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Streets are kept in the best condition, and
cost the least to maintain, when proper
paver 1t management t ‘:hnigques are used at
the proper intervals. The appendix con-

té 1s a more complete description of these
preferred pavement management techniques.

TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT

One of the major obstacles to coordinated
action is the fact that traffic does not
form the basis for management of our
streets and freeways. Each city has inde-
pendent budget criteria and operating
policies regarding street repair and traf-
fic control within its jurisdiction. These
locally managed streets have hundreds of
interchanges with Caltrans' 504-mile web of
freeways. Yet, none of the cities have
formal agreements with Caltrans, or each
other, to optimize traffic flow.

One way to ensure that our major streets
move traffic most effectively is to create
regional traffic management teams comprised
of loc 1l publ”* works directors, Caltrans,
the California Highway Patrol, Los Angeles
Police Department and other local law
enforcement agencies. These teams should
have the responsibility to manage the major
streets and freeways during rush hour.

A combination of traffic signal computer
coordination and parking restrictions can
go a long way towards minimizing conges-
tion. These improvements can no longer be
delay 1. Current congestion problems and
the expected 25 percent increase in major
street traffic by the vear 2000 warrant a
low-cost, cooperative attempt to increase
capacity. The concept of improving street
traffic through computer controls has been
nicknamed the "Smart" street concept.

The Santa Monica Freeway and parallel major
streets including Adams, Washington,
Venice, Pico, and Olymj  boulevards would
provide valuable t st of the "Smart"
street concept. Technical components would
include computer controlled traffic sig-
nals, freeway ramp meters, traffic informa-
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AGOURA HILLS
ALHAN A
ARCADIA
ARTESIA
AVALON
AZUSA
BALDWIN PARK
BELL

BELL. ..OWER
BELL GARDENS
BEVERLY H.....S
BRADBL...!
BL..3ANK
CARSON
CERRITOS
CLAR...ONT
COMMERCE
COMPTON
COVINA
CUDAHY
CULVER CITY
DOWNEY
DUARTE

EL MONTE

EL SEGUNDO
GARDENA
GLENDALE
GLENDORA

HAWATTAN GARDENS

HAWTHORNE
HERMOSA BEACH
HIDDEN HILLS*

HUNTINGTON PARK

INDUSTRY
INGLEWOOD
IRWINDALE

LA CANADA FLINTRIDGE 85

LA HABRA HEIGHTS

LAKEWOOD
LA MIRADA
LANCASTER
I.A PUENTE
LA VERNE
LAWNDALE
LOMITA
LONG BEACH

LOS ANGELES CITY

PAVEMENT PAVEMENT

MAJOR LOCAL CITY MAINTENANCE MAINTENANCE

STREETS STREETS TOTAL EXPENDITURES _ SHOE...iLL
140 § 159 $ 299 -0- $ 299
472 737 1,209 1,209 -0-
709 586 1,295 497 798
219 120 339 156 183
-0- 22 22 4 18
316 338 654 165 489
726 396 1,122 314 808
274 149 423 68 355
549 355 904 127 777
676 74 750 255 495
359 374 733 535 198
24 11 35 -0- 35
803 1,058 1,861 957 904
1,125 990 2,115 650 1,465
903 492 1,395 243 1,152
737 541 1,278 193 1,085
356 255 611 315 296
1,201 581 1,782 829 953
582 465 1,047 128 919
27 69 96 67 29
510 261 771 771 -0-
1,371 748 2,119 631 1,488
156 228 384 3 381
312 715 1,027 814 213
374 204 578 397 181
604 329 933 728 205
1,657 1,198 2,855 1,838 1,017
187 726 913 336 577
64 83 147 6 141
463 336 799 434 365
193 154 347 58 289

-0-

449 228 677 143 534
430 241 671 120 551
1,089 639 1,728 715 1,013
278 79 357 260 97
T 1 386 189 197
94 186 280 23 257
685 § 8 1,543 568 975
334 526 860 333 527
2,540 750 3,290 544 2,746
275 292 567 46 521
342 366 708 388 320
306 167 473 17 456
116 116 232 100 132
3,929 3,836 7,765 6,853 912
65,227 23,¢ 7 88,924 32,384 56,540



PAVEMENT

PAVEMENT

MAJOR LOCAL CITY MAINTENANCE MAINTENANCE
STREETS STREETS TOTAL EXPENDITURES SHORTFALL

LYNWOOD $ 768 $ 303 $ 1,071 $ 222 $ 849
MANHATTAN BEACH 187 338 525 136 389
MAYWOOD 69 137 206 73 133
MONROVIA 184 435 619 154 465
MONT ™" LO 954 427 1,381 1,095 286
MONTEREY PARK 779 424 1,203 394 809
NORWALK 640 817 1,457 1,457 -0-
PALMDALE 1,272 374 1,646 96 1,550
PALOS VERDES ESTATES 552 301 853 256 597
PAR™“"OUNT 153 336 489 150 339
PASAL"™TA 1,979 859 2,838 2,095 743
PICO RIVERA 287 531 818 22 796
POMONA 884 1,661 2,545 967 1,578
RANCHO PALOS VERDES 662 528 1,190 397 793
REDONDO BEACH 741 336 1,077 356 721
ROLLING HILLS* -0-

ROLLING HILLS ESTATES 210 115 325 74 251
ROSEMEAD 538 294 832 832 -0-
SAN DIMAS 489 473 962 241 721
SAN FERNANDO 343 146 489 306 183
SAN G "IEL 106 349 455 149 306
SAN MARINO 440 240 680 172 508
SANTA FE SPRINGS 537 435 972 600 372
SANTA MONICA 983 563 1,546 1,124 422
£~7TRRA MADRE 289 158 447 -0- 447
SIGNAL HILL 253 138 391 195 196
SOUTH EL MONTE 273 149 422 159 263
SOUTH GATE 313 586 899 456 443
SOUTH PASADENA 348 225 573 65 508
TEMPLE CITY 5 371 376 217 159
TORRANCE 1,500 1,507 3,007 1,603 1,404
VERNON 617 -0- 617 567 50
WALNUT 483 263 746 46 700
WEST COVINA 1,564 853 2,417 762 1,655
WEST HOLLYWOOD 293 160 453 -0~ 453
WESTLAKE VILLAGE 184 100 284 ~0- 284
WHITTIER 1,026 723 1,749 817 932
TOTAL 84 CITIES 113,173 60,691 173864 71,666 102,198
LOS ANGELES COUNTY 14,112 8,986 23,0098 14,000 9,098
UNINCORPORATED AREA

TOTAL ALL AGENCIES 127,285 69,677 196,962 85,666 111,296
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significant portion of future travel demand,
but in others they will only make a modest
contribution. It will also take many years
to develop an extensive enough rapid transit
system to offer an attractive alternative to
auto travel.

These problems are not simple to solve.

