 1 

4,021 1 

10,329 1 

3,516 1 

3,861 1 

8,022 1 

3,313 1 

10,344 1 

3,411 1 

10,543 1 

8,391 1 

2,371 1 

13,040 ' 

7,181 

261,104 1 

10,582 

11,785 

18,299 

3,583 

11,291 
7,014 
6,066 
2,301 

3,182 

5,400 

907 

1351 
1,481 

2,442 

8,199 
1,560 

1,921 

5,666 

1,824 

6,235 
1,931 
6,161 

4,514 

164 

3,109 

1,435 

136,954 

83! 

88! 

13! 
61! 

72! 

62! 
60% 
55% 

69! 
ii! 

36! 

33! 

50! 

62! 

82! 

45% 

50! 

75% 

56! 

68! 

56! 

65! 

66% 

1% 

15% 

52% 

68! 

13,811 

24,886 

28,253 

3,869 

12,85 
10,21 
9,62 
3,016 

4,114 

11,126 

925 
1,311 

1,191 

2,496 

6,514 
1,614 

1,910 

6,081 

1,814 

1,272 
1,980 
1,164 

5,855 

115 

8,163 

3176 

181,656 

85% 
89! 

18! 
63! 

14! 
69! 
68! 
61% 

ii! 

76! 
31! 

33% 
54% 

62% 

82% 
45! 

51% 

76! 
51% 

70! 

51% 
68% 

70% 
1% 

83! 

68! 

73* 

30.51! 
111.11! 

54.40% 
1.99! 

13. I! 

45. 8! 

58, 4% 

30. 4% 

9.51! 
39.60% 
1.98! 

1.41! 
20.93! 

2.21! 

3.84% 

2.16! 

2.53! 
1.43! 
2.16! 
15.99% 
2.52% 
16.21! 

28.01% 
6.59! 

136.21% 
121.30% 

31.02! 

13,811 

24,886 

28,253 

10,830 

16,255 
12,121 
13,120 

-- 

2,236 

2,158 

9,146 

-- 

-- 

-- 

2,483 
9,001 

863 

10,833 

5,004 

169,952 

85! 

89! 

78! 
175! 

94% 
82! 

93% 
-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

61! 

69! 

891 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-. 

-- 

ii! 
85% 

36! 

83% 

70! 

87! 

13,811 

24,886 

28,253 
10,122 

5,891 
1,925 

11,525 
5,258 
5,085 
14,028 

-- 

2,192 

2,131 

9,081 

-. 

-- 

-- 

2,436 

8,203 

-. 

808 

10,612 
4,851 

189,706 

85! 
89! 
18! 

164! 

92% 
SI! 
82% 

106% 

81% 
85% 

-- 

66% 

68% 

88! 

-- 

70! 

78% 

-- 

34% 

82! 

61! 

85% 

13,811 
24,886 
28,253 
10,064 
16,008 
11,900 
11,383 
9,623 

-- 

-- 

3,983 

2,211 

2,155 

9,051 

-- 

- 

-. 

2,488 
1,964 
1,351 

-- 

10,109 

4,810 

185186 

85! 

89! 

78% 

163! 
92% 
80! 
81% 
68! 

11! 

61! 

69! 
88! 

-- 

-. 

- 
72! 
76! 

88% 

-- 

82% 

61! 

88% 

13,811 

24,886 
28,253 
9132 

15,143 
11,158 
11,320 
5,400 
5,351 

14,202 

- 
2,342 

2,116 
-- 

6,533 

2,515 
7,106 

-- 

6,451 

140 

10,349 
4,838 

192,661 

85% 

89! 
18! 

157! 
91! 
19% 
80! 

109% 
91% 

86! 

-- 

10% 

69! 

-- 

-- 

81% 

18* 

74% 
-. 

71! 

31% 
79% 
61! 

85! 

13,811 

24,886 
28,253 
10,506 
16378 
12,061 
10,900 
4,880 
4,945 

14,033 

-- 

-. 

-- 

1,943 

3,151 
-- 

-. 

8,362 

-- 

-- 

-- 

974 

10,690 
4,857 

118,511 

85Z1 

89% 
75%I 

110% 
94% 

81! 
11! 

98% 

84% 

85! 

54! 

82! 

81% 

-- 

-- 

41! 

82! 

68!i 

86%! 