Wwith limited funds available, and strong
concern for the environment, it should be
clear that Los Angeles cannot build its way
out of congesticon during the next ten years.
We can no longer assume that our freeways
will accommodate the expected growth without
major efforts ranging from new construction
to new commuter attitudes. Local jurisdic-
tions and Caltrans have to intensify their
efforts to coordinate the operation of their
streets and freeways. We must cooperatively
link all traffic management together to im-
prove commuter travel times and reduce con-
gestion. And we must treat the entire net-
work of freeways and major surface streets
as one ilntegrated travel system.

SCOPE OF STUDY

Even ocur best efforts during the next decade
will not cure congestion woes. There are
practical difficulties to adding additional
capacity on our freeways and streets. And
there are financial limitations which will
make it difficult to construct the recom-
mended projects by the year 2000. However,
there are numerocus low cost improvements
which can be made that will maximize the use
of every available inch of freeway and
street pavement.

In addition to fighting congestion, we have
a responsibility to continue to provide safe
and environmentally acceptable freeways.
Even with the expected shortage of funds,
Los Angeles cannot walk away from high pri-
ority soundwall and landscaping projects.
Further, the freeways must continue to be
rehabilitated or reconstructed as they begin
to wear out.

However, the highest priority during the
next ten years must be to attack the conges-
tion which is inevitable as two million
people are added to our current population.



We have looked at our freeway system and
major non-freeway state highways to identify
how we can improve our mobility in the
short-term, before the year 2000. In some
instances, there are no short-term solutions
availabl] since new freeways currently cost
$150 - $200 million per mile and reguire 15
to 20 years development time. In these cor-
ridors, we have ildentified long-term recom-
mendations.

The focus of this chapter is three-fold:
first, to improve the operating efficiency
of our freeway system; second, to identify
potential construction projects and minor
car " tal investments that can be implemented
by the year 2000; and, third, to study long-
term projects to add new capacity beyond the
ye * 2000. The bulk of this chapter will be
spent ldentifyving congestion problems and
recommending construction solutions on spe-
cific stretches of the massive freeway net-
work. However, before we launch into a
comprehensive list of improvements, it is
important to address some countywide solu-
tions which promise to be more effective and
much less costly than a massive construction
program.

Ir"PROVE CONGESTION
MANAGEMENT

We must provide the motorist with the broad-
est range of effective routes between work
and home. This will require coordinated
development and aggressive management of
time-saving alternatives to the freeway, on
the rights-of-way that currently exist and
on major streets that parallel the freeway.
Based on the best information available, and
using daily driving experience as a guide,

T 28 Angeles drivers would like to choose the
fastest way to work. However, by the time
the public identifies a probklem, it is too
late to prevent severe traffic delays. 1In
addition, the problem has fregquently been
cleared by the time the public learns of its
existence. This slow speed of communicating
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The delay in traffic often is caused by
minor vehicle breakdowns and minor acci-
dents in freeway lanes. Motorists have the
responsibility to see that their vehicles
are properly maintained and that they don't
enter the freeway when the gas gauge is on
empty.

Currently the tranded driver must wait for
a tow truck, or California Highway Patrol
car, to respond. It can take several min-
utes to push t e car out of traffic and up
to two hours for that extra tank of gas, or
spare tire, to arrive on the scene. For
every minute it takes to clear the incident
from travel lanes, four minutes of conges-
tion are created.

Other urban areas have successfully imple-
mented programs to contract with service
trucks to patrol short segments of the free-
way and provide the motorist with immediate
assistance. In addition to clearing the
travel lanes, these service trucks can often
solve minor mechanical problems and speed
the driver on his way. Besides being an
appreciated public service, this extra help
can considerably reduce congestion.

Emergency Response Traffic Teams

Another critical need is to improve the re-
sponse to accidents on the freeways. Major
accidents produce more than half of the con-
gestion on Los Angeles freeways. Yet, there
is only one on-call emergency response traf-
fic team stationed at Caltrans headguarters
in downtown Los Angeles. This team can only
respond to major incidents that are expected
to last for more than two hours and close
two or more lanes.

Although the California Highway Patrol and
other emergency agencies ensure that the
victims of accidents receive prompt assist-
ance, motorists following in the wake of an
accident are not being adequately served.

By quickly assessing the situation and de-
termining the best way to clear the accident
and managing detours around congestion, the
Caltrans emergency response traffic team can
minimize the delay to other motorists.

As previously stated, Caltrans estimates
that congestion as a result of a major in-
cident lasts four times as long as it takes
to clean up the obstruction. We must in-
crease the number of emergency response









A comprehensive countywide linked network of
carpool lanes must be developed and imple-
mented.

Ridesharing

A much more intensive effort must be made to
reduce demand for precious freeway space.
Major efforts are needed to convince Los
Angeles commuters that carpooling is an ef-
fective, long-term strategy to combat con-
gestion. If everyone shared a ride just
once every two weeks, demand would be cut by
ten percent. The b>mmuter must be provided
with viable alternatives and be motivated to
choose them when it's practical. During the

next decade commuters and their employers
must adopt variable work arrangements,
whether through flexible work hours, ride-~
sharing or telecommuting. Many people are
afraid to rideshare because they fear they
may be stranded at the office in an emergen-
Ccy. They claim that their job demands are
too varied to allow a rigid schedule requir-
ed by carpooling or riding the bus on a reg-
ular basis. An emergency backup system must
be developed for those who would regularly
rideshare and have an occasional need for an
emergency ride to, or from, work.

Government, major employers and developers
also must accept the responsibility for re-
ducing the congestion caused by their em-
ployees and tenants. Many cities are now
requiring new industrial and commercial
developers to offset anticipated congestion
with fees and extra efforts. Developers
must also ensure that new buildings will
accommodate telecommunication systems and
offer ridesharing incentives such as: easy
pedestrian access to public transit, conve-
nient and safe off-street passenger loading
areas and bus shelters.
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Unfortunately, most employers currently are
not required to share responsibility for the
congestion their employees cause. Local
ordinances are needed to require that major
emplovers, including all federal, state,
county, and local governments provide ride-
sharing incentives.

All levels of government (city, county,
state and federal) contribute greatly to
congestion in downtown Los Angeles because
of the large 1 mber of public sector employ-
ees. All government agencies should signif-
icantly stagger their work hours. In addi-
tion to improving rush hour traffic condi-
tions, citizens would be better served by
extended govel ment hours. These extended
hours would increase both freeway capacity
and the utili: tion of public buildings at
little additic¢ al cost. While some services
must be performed exclusively during the
day, government at all levels should inves-
tigate which services could be better per-
formed early in the morning or at night.

At the worksite, free or low-priced parking
must be replaced by transit passes, prefer-
ential parking for carpools and vanpools,
and flexible work hours. Aggressive trans-
portation management programs must be imple-
mented in all congested business centers,
with commuter assistance ranging from a
ridesharing coordinator to private bus/van-
pool networks, aggressive marketing programs
and emergency commute assistance. In major
employment centers, Transportation Manage-
ment Assoclations should be formed to pro-
mote ridesharing, staggered work hours,
coordinated individual employer efforts and
to advocate for local transportation im-
provements.