)OBCI: SOUTOEB! CALIFOBSIA kAI1D TRANSIT DISTRICT 
GENIBAII FLAIlING CONSULTANT 
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. TABLE 3-15 

TEAV 2006 BASE PAHI1G SOPPLT BT STAT1O AIKA 

. 

FEOJECTED MUMBEE OF FARLIHG SPACES FOR HEW DEYKIIOPNKHT 
TOTAL 

TOTAL TEAR EIISTING NAJOR CON0HITT EPLOTEE REGIONAL COMMUNiTY ADDED 2000 STATION PARKING OFFICE SPACES OffICE SPACES RETAIL SPACES RETAIL SPACES RETAIL SPACES HOTEL SPACES SPACES BASE 

ONION STATION 4,981 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 16 0 0 16 4,991 ChIC CENTER 12,143 1,600 3,200 0 0 80 160 50 100 7 14 180 113 3,581 16,330 11118/BILL 13,351 6,690 33,380 0 0 335 610 50 100 8 16 620 391 14,551 21,908 SEYUTI/FLOWER 25,122 4,155 9,510 0 0 231 414 400 800 12 24 400 252 11,060 36,152 WILSNUE/LLTAROO 5,865 ISO 300 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 18 0 0 318 6,183 WILSHIU/?flNONT 15,623 150 1,500 0 0 78 76 50 100 29 58 0 0 1,134 11,357 
WILSBIRI/RORBANDII 11,256 1,620 3,240 0 0 86 160 50 100 26 52 0 0 3,552 14,808 
WILSBIRI/WESTIRM 10,181 1,850 3,100 6 0 90 180 0 0 36 12 0 0 3,952 14,139 
W!LSHIBL/CRE$SHAW 4,118 0 0 360 160 0 0 0 0 14 28 0 0 188 4,966 
WILSHIRE/LA BREE 5,461 0 0 180 360 9 IS 0 0 12 24 0 0 402 5,863 
WILSNIU/IAIRFAI 11,118 1,150 3,500 0 0 88 176 0 0 tO 20 0 0 3,696 15,414 
OLTMPIC/CRENSBAW 

0 0 0 0 tO 20 0 0 20 2,514 
PICO/SAI YINCETI 4,131 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 22 0 0 22 4,159 !IRBONT/BULRL! 2,919 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 19 38 480 302 314 3,323 
TERNONT/SANTA NONICA 3,961 0 0 20 40 0 0 0 0 10 20 0 0 60 4,021 URNONT/SONSIT 9,919 10 240 40 80 6 12 0 0 9 18 0 0 350 10,329 
WISTERN/BETERLY 3,538 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 38 0 0 38 3,516 
KESTIRN/SilTA MONICA 3,801 0 0 20 40 0 0 0 0 1 14 0 0 54 3,861 SONSET/EDGEMONT 1,554 ISO 360 40 80 9 18 0 0 5 10 6 0 468 8,022 5085ff/WESTERN 3,251 0 0 20 40 0 0 0 0 8 16 0 0 56 3,313 
5085ff/VINE 9,236 380 160 40 80 20 40 100 200 14 28 0 0 1,108 10,344 
BOLL!W000/WESTERN 3,423 0 0 20 40 0 0 0 0 7 14 0 0 54 3,411 HOLLU000/YINE 9,429 380 760 40 80 20 40 100 200 11 34 0 0 1,114 10,543 
BOLLTW000/BIG8LAND 6,913 500 1,000 20 40 25 50 50 100 16 32 320 202 1,424 8,391 BOLL! WOOD BOWL 2,359 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 Ii 0 0 12 2,311 UNIVERSAL CITY 4,921 2,500 5,000 0 0 125 250 50 100 7 14 400 252 5,616 10,540 80818 ROIJLTW000 2,753 920 1,840 0 0 46 92 0 0 1 2 0 0 1,931 4,681 

TOTAL 201,348 24,145 48,290 822 1,644 1,208 2,416 900 1,800 337 614 2,400 1,512 56,336 257,684 

SOURCE: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA RAPID TRANSiT DISTRICT 
GENERAL PLANNING CONSULTANTS 
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Parking demand is projected to increase even more than supply by the year 2000: 
37 percent overall, with a median increase of 25 percent. Overall, the null 
Alternative would have a negligible effect on parking demand near downtown 
stations and little or no effect on parking outside the CBD and Westlake Areas. Metro Rail related automobile trips generated by the very limited "commuter 
shed" of the Wilshire/Alvarado Station (Westlake area) would result in the 
use of a small portion of an existing parking surplus, which is expected to 
continue after MOS-1 becomes fully operational. 

The EA identified a potential for spillover parking to areas that surround Union 
Station. This potential was not considered serious, because the surrounding land area was dedicated to commercial and industrial land uses. A total of 2,500 park-and-ride spaces ultimately would be provided at Union Station. The 
combined rail and non-rail demand for parking at Union Station for MOS-1 was 
estimated to be 4,599 (if there were unlimited parking capacity). The 1986 parking survey indicates that non-rail demand was underestimated during 
preparation of the EA. The new estimated non-rail demand at Union Station yields a combined demand of 5,789 vehicles at peak accumulation. Available parking spaces projected to be available in the area of Union Station in the year 2000 is 6,747, assuming 90 percent effective utilization. Therefore, a surplus of almost 1,000 spaces would be expected (Table 3-15). 

The Wilshire/Alvarado Station would have no provision for the automobiles of 
park-and-ride patrons, because this station would not serve the main 
park-and-ride commuter sheds of the San Fernando Valley, Hollywood, and the West 
Los Angeles areas of Century City, Beverly Hills, Westwood, and Culver City. 
Furthermore, a surplus in excess of 2,000 commercial spaces is projected to be 
available in this station area in the year 2000. Any latent park-and-ride 
demand from a very limited commuter shed is estimated to be a small percentage of the parking surplus which exists and is projected to continue. 

Twenty-six kiss-and-ride spaces would be provided at the Wilshire/Alvarado 
station. There are 3,670 kiss-and-ride patrons expected to arrive at and leave 
this station daily. During the afternoon peak hour, 865 patrons would exit the 
station to be picked up. Assuming that each driver would wait an average of 
three minutes to pick up their passengers, the 26 kiss-and-ride spaces would 
handle 520 of the passengers leaving the station during the peak hour. The 
remaining 345 automobiles in the peak hour would add to the traffic stream 
around the station block, but would not be expected to change the Level of 
Service E projected for the Wilshire/Alvarado intersection. There is additional 
project land east of Westlake that could be converted to kiss-and-ride spaces, 
if operating experience shows the need. The most recent inventory by the City 
of Los Angeles Department of Transportation indicates a parking supply in the 
vicinity of the ilshire/A1varado station of 5,865 spaces with usage of 3,583. 

fl 
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3.2.2.2 Candidate Alignments 

Impacts on station area parking can result from the "spillover" of rail patron 
parking into the surrounding neighborhood. Spillover may result from a shortage 
of parking at the stations and/or elimination of existing on-street parking 
caused by the placement of Metro Rail facilities from subway to aerial within 
street rights-of-ways (e.g., aerial guideway support columns and transition 
portals). Parking impacts were identified for each station with auto 
access arid streets directly affected by the siting of Metro Rail facilities. 
Parking impacts at temporary terminal stations associated with operable 
segments also were assessed. Parking impacts presented below represent 
a "worst case" scenario. The travel simulation model results used for this 
analysis did not include any constraints on park-and-ride access relative to 
available parking spaces. Also, estimated parking demand does not account 
for the effect of Metro Rail, i.e., converting former auto riders to 
transit users. Therefore, parking impacts identified here are greater than 
those that would occur. All values have been derived from a common base 
permitting comparison among project options. 

Candidate Alignments 

Projections of parking demand in the year 2000 include three components: (1) 
total parking demand in each station area; (2) Metro Rail patron parking demand; 
and, (3) demand generated by existing and future development. If the estimated 
parking supply is not expected to meet the projected demand, a parking 

S deficiency is predicted. The potential for negative impacts then must be 
considered and mitigated, if possible. Estimates of parking deficiencies to be 
expected under each project option are presented in Table 3-16. 

. 

Parking deficiencies were identified at stations where usage is expected to 
exceed ninety percent of the practical capacity. Parking usage is expected to 
exceed capacity in five station areas under Alignment 4. Station areas with 
parking deficiencies under the other alignments total three under Alignment 3 

and four each under Alignments 1, 2, and 5. 