Telecommuting

With the dawning of the telecommunications
revolution, telecommuting is becoming a
viable option for most governmental agencies
and businesses. Recent advances in computer
and telephone technology now provide an al-
ternative to a long commute -- the "smart"
neighborhood worksite equipped with commuter
and communication eguipment to link employ-
ees to their main office. Rather than
traveling to the main office daily, employ-
ees could commute to a multiple-emplover,
high-tech work station near their home.
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EXISTING CONDITIONS

The Antelcope Valley Freeway is one of two
freeways serving rapidly growing northern
Los Angeles County. In Los Angeles, the
freeway extends 52 miles from the Kern
County line to the Golden State Freeway.

From the Kern County line, the Antelope
Valley Freeway is a four lane wide freeway
used by travelers from communities on the
eastern side of the Sierra Mountains such
as Mojave, Bishop and Mammoth. Commuter
traffic is added to the freeway in Lancast-
er, Palmdale, and Quartz Hill. The freeway
is also used by aerospace emplovyees who
work in Palmdale, Lancaster or at Edwards
Alr Force Base.

After traveling 18 miles through the sage-
brush and suburbs of the Antelope Valley,
the freeway crosses the San Gabriel Moun-
tains. In the Santa Clarita Valley more
commuter traffic uses the freeway which
becomes six lanes wide as it crosses San
Fernando Road (Route 126) in Newhall.

Because this part of the Antelope Valley
Freeway was literally built through the
middle of unstable rocky mountains with
steep slopes, drivers must be alert for
falling rocks. Freguent maintenance is
required to remove the hazardous rocks from
the freeway and off-ramps.

Both the population and traffic near the
Antelope Valley Freeway is growing by about
five percent a year, thus creating conges-
tion where none exists today. With the ex-
pected growth it is anticipated that there
may be a need for additional interchanges
along the freeway.

The freeway ends at the Golden State Free-
way, Ju t north of the City of San Fernan-
do.
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XISTING CONDITIONS

During rush hour, traffic on portions of
the Artesia Freeway slows to 23 miles an
hour. The " tesia Freeway 1s used heavily
as a commuter route and also serves as the
major east/west freight truck route con-
necting Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside and
San Bernardino Counties. Trucks constitute
18 percent of the vehicles on the Artesia
Freeway.

The Artesia Freeway starts west of the

irbor Freeway at the intersection of
Artesia Boulevard and Vermont Avenue in
Gardena. The interchange connecting the
Harbor and Artesia freeways was just re-
cently completed, greatly reducing conges-
tion for commuters. Unfortunately, the
Harbor Freeway is so congested that during
the peak hour ¢~ s back up on the transi-
tion from the westbound Artesia to the
northbound Harbor Freeway. This back up is
expected to decrease cnce the Harbor
Freeway bus and carpool lane is complete in
the 1990's.

From the Harbor Freeway to the Long Beach
Freeway, Artesia Freeway commuters from the
communities of Los Angeles, Carson, Compton
and North Long Beach encounter congestion
between 6:00 and 8:00 a.m. in the morning
and 3:00 and 6:45 p.m. in the evening.

Since June 1985, Caltrans has successfully
tested an eastbound bus and carpool lane on
the Artesia Freeway between Central Avenue
and the 605 Freeway. The carpool lane
carries 50 percent more people than a
mixed flow lane without causing significant
safety problems.

Since the nearest east-west freeway (the
Santa Monica Freeway) is 11 miles to the
north, many South-Central Los Angeles
travelers use the Artesia Freeway. When
the Century Freeway is complete in the
early 1990's, many Artesia freeway travel-
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Improve the Artesia/Route 605 Freeway
to Freeway Interchange. Cost: $2
nillion

Construct an eastbound on and off-ramp
and overcrossing from Bloomfield to
Carmenita Avenue. Cost: $4.6 mil-
lion. Local funds committed

Extend the carpool lane in both direc-
tions from the 605 Freeway to the
Orange County line. Cost: §5 mil-
lion

If the "Smart" corridor demonstration
project is successful, add Artesia,
**ondra, Del Amo and Redondo Beach
Boulevards, South Street and other
appropriate streets to the "Smart"
Street system by computer coordinating
traffic signals-and freeway ramps.
Cost: 1Included in "Streets" Chapter

Total cost: $16.1 million

New funding required: $7.5 million

Long-Term

Long term congestion solutions should be
studied.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Short—-Term

Complete construction of the Century
Freeway with the following improve-
ments:

2 light rail line in the
center of the freeway.

A carpool lane next to the
rail line in the freeway.

.lree freeway lanes in ea N
direction.

Interchanges with freeways
and local streets.

The remaining cost to complete the
freeway portion of the Century Freeway
is estimated to be $981.7 million.
Federal and state funds committed

If the "Smart" corridor demonstration
project is successful, add Rosecrans
Avenue, Century Boulevard, Imper il
Highway and other major streets to the
"Smart" street system of computer
controlled traffic signals. Cost:
Included in "Streets" Chapter

Total cost: $981.7 million

New funds required: None

Long-Term

No long-term improvements are recor lended.
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EXISTING CONDITIONS

The 1.3-mile Corona Freeway starts in San
Dimas at the Foothill Freeway, and immedi-
at .y crosses the San Bernardino Freeway
and enters Pomona. The San Bernardino/
Corona Freeway (10/71) Interchange is in-
complete. Northbound travelers cannot stay
on the freeway to reach San Bernardino, and
southbound travelers from San Berhardino
cannot stay on the freeway to reach

Pomona.

The freeway changes to an expressway at
Second Street just north of Mission Boule-
vard. The 3.7-mile long exXpressway has
four limited-access lanes and left-turn
lanes at traffic signals. The Corcna Free-
way crosses the Pomona Freeway just before
reaching the San Bernardino County line. A
major probl 1 on the Corona Expressway is
the Int :change with the Pomona Freeway
(Route 60/71 Interchange) which does not
provide direct freeway connections.

Since the Corona Freeway and Expressway is
located in one of the most rapidly growing
areas in California, the number of vehicles
using the freeway everyday is expected to
triple in 20 years from 39,000 to 120,000.
Normally, travelers on the mainline Corona
Freeway/ExXpressway do not experience severe
congestion, but, with these projected in-
creases ‘1 traffic, future peak period
speeds may average under 30 miles an hour.

RECOMMENDATIONS
Short-Term
complete the Interchange with the San

Bernardino Freeway. Cost: $2.5 mil-
lion

Los Angeles
County Fair

MAP NOT TOSCALE

49










freeway extends 5 miles through San Dimas
to the interchange of the San Bernardine,
Corona and Orange freeways. The transition
road, from eastbound Foothill Freeway t
southbound branch, creates problems because
it is only one lane wide.