The greatest parking deficiencies would be expected to occur at Union Station 
and the Wilshire/Alvarado Station. Parking usage at Union Station is expected 
to result in a deficiency of 1,605 spaces under Alignment 1. Deficiencies under 
the other Alignments range from 1,144 spaces under Alignment 4 to 1,198 spaces 
under Alignment 2. The Wilshire/Alvarado Station is expected to have the 
greatest parking deficiency, with deficiencies ranging from 5,265 spaces under 
Alignment 1 to 4,167 spaces under Alignment 4. 

Outside the CBD, station areas common to all candidate alignments are: 
Wilshire/Vermont, Wilshire Norinandie, Wilshire/Western, Universal City, and 
North Hollywood. Of these stations, only Wilshire/Vermont is expected to have a 
parking deficiency under all alignments, with shortages ranging from 122 spaces 
under Alignments 4 to 757 spaces under Alignment 5. 
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The overall parking supply deficiency for each of the 
ranges from 7,900 spaces under Alignment 1 to 6,064 
Alignment 5 would have a deficiency of 7,291 spaces. 
Alignments 2 and 4 would be similar at 6,813 and 

five candidate alignments 
spaces under Alignment 3. 
The supply deficiency for 

6,443 spaces, respectively. 

S 

S 
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TABLE 3-16 

EffECTED FAILING Off ICIENCI lIT STATION AREA (1) 

NULl, 

CANDIDATE ALIGINENT 
- IL ALT 

1QRiOTiONiQiiji1j821 
!cinc CENTER 0 0 0 0 0 0 

FUTH/BILL 
Sfl1NII/FLOW1N 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1WlLSNhlE/ALA1DO 
IN 

'N 

SD DI/URNONT 
1)561 

-- 

5,265 
634 

4,551 

210 

4,519 

386 

4,161 

122 

4)941 

757 

'N 

SN 

SN 

/IORNAIDIE 

/kESTiü 
-- 

-- 

0 

395 
0 0 

0 

0 

0 

Iw 

INIISI 

SB /CRINSHW 
1/LA 

-- 

DIII -- 

-- 

-- 

788 
0 

-- 

-- 

931 

80 
41 

0 

!WILSNIRI/FAIIIFAI 

!OLTNPIC/CPINSRAW 
-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

0 

-- 

-- 

Eli 

0 

-- 

0 

-- 

IPICOISAN VICINTI -- -- -- 0 -- -- 
ITE1NOHT/BIIENLT 
IIIRNONT/SANTA 

-- 

NONICA -- 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-- 

-- 

ITIRNONT/SUNSET 
IWI$TElN/BEfl 

-. 

ILl 

0 

-- 

0 

-- 

0 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

0 

INISTNRN/SANII 
$QNS1T/EDGflO$T 

ISQISIT/WESTIRN 

NONICA -- 

-- 

-- 

-- 
-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 
-- 

0 

0 

0 

-- 

ISONSET/TINI 
-- 

.- 

-- 

-- 
- 
-. 

- 
-- o 0 

IHOLLTK000/NISTEBI 
HOLLIWOOD/YINI 

-- 

-- 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

!NOLLTW000/IIGBLAND -- -- 0 0 -- 

ISOLL! WOOD BOWL -- 0 0 -- 0 0 

!ONIYIVSAL 
BOLLTR000 

CI?! -- 0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

01 
0 

1,56 ---------------- ,443 ---- Oil 

(1) A pirkog deficIency in aauied when unage eaceeds aloety percent 
of available or estinated supply. 

SOURCE: 50078EV CALIFORNIA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT 
01111111 FLAIlING CONSULTANT 



The potential for spillover parking impacts in each station area was estimated 
by evaluating (1) the availability of station parking facilities, (2) the 
estimated additional demand attributable to park-and-ride patrons, and (3) the 
estimated parking supply in year 2000. Table 3-16 identifies the number of 
parking spaces proposed for each station. Union Station, Universal City, and 
North Hollywood, which are stations common to each candidate alignment, 
ultimately would each have 2,500 spaces each. The Pico/San Vicence and 
Wilshire/Fairfax stations would have 1,000 park-and-ride spaces each. In 
addition to estimated demand, the number of parking spaces for these stations 
was determined by a policy to reflect maximum reliance on the bus system and 
other modes not requiring parking (e.g., taxi, kiss-and-ride) and to minimize 
costs. 

Table 3-17 shows that station parking demand is expected to exceed the number of 
spaces provided at Union Station (all project options), the Wilshire/Fairfax 
Station (Alignments 2, 4, and 5) and the Pico/San Vicente Station 
(Alignment 3). All other stations would have sufficient capacity. 

TAZLE 3-17 

RAIL ACCESS PARKING SUPPLY AND PEAK D1AND FOR STATIONS 
WITH PROPOSED PARKING FACILITIES 

Number Of 
Park Peak Demand by Candidate Alignment* 

and Ride Null 
Station Spaces 1. 2 3 4 5 Alt. 

Union Station 2,500 4,079 3,672 3,633 3,618 3,656 1,515 
Wilshire/Fairfax 1,000 -- 2,302 -- 2,475 2,336 
Pico/Sari Vicente 1,000 - - - 2,612 - - - - - - 
Universal City 2,500 2,069 1,908 1,946 1,586 1,926 
North Hollywood 2,500 1,828 1,675 1,634 1,662 1,682 

* Peak demand was determined by dividing the projected number of daily 
Park-and-Ride patrons by the turnover rate per space. The turnover 
rate per space was derived from SCRTD modeling output which identifies 
parking accumulation by station and the number of spaces to be provided. 

Source: SCRTD/General Planning Consultant. 
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These findings indicate the potential for spillover parking at Union Station, . Wilshire/Fairfax Station, and Pico/San Vicente Station. The Wilshire/Fairfax 
area is 27 percent single-family and would need to absorb a demand for almost 
1,500 additional spaces. Pico/San Vicente is multi-family in character and 
potentially would experience a similar spillover parking impact (about 1,600 
spaces). The Union Station area is predominantly occupied by public facilities. 
The area would need to absorb an excess demand for more than 1,500 spaces under 
Candidate Alignment 1. 

In addition to spillover parking impacts at stations with park-and-ride 
facilities, Alignments 2 and 3 would displace some on-street parking on 
Hollywood Boulevard. Specifically, the aerial portion of these alignments on 
Hollywood Boulevard would require the elimination of 66 on-street spaces between 
New Hampshire and just west of Western Avenue. This section of Hollywood 
Boulevard has a narrow street width, and parking on one side of the street must 
be eliminated to accommodate the aerial guideway while maintaining four lanes of 
traffic during peak hours. An additional 67 on-street spaces would be 
eliminated because of the portal location on Hollywood Boulevard between Bronson 
and Cower Avenues. All affected on-street spaces are available for all-day 
parking with no restriction during peak hours. 

Operable Segments 

Parking impacts of the operable segments identified for each candidate 
alignments would not be significantly different from the full system, except at 
temporary terminal stations. At these stations, increased kiss-and-ride and 
park-and-ride parking demand could occur because of the larger travel sheds the 
stations would serve. Because they are temporary terminals, no additional 
parking facilities are planned to accommodate the increased demand for parking. 
At the temporary terminal stations, where the demand for parking by 
kiss-and-ride and park-and-ride patrons is greater than the number of spaces 
projected to be available in the station area, a potential parking impact could 
result. 

The potential for parking imp 
operable segments is based on 
the estimated additional dem 
estimated parking supply i 

identifies for each operable 
to have a parking deficiency 
deficiencies are identified 
ninety percent of the supply. 

cts at each temporary terminal station under the 
the availability of station parking facilities and 
nd for parking by rail patrons compared to the 

the station area in year 2000. Table 3-18 
segment, the temporary terminal stations expected 
and the magnitude of that deficiency. Parking 

at stations where demand is expected to exceed 

Table 3-18 shows that the potential parking demand would exceed expected supply 
at the Wilshire/Western Station, when it serves as a temporary terminal. This 
station is common to nine of the alternate operable segments evaluated and 
would have the greatest potential parking deficiency. The greatest parking 
deficiency at the Wilshire/Western Station would occur in association with 
Candidate Alignment 5 (2,722 spaces for MOS-2 and 2,468 spaces for MOS-2A). 
Because MOS-2A would produce an additional parking deficiency of 1,022 spaces at 
the Western/Santa Monica Station, MOS-2 would have less overall impact with 
respect to parking. 
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The next largest parking deficiency would occur at the Wilshire/Vermont Station 
(MOS-23 for Alignment 4), with a deficiency of 1,456 spaces. It is clear from 
Table 3-18 that parking impacts would be greatest in areas where substantial, 
intensive development already exists. Thus, parking impacts for MOS-3A, 
Candidate Alignment 2, with temporary terminal stations at Wilshire/La Brea and 
North Hollywood, would be insignificant by comparison or absent. Likewise, 
parking impacts at the Vermont/Sunset, Hollywood/Vine, and Sunset/Vine Stations 
will be very small compared to those anticipated at the Wilshire/Western and 
Wilshire/Vermont Stations. 