The eastern branch of the freeway continues
into the City of La Verne where it ends at
Foothill Boulevard. This stretch of incom-
plete freeway is known as the Feothill
Freeway gap. Because of high growth in
this rapidly developing area, the Foothill
. ~eeway needs to be extended east, into San
Bernardineo, to better serve residents of
Claremont, La Verne and San Bernardino
County. Baseline Road, (Route 30}, is only
two lanes wide in some locations and cannot
carry all the proiected traffic for his
corridor.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Short-Term

Widen the freeway between the Ventura
and the Route 30 freeways by adding
one lane in each direction. These
added lanes should be evaluated for
exclusive use by buses and carpools.
Cost: $73.0 million

lonstruct eastbound on and westhound
yff ramps for the Fair OCaks Inter-
change. Cost $2.2 million. Federal,
state, and local funds committed

Restripe the freeway to add a lane in
each direction between Rosemead Boul-
evard and Azusa Avenue. Also add a
westbhound auxiliary lane. Cost: $5.5
millicn. Federal and state funds
committed

Install westbound ramp meters and by-
pass lanes between the Route 605 Free-
way and Route 30 (Foothill Freeway).
Cost: $0.7 million Federal and state
funds committed
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Complete the Route 30, Foothill Free-
way, gap from Foothill Boulevard to
the San Bernardino County line. At
least or  1e "1 each direction
should be -7aluated for exclusive use
by buses and carpocls. An environ-
mental deccument is currently being
prepared. Cost: $80.0 million

As an interim measure, until the free-
way gap is complete, widen Baseline
Road to four lanes between College Way
and the San Bernardino County line
Cost: $1.2 million Federal, state
--4d local funds committed

As an interim measure, until the free-
way gap is complete, widen Baseline
Road to four lanes between Foothill
Boulevard and College Way. Cost:

$3.0 million

If the "Smart" corridor demonstration
project is successful, add Foothill

a 1 Colorado boulevards, Huntington
Drive, Baseline Road, College Way,
Arrow Highway, Williams and Alosta
avenues or other appropriate streets
to the "Smart" street system by com-
puter coordinating traffic signals and
freeway ramps. Cost: Included in
"Streets" Chapter.

Total cost: $165.6 million

New funds reguired: $156.0 million

Long-Term

Study solutions to probable future Foothill
Freeway congestion caused by high growth in
the San Gabriel Valley and San Bernardino
County.
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Not having a direct southbound freeway
causes problems for southbound Glendale
freeway travelers in the morning peak
period, which lasts from 7:15 to 8:00 a.m.
Speeds average 27 miles an hour if no
accident occurs. The freeway congestion is
caused by commuters waiting to leave the
freeway's southern terminus and travel
south on Glendale Boulevard and Alvarado
Street which cannot accommodate the freeway
traffic.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Short-Term

No improvements to the mainline Glen-
dale Freeway are proposed.

Wwiden the transition to two-lanes from
southbound Glendale Freeway to the
westbound Ventura Freeway (Route 134).
Cost: $2 million

Improve the Glendale/Golden State
Freeway Interchange Cost: $2 million

If the "Smart" corridor demonstration
project is successful, add Glendale
Boulevard, Verdugo Rcad, Fletcher
Drive, San Fernando Rcad, Alvarado
Street or other appropriate streets to
the "Smart" Street system by computer
coordinating traffic signals and
freeway ramps. Cost: Included in
"Streets" Chapter

Total cost: $4 million

New funding required: $4 million

Long-Term

When implemented, the Los Angeles to Glen-
dale Proposition A Rail Corridor should
help relieve congestion on the Glendale
Freeway.

A long-term solution to congestion at the
southern terminus of the current freeway in
Silver Lake should be found.

The need for a downtown bypass should be
evaluated, in light of current transit
projects to serve downtown such as M .ro
Rail, the Harbor Transitway, and the Long
Beach-Pasadena Light Rail Line.
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is expected to experience rapid growt in
the near future. Airline passengers se
the Golden State to get to the Burbank-
Glendale-Pasadena Airport. Peak hour
congestion occurs near the Hollywood Way
exit beca. 2 of airport and Lockheed traf-
fic.

Between the Ventura and the Glendale Free-
ways, the Golden State Freeway is eight
lanes wide and carries 146,000 vehicles,

r arly one-third more than the freeway seg-
ment immediately to the north. Congestion
lasts from 7:15 to 8:15 a.m. Additional
congestion 1s caused by vehicles lining up
on the freeway to exit at Los Feliz Boule-
vard. The freeway passes the City of Los
Angeles' Griffith Park and the communities
of Los Feligz, Silver Lake, Atwater and
Glassell Park.

Between the Glendale and the Pasadena Free-
ways the Golden State Freeway passes
through the communities of Echo Park and
Mount Washington. The Glendale/Golden
State Fre ray Interchange is dangerous due
to excessive weaving of vehicles entering
or exiting at Stadium Way then crossi g
lanes to make the transition to or from the
Glendale Freeway. The freeway is ten lanes
wide and southbound speeds of 25 miles an
hour last from 6:45 to 9:30 a.m. Major
congestion is caused on the Golden State
Freeway by an outdated and inadequate in-
terchange with the Pasadena Freeway.

Between the Pasadena Freeway and the San
Bernardino Freeway congested speeds of 24
miles an hour are common between 7:30 and
9:00 a.m. The Golden State freeway serves
Downtown Los Angeles and Lincoln Heigh 3.
The freeway is congested, as are all d n-
town freeways, due to both the high vo imes
of traffic and problems exiting onto 1 :al
streets.

In Boyle Heights, between the San Betl -di-
no Freeway and the East Los Angeles ] ar-
change, the Golden State Freeway reme 3
congested, with speeds just over 30 n is
an hour for four-and-one-half hours every
day. The Golden State Freeway ends at the
East Los Angeles Interchange (the ju ion
of the Golden State, Santa Ana, Sant. oni-
ca, and Pomona Freeways). However, | te 5
continues southeast as the Santa Ana ee-
way.
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RECOMMENDATTIONS

Short-Term

NOT
SHOWN
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Construct an additional southbou
transition lane between the Holl od
Freeway and 2Znd Street. Cost: $0.6
million Federal and state funds
committed

Construct a southbound auxiliary lane
between 7th Street and Pico Boulevard.
Cost: $1.7 million. Federal, state
and local funds committed

LJ0W cost improvements to improve e
transition from the eastbound Sar
donica to the northbound Harbor F  :e-
way should be examined. Cost: U
known

Construct the Harbor Freeway Tra -
way (an elevated bus and carpocl imne)
extending from the Los Angeles C ren-
tion Center on Pico Boulevard tc e
Century Freeway. Cost: $209.7 -
lion Federal and state funds cc -
ted

Extend the Harbor Freeway Transit iy
from the Century to the Artesia 1 :e-
ways. Also widen from the Artesi
Freeway to the Terminal Island F1 :-
way. Cost: $277.9 million

Add a lane northbound from Sepulv la
Boulevard to the San Diego Freewa
Cost: $10.3 million.