3.2.3 Mitigation of Parking Impacts 

Mitigation measures will be needed to control 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 
people would not ride Metro Rail due to the unavailability of readily accessible 
parking. 

. 

n 
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TABLE 3-18 

TPORARY TMINAL STATION PARKING DEFICIENCIES* 

Operable Teporazy 
Segment Ter&na1 Station 

MOS-2 Wilshire/Western 
Ve ront/Sun.s e t 

Wilshire/Western 
Hollywood/Vine 

Wilshire/Western 
Sunset/Vine 

MOS- 2A Wilshire/Western 
Vermont/Santa Monica 

Wilshire/Western 
Universal City 

Wilshire/Vernonc 
Universal City 

Wilshire/Western 
Western/Santa Monica 

MOS - 2B Wilshire/Vermont 
Universal City 

MOS-3A Wilshire/La Brea 

North Hollywood 

cANDIDATE ALIGNMENT 

1 2 3 4 5 

1,728 
72 

-- 1,376 1,376 -- -- 

-- 0 0 -- -- 

-- -- -- 1,688 2,722 
-- -- -- 0 0 

1,688 -- -- -- -- 

1,170 -- -- -- -- 

-- 1,518 -- 1,689 -- 

- - 769 - - 769 - - 

- - - - 851 - - - - 

- - - - 477 - - - - 

-- -- -- -- 2,468 
-- -- -- -- 1,022 

1,343 1,343 -- 1,456 -- 
115 120 -- 767 

- - 124 - - - - - - 

-- 0 -- -- -- 

* Parking deficiency assumed when usage exceeds ninety (90) percent 
of available or estimated supply. 

Source: CORE Study Technical Report, Traffic and Parking. 



Possible parking mitigation measures that require the participation of agencies and/or the private sector include: 

1. Encouraging or requiring employer-sponsored rideshare or 
transit incentive programs to reduce potential parking usage. 

2. Encouraging developers and employers to take advantage of the 
City of Los Angeles Parking Management Plan. Application of 
this plan can effectively reduce both the cost (by allowing 
off-site facilities) and the need for parking (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. 

3. Establishing preferential parking districts within residential 
neighborhoods adjacent to station areas. This ongoing program 
managed by LADOT requires local property owners to prepare 
petitions and obtain City Council approval. This program has 
been implemented in 26 districts in Los Angeles. Sixteen of 
the already established districts are on the densely developed 
westside in the Metro Rail Core area. It has not been 
established in the Los Angeles County, but it is under 
consideration by the West Hollywood Citizens Plan Advisory 
Committee for application in the Metro Rail station areas. 
Although parking districts will ensure that parking does not 
occur on a given street without a permit, parking supply is 
restricted and may promote increased cruising for available 
parking. Where parking districts are needed due to Metro Rail, 
the SCRTD will assist residents in preparing and circulating 
the necessary petitions. 

4. Including more project-provided parking for the Metro Rail 
Project. This could be the responsibility of SCRTD, but 
current funding sources appear insufficient for this option. 

5. Operating an extensive network 
stations, thereby providing an 
mode of station access. SCRT] 
as specified in the discussion 
sixty percent of Metro Rail 
stations using feeder buses. 

of feeder bus lines serving the 
alternative to the park-and-ride 

D will provide these bus services 
of transit improvements. Over 

riders are expected to access 

6. Providing 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 Los Angeles County in the unincorporated areas. 

7. Providing bicycle parking at Metro Rail stations outside the 
CBD, but including Union Station. 
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8. Evaluating preferential parking for carpools and vanpools. If 
not immediately adopted upon opening of Metro Rail, this option 
should remain available should conditions warrant its adoption. 

. 

9. Providing off-street "pocket parking lots" along Hollywood 
Boulevard between Vermont Avenue and (Bronson Avenue)where 
parking lanes are removed. 

As a policy tool, increased parking fees in Downtown Los Angeles and the 
Wilshire Center would discourage some parking and help mitigate projected 
parkipg shortages. People who would otherwise drive to these areas would divert 
to other Metro Rail stations which have less costly and/or more parking or, in 
the Wilshire Corridor, would divert to feeder buses. 
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