Complete the Los Angeles to Long Beach
commuter rail project which is being
built with funds from the County's 1/2
cent sales tax for transit. This
project will reduce congestion !
transferring peak hour commuters from
the freeway to the train.
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"Smart" corridor demonstration is
successful, add Figueroca and Gaffey
Streets, Vermont, Pacific and Western
Avenues, Wilmington Avenue, Main
Street, Broadway, or other appropriate
streets to the "Smart" street system
of computer controlled traffic signals
and freeway ramps. Cost: Included in
"Streets" Chapter

Total cost: $500.2 million plus unknown

New funds required: $288.2 millicon plus
unknown

Long-Term

1.

The Harbor Freeway Transitway is being
designed to be convertible to a rail
transit line. If the rail conversion
takes place, the rail line would con-
t :t with othr— rail lines at 12th
Street.

Improve access to the freeway network
to serve projected demand west of the
Harbor Freeway.
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The Long Beach Freeway from the Santa na
Freeway to the Artesia Freeway follows the
path of the Los Angeles River through he
communities of Commerce, Vernon, Bell,
South Gate, Lynwoed, Paramount and Long
Beach. Heavy industry predominates in this
area., Commuters encounter congested condi-
tions northbound in the morning betwes

7:00 a.m. and 8:30 a.m. with speeds aver-
aging 41 miles per hour on this 8 to 10
lane freeway. The Century Freeway when its
opened in the 1990's will intersect with
the Long Beach Freeway near the city of
Lynwood.

From the Artesia Freeway to i1ts southern
terminus at 7th Street, the six to eight
lan freeway continues through the city of
Long Beach. Trucks comprise 25 percent of
the traffic south of the San Diego Freeway.
Ports-related truck traffic is expected to
double over the next 20 years.

A demonstration project currently under
construction in the ports area of Long
Beach will improve truck access to ports
facilities on surface streets and decrease
truck traffic on the Long Beach Freeway
south of the Artesia Freeway.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Short-Term

Complete the Long Beach Freeway gap,
by constructing a six lane freeway be-
tween Valley Boulevard and the Foot-
hill Freeway. The freeway shoul be
built to allow right-of-way in the
median for the Pasadena rail transit
line and possibkly a carpool lane.
Cost: $396.0 million

Major streets such as Orange Grove,
Atlantic boulevards and Fremont Ave-
nue, which currently carry most of the
traffic traveling between the free-
way's terminus in Alhambra and the
Foothill Freeway, should be evaluated
both for widening and inclusion n the
"Smart" street network of computer
controlled signals. Cost: Included
in "Streets" Chapter
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Widen tt freeway and add auxiliary
lanes between the San Bernardino and
San I'* *go Freeways. The added lanes

should be evs -iated for exclusive use 3I
bY buses and Ccarpoo 1s. Cost: $ 68.1 WENTURA Fusy FOMOTHILL 244 ¥
million

Construct a northbound off-ramp at
Southern Avenue. Cost: $6.3 million
Federal, state and local funds commit-
ted

Improve the Long Beach Freeway termi-
nr- at Gerald Desmond Bridge to accom-
modate truck traffic increases. Cost:
Included in Terminal Island Freeway
recommendations. Federal funds com-
mitt |

If the "Smart" corridor demonstration
project is successful, add Eastern
Avenue, Telegraph Road, Atlantic
Boulevard/Avenue, Santa Fe Avenue,
Long Beach Boulevard, Garfield Avenue,
Imperial Highway and other appropriate
streets to the "Smart" street system
by computer coordinating traffic
signals and freeway ramps. Cost:
Included in "Streets" Chapter

Total cost: $470.4 million

‘ew funds reguired: $464.1 million

L 1g-Term

o long-term improvements are recommended.
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EXISTING CONDITIONS

Extending only two and a half miles between

C "ver _»obulevard and Slauson Avenue, the
Marina Freeway is the second shortest
“—-3eway "1 T s Angeles County. The Marina
Expressway extends one mile to the north-
west of the Marina Freeway between Culver
and Lincoln boulevards.

The Marina Expressway starts at Lincoln
Boulevard in the City of Los Angeles, just
north of Marina del Rey. After crossing
Culver Boulevard, the expressway becomes a
freeway. The Marina Freeway provides
access to the the high-density residential
community and popular tourist center of
Marina del Rey. Residents of Venice and
Play - del Rey also use the Marina Freeway.
Westbound evening peak period speeds aver-
age under 35 miles per hour near Culver
Boulevard as freeway traffic merges onto
the expressway.

Before crossing the San Diego Freeway the
Marina Freeway enters a primarily resi-
denti: ° area, with Hughes 2Airport/Summa
Corporation property just to the south.
Near Centinela Avenue, about 62,000 vehi-
cles travel on the freeway every day. Due
to ongoing development in the Marina area
and on Summa property, future demand for
the Marina Freeway is expected to in-
crease.

During the morning peak hours, the inter-
change with the San Diegoc Freeway is con-
gested. Between the San Diego Freeway and
the end of the Marina Freeway at Slauson
Avenue, the fr 3=»way passes through Culver
ity.

MaALR MO T SCALE
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Short-Term

Extend the freeway northwest to Wash-
ington Street. This project should
include environmental mitigation
measures for the residential community
of the Oxford triangle. The exact
alignment has not yet been deter .ned.
Design of this project should consider
the opportunity to allow either . 1is

transit or light rail to use adjacent g -
right-of-way, especially since two L

Proposition A rail system corridors
meet at the Marina. Cost: §50
million.

Construct the westbound on-ramp at
Slauson Avenue. Cost: $1.9 million.
Local funds committed

If the "Smart" corridor demonstr :ion
project is successful, add Washi jton
and Culver Boulevards, Slauson A :nue
or other approprilate streets to the
"Smart" Street system by computer
coordinating traffic signals and
freeway ramps. Cost: Included in
"Streets" Chapter

Total cost: $51.9 million ""‘ﬂ"“

New funds required: $50 million

Long—-Term

No long-term improvements are recommended.
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EXISTING CONDITIONS

The Pasadena Freeway was built by the
cities of Pa idena and Los Angeles between
1920 and 1947 as the Arroyo Seco Parkway.
It was the first freeway in Los Angeles and
has been designated a National Historical
Monument.

The freeway design illustrates how far
freeway engineering has progressed in the
past 40 years. For example, the freeway is
only six lanes wide, has short on and off-
ramps, 2d lots of tight curves. These
substandard characteristics create problems
for Pasadena Freeway commuters.

The Pasadena Freeway starts at Glenarm
Street in Pasadena. Southbound traffic
from Pasadena enters the freeway on Arrovo
Parkway. Mount Washington, Lincoln
Heights, Highland Park, and South Pasadena
residents and employees also use the Pasa-
dena Freeway. In the morning peak period
speeds inbound to Los Angeles average 31
miles an hour from 6:45 to 9:15 a.m. Slow
speeds are caused by congestion closer to
downtown Los Angeles backing up into this
section, the small number of freeway lanes
available, and inadeguate length of on and
off-ramp merging lanes.

The Pasadena Freeway's accident rate is
above the statewide average for similar
freeways for much of its length. The short
merging lanes at freeway on and off-ramps
may be causing accidents. Because of these
conditions, heavy trucks are prohibited
from traveling on the Pasadena Freeway.

The P:z-31dena Freeway is even more congested
between the Golden State and the Hollywood/
Santa Ana Freeways. As southbound commu-
ters try to gain access to downtown Los
Angeles every morning, peak hour speeds of
30 miles an hour between 6:45 and %:30 a.m.
are common. In the evening, the fast lane
of the Pasadena Freeway slows as cars wait
to enter the Golden State Freeway. Peak
hour speeds of 20 miles an hour last "
2:45 to 7:15 p.m. The Pasadena Freeway
ends as it turns into the Harbor Freeway
south of the Hollywood/Santa Ana Freeway
(Route 101) Interchange.
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EXISTING CONDITIONS

The Route 57 Freeway is located in a rapid-
ly growing area of eastern Los Angeles
County. Except on the portion of Route 57
that is shared with the Pomona Freeway,
existing capacity should adequately serve
project 1 growth unt*1 the Year 2000.

The Route 57 Freeway begins in Pomona at
the interchange of the Foothill, Corcna and
San Bernardino Freeways. The freeway goes
south for about two-and-one-half miles
before it reaches the Pomona Freeway.

For three miles, in the Diamond Bar/Walnut
area, Route 57 and the Pomona Freeway
(Route 60) are the same. Due to Pomona
Freeway traffic, this is the most congested
part of Route 57 with speeds averaging 32
miles an hour between 3:45 and 6:00 p.m.

The Route 57 Freeway splits off on its own
again at Celima Road/Golden Springs Drive.
Many nearby residents commute to jobs in
the Orange County cities of Fullerton,
Anaheim and Santa Ana. The eight to ten
lane wide freeway has peak hour congestion
which sometimes occurs both north and
southbound. The average peak hour speed is
42 miles an hour.
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EXISTING CONDITIONS

The Route 126 designation is given to
three, two-to-four-lane wide, east/west

.ghways in the Santa Clarita Valley:

'nry Mayo Drive, Magic Mountain Parkway,
and San Fernando Road. Due to the Santa
Clarita Valley's expected rapid growth,
Route 126 may need to be widened or replac-
ed by a freeway in the future, It is the
only major east/west route in the Santa
Clarita Valley.

From the Ventura County line to the Golden
State Freeway, Route 126 is known as Henry
Mayo Drive. Henry Mayo Drive is a two to
four lane rural conventional highway. It
is fr [ 1tly used by residents of the
Ventura County cities of Piru and Fillmore.
Recreational travelers also use this por-
tion of Route 126.

Through traffic on Route 126 must enter the
Golden State Freeway at Henry Mayo Drive
and exit at Magic Mountain Parkway.

From Magic Mountain Parkway to the Antelope
Vi ley Freeway, Route 126 is known as San
Fernando Road. San Fernando Road serves
the urbanized areas of Valencia and New-
hall. Most of the road in this location is
two lanes wide and congested during peak
hours. Rapid residential and commercial
growth in the area requires that San Fer-
nando Road be widened to four lanes from
the Antelope Valley Freeway to Bouguet
canyon.
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_XISTING CONDITIONS

Route 138 serves the rapidly growing areas
of "incaster and Palmdale in the Antelope
Valley of northern Los Angeles. Due to
available land space, the Antelope Valley

s expected to see continued development.
Major employers include: Edwards Air Force
Bas Rockwell and Lockheed Aircraft
Assembly Plants and Palmdale Airport.
Route 138 also serves as a major route for
recreational travelers driving to the
Angeles National Forest and the San Gabriel
Mountains.

Route 138 is a designation for a number of
different roadways. Route 138, starting at
the Golden State Freeway south of the Kern
County line, is a four lane freeway for two
] .1les. Route 138 then continues for six
miles as a two lane roadway via Lancaster
Road. For 34 miles, Route 138 is desig-
nated as Avenue "D", a two lane roadway.

At the junction of the Antelope Valley
Freeway (Route 14), Route 138 becomes the
Antelope Valley Freeway for 14 miles to
Palmdale Boulevard.

As Palmdale Boulevard, Route 138 moves
eastward to 47th Street and then turns into
Fort Tejon Road near the community of
Pearland. Just after Littlerock, Route 138
takes another corner to become the Pear-
blossom Highway. Between Route 18 and the
San Bernardino County line, Route 138 is
designated at the Antelope Highway.

In the City of Palmdale, Route 138 is four
lanes wide. The remaining eastern segment
of Route 138 is two lanes wide. Trucks
account for 15 percent of the traffic
between Avenue "T" in Palmdale and the San
Bernardino County Line. Vacationers trav-
eling to Las Vegas or to skiing and camping
areas also account for a significant amount
f traffic on Route 138. Motorists find it
ifficult and dangerous to pass slower-
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EXISTING CONDITIONS

On week days, the San Diego Freeway is con-
gested on much of its 49-mile length for
eight hours.

The San Diego Freeway provides the best
route between outlying residential areas
and jobs in the Los Angles basin. The
freeway serves a number of high-density
employn .1t centers such as, Long Beach, El
Segundo, Westwood and Century City.

The San Diego Freeway starts at the Golden
State Freeway in the northern San Fernando
Valley. As it crosses the Simi valley
Freeway, commuters from San Fernando Valley
and Ventura County enter the freeway. Be-
tween the Simi and the Ventura freeways, if
no accidents occur, speeds on the San Diego
Freeway are 33 miles an hour in the morning
and 44 miles an hour in the evening.

The Int :change of the San Diego and the
Ventura freeways is severely congested,
with traffic backing up several exits on
each freeway during the peak. Together
with the merged traffic from the Ventura
Freeway, commuters crawl through the Sepul-
veda pass. Congestion on this steep pass
is caused by overwhelming demand and the
lack of an acceptable alternate route
across the Santa Monica Mountains. Sepul-
veda Bov ' z:vard, the only major through
street, cannot be improved sufficiently to
accommodate the peak direction demands.

After crossing the mountains, many commut-

ers exit the freeway to major employment

areas such as, UCLA, Westwood and Century
City. This busy section of the freeway is
en lanes wide.

Much of the congestion along the San Diego
Freeway between the Santa Monica Freeway
and Harbor freeways is caused by commuters
to the E1 Segundo Employment area and trav-
elers bound for the Los Angeles Interna-
tior-1 Airport. The Century Freeway, which
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is currently under construction, will con-
nect to the San Diego Freeway near the Air-
port. After the airport, the San Diego
turns to the east, along what is known as
the "South Bay Curve”. The South Bay Curve
is congested for over seven hours every
day. Peak period speeds average 30 miles
an hour. The freeway serves South Bay
coastal communities such as, Manhattan
Beach, ..rrance, Hawthorne, Lawndale and
Gardena here.

The congestion is particularly bad at the
Long Beach Freeway Interchange, where
traffic backs up due to narrow transition
lanes and many lane changes.

Most of the congestion from the Long Beach
to the 605 Freeways is caused by Orange
County and Long Beach commuters going to
jobs in central Los Angeles, Carson, Comp-
ton and downtown. The San Diego Freeway
crosses the Orange County line just before
the intersection with the 605 Freeway. The
san Diego/605 Freeway Interchange needs to
be improved. The freeway eventually merges
with the Santa Ana Freeway and continues
south to the City of San Diego.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Short-Term

Add ramp meters on the San Diego Fre
way in between the Simi and Golden
State Freeways. Cost: $1.0 million

Widen, by modifying the center shoul
der and restriping where feasible be
tween the Simi and Ventura Freeways.
This lane should be considered for
designation for exclusive use by
carpools and buses. Cost: $6.0 mil-
lion Federal and state funds com-
mitted.

[Improve the Ventura/San Diego Freews:
[nterchange to accommodate increased
-raffic from proposed widening proi-
ects. Cost: unknown
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Construct a southbound on-ramp at
Crenshaw Boulevard. Cost: $£0.4
million Local funds committed

Widen within existing right-of-way
between the Harbor Freeway and Route
605. The added lanes shculd be con-
sidered for exclusive use by buses and
carpools. Cost: $250.0 million

If the "Smart" corridor demcnstration
project is successful, add Sepulveda,
La Cienega boulevards or other appro-
priate streets to the "Smart"” street

system by computer coordinating traf-
fic signals and freeway ramps. Cost:
Included in "Streets" Chapter

Total cost: $484.1 million plus unknown

New funding required: $443.6 million plus
unknown

Long-Term

A long-term solution for congestion on the
San Diego Freeway should be studied in
light of planned construction of Proposi--
tion A rail lines along the freeway corri-
dor between San Fernando and arina del
Rey, and from Marina del Rey to Torrance
and from Torrance to Long Beach.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Short-Term

Complete four signal and signal inter-
connection projects: Wilshire to
Rexford, Doheny to Croft Street, Kings
Road to La Brea, and QOrange Drive to
Hollywood Freeway (Route 101). Cost:
$5.5 Million. Federal, state and
local funds committed

Upon completion of Caltrans' Envir-
onmental Study, widen port >ns of
Santa Monica Boulevard between the San
Diego Freeway and Heath Avenue
(Beverly Hills City limits). Cost:
$28.0 million. $7.7 million of
Federal and state funds committed

Interconnect signals and restrict peak
hour parking between Highland Avenue
and the Hollywood Freeway. Cost: Un-
known.

If the "Smart" corridor de¢ onstration
project is successful, add Santa
Monica, Wilshire, Olympic and Sunset
boulevards or other appropriate
streets to the "Smart" street system
by computer coordinating the traffic
signals. Cost: Included in "Streets”
Chapter

Total cost: $33.5 million plus unknown

New funds reguired: $20.3 million plus
unknown

Long-Term

104

Widen between Lincoln Boulevard
{Route 1) and the San Diego Freeway.
Cost: $2.0 million.

Construct the Metro Rail line a 1
extend it west to Westwood to r .ieve
congestion on Santa Monica Boul rard
and other streets.
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Improve the Henry Ford Avenue/Terminal
[sland Freeway Interchange
Federal funds committed

Improve the Toll Plaza Federal funds
committed

Improve the Terminal Island Freeway
from Pacific Coast Highway to Willow
Street Federal funds committed

-Widen Alameda to six lanes between

Lomita and the San Diego Freeway
Federal funds committed

Widen Alameda Street to six lanes
between the San Diego Freeway and Del
Amo Boulevard Federal funds
committed

Widen Alameda street between Del Amo
Boulevard and the Artesia Freeway
Federal funds committed

Cost: §$55.4 million

Construct other Ports Highway Improve-
ments 1f they receive Federal Demcn-
stration funding Cost: $74 million

Construct other Ports Highway Improve-
n 1ts Cost: $76 million

If the "Smart" corridor demonstration
project is successful, add Alameda
Street, Seaside Avenue, Henry Ford
Avenue, Ocean Boulevard or other
appropriate streets to the "Smart"
street system by computer coordinating
traffic signals and freeway ramps.
Cost: TIncluded in "Streets" Chapter

>tal Cost: $205.4 million plus unknown

2w funds required: $150.0 million plus
1known

ng-

term

: need for long-term improvements to

'ts Highways should be evaluated after

. of the short-term ports highway improv-
:nts are made.
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It is clear that Los Angeles urgently needs
approximately $4.5 billion for short-term
fr :way improvements and $236 million each
yvear to properly repair and coordinate
signal timing on our streets.

About $1.75 billion of the needed freeway
projects are scheduled for construction in
the State Transportation Improvement Program
(STIP) during the next five years. It is
reascnable to assume that additional state
and federal money will be available to Los
Angeles in the subseguent five years. We
can cautiously expect to receive an addi-
tional $250 million in years six through
ten, for a combined total of $1.25 billion
in new state and federal revenue. Together
with the funds already programmed, $3 bil-
lion will be available in the next decade.

Shortfi~™1

Our short-term freeway need is $4.5 billion.
So, we are faced with a $1.5 billion deficit
to construct needed freeway improvements.

$4.5 BILLION NEEDED
FOR FREEWAYS

$4.5 Billion
51.5 Blllion Shortfail

$1.25 Biilion
Available by 2000

§1.75 Billion
Programmed ta 1992

The cities and the County of Los Angeles are
currently spending $86 million annually to
maintain the streets, but, since $150 mil-
lion per year remains unfunded, overall, our
:reets are continuing to deteriorate.
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ANNUAL STREET NEEDS

5236 Million Needed

| §39 Million
Signalization

$150 Miillon

Shortfall 5111 Million

Street Maintenance
Shortfall

$8& Million
Currently Spent

In total, then, Los Angeles must obtain an
additional $1.5 bkillion for freeway improve-
ment, plus $150 million per year for street
maintenance. Otherwise, our streets and
freeways will continue to deteriorate and
congestion will compound at a staggering
rate. This will have severe economic conse-
guences to Los Angeles, as well as a nega-
tive impact on our lifestyles.

This chapter explains how most street and
freeway improvements are funded, how much
street and freeway money is generated in Los
Angeles, ' 1ere that money goes and why we
aren't building as many streets and freeways
with it as we used to. The chapter will al-
so explore possible sources for additional
funds.

Tradit »»nal Road Funding

Most ¥ i1d improvements are funded by "user
fees", ;pecifically, the gas tax and truck
welght ‘ees. Through these fees the motor-
ist di :ctly _ iys for the road improve-
ments.

Neithe he federal nor state gas tax has
kept ¢ e wit freeway construction costs.
There ‘e two significant reasons for this
declir : first, cars are much more fuel
effici 1t to¢ ¢y than ten yvears ago, requir-
ing le 3 gas 2 go further; and, second, the
gas té 1s a 1lat rate on each gallon sold
that ¢ s not a just to inflation.
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Tax
Increase

To illu-trate this point, let's compare the
growth 1n the gas tax with the growth in the
cost of a highly competitive, cost-effective
consumer product. In 1955, when McDonald's
opened, a plain hamburger cost ten cents and
the combined state and federal gas tax was
elght cents. Today, the same hamburger
costs 55 cents, an increase of 550 percent,
while the gas tax has only grown by 225
percent to 18 cents. 0Obviously, we cannot
build as much with our gas tax dollars,
today, as we have in past years. Yet, we
now have - least three times the traffic.

Raising the gas tax reguires congressional
or legislative action which is politically
difficult and unpopular with the public.
Increases, therefore, occur infrequently,
even though our needs continue to grow.

Federal Highway Funds

In rec 1t years, the federal government has
not spent all of the gas tax collected in
the Fecd ral Highway Trust Fund. The federal
gas tax, though not a part of the general
fund, has become embroiled in federal defi-
cit discussions.
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State Highway unds

The situation in the State of California is
also a problem. Our state spending has come
close to its "Gann Expenditure Limitation",
which was passed by the voters some yvears

ago. Unless ¢ anges are made in the Gann
law, it is doi tful that the state legisla-
ture will be ¢ le tc spend new revenues Jgen-
erated by an ! creased state gas tax.

State Priorit! s

All revenues ¢ rmarked for freeways are al-
located by the California Transportation
Commission (C° ) through the "State Trans-
portation Imp: vement Program" or STIP.

Although projects are programmed at the dis-
cretion of the California Transportation
Commission, state law requires that a "min-
imum", of seventy percent of funds generated
from each county be spent in that county.

It has been impossibkle to meet "county mini-
mums" for most counties since meost of the
freeway funds available in the state have
been used to match federal funds in the
construction of a few major "Interstate"
freeways. Los Angeles, on the other hand,
has received in excess of its minimum,
largely due to the court mandated construc-
tion of the Century Freeway, one of the last
"Interstate" projects.

It is assumed that once the federal "Inter-
state'" program is completed in 1892, county
minimums will be easier to achieve and Los
Angeles will receive no more than its "min-
imum" share. Los Angeles is entitled to
recei : 17.5 percent of the state capiltal
outla for freeways, based on the existing
count minimum formula. TIf Los Angeles
recel :s only its county minimum share we
will 11y get back about one-half of what we
contr »)jute in federal gas tax and 71 per-
cent ° our state gas tax.

Finan ing the Shortfall

T.os A jeles has several alternative ways to
secur the money necessary to maintain and
impro : our street and freeway system.
Follc .ng is a brief description of all the
feder L, state and local funding options
which could be used to meet both our street
and f :eway needs. The advantages and
disad intages of each strategy, timing and
steps necessary are shown 1n the table at



the end of this chapter, for comparison
PUrpos .

All nding alternatives assume that Los
Angeles v "1 receive no more than its "coun-
ty minimum” share of funds after existing
"Interstate" freeway commitments have been
fulfilled. Unless otherwise noted, the
amount to the shortfall is based on the
assumption that ongoing street maintenance
will have first call, with the remaining
funds going to freeways.

FED RAT. REVENUE SOURCES

Federal Gas Tax

The federal government levies a nine cent
per gallon gas tax which can be increased by
federal legislation. One cent of this tax
is earmarked for transit, 1.16 cents has
been traditionally used for streets and 6.84
cents is primarily for freeways. Through
current federal law, California is assured
that it will receive 85 percent of what it
contributes to this fund.

LOS ANGELES COUNTY

FEDERAL
Gas Taxes Paid

Subsicly Returred
To Cthers To County *

*Assumes County Minmurm Formuias apply:

A one-cent increase in the federal gas tax
would raise $42 million annually for Los
Angeles, However, unc -+ ¢ —rent state
county minimum policy, and tederal 85 per-
cent retur to State policy, the county
would receive back only half of what it
contributes: $16.5 million for freeways,
and $4.5 million for local streets. Under
the existing formulas, an increase in the
tederal tax of nine cents per gallon would
e needed to fund the county's $1.5 billion
freeway shortfall over ten years. This nine
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2 one dollar increase per registered vehicle

would raise six mill
within Los Angeles,
to the county would
allocates the money.

! dollars annually
: the actual benefit
»end on how the state

A two-thirds vote of

the legislature would be required to enact
the fee, and legislation would also be need-

ed to specify how tl

funds from the in-

crease would be distributed.

If current gas tax !
Los Angeles would r¢
lars, per one ¢ 1lla:
of its ceontribution.
$50 in registra ion f£
shortfall in 16 years

Sales Tax

California has a six
tax, which can e rai

nulas are followed,
ive five million dol-
1icrease, or 85 percent
An annual increase of
as would cover the

=rcent statewide sales
ad through state leg-

iglation with a two-thirds vote of the state

legislature ret¢ 1ired.
to the State Gt era
cent is dedica 4d t

Most of this tax goes
und, however, 1/4 per-
ocal transportation

and allocated 1 ck to each county according

to its sales tax ge
sales tax were rais
legislature distrib
nue under the curre

ated. If the state
1/2 percent, and the
d the additional reve-
formula, Los Angeles

would receive $325 million per year, encoudgh

to cover both the $
streets shortfall a
way shortfall.

Tolls

million annual
the $1.5 billicn free-

Under existing federal law, tolls may only
be collected o bridges, tunnels, and roads
that receive no federal subsidy. When fed-
eral money was plentiful, this federal law
provided a strong disincentive against toll
roads. However, with fewer federal funds

available, the idea of constructing toll

roads wit out federal participation has be-

come more attractive.
eral toll ro 1 law
near future. ne 2

In additicn, the fed-

 be changed in the
.nistration is propos-

ing legislation which would allow tolls on
new federally-funded roads such as the Foot-

hill, Ceorona, and Lo
Los Angeles County.
posed federal legisl
collection on existi
roads.

j Beach gap closures in
Furthermore, cther pro-
:ion would allow toll

;y federally-funded









Payroll Tax

Local jurisdictions have authority to levy
payroll taxes. Enactment of such a tax,
earmarked for transportation, would require
city council approval, and a two-thirds vote
in a local election. If enabling legisla-
tion were approved, a countywide payroll tax
would also be possible.

The tax could either be a fixed percentage
of employee income, or a flat fee per em-
ployee. It could be paid by the employer,
or deducted from the employee's payvcheck. A
tax of 0.19 percent of each firm's payroll,
or $38 per employee, would raise $150 mil-
lion annually in the county, enough to cover
the street shortfall. Another 0.19 percent,
for a total of $76 per emplovee, would add
the needed $1.5 billion over ten years for
the freeways in Los Angeles.

Property Tax Reallocation

Proposition 13 prohibits local agencies from
raising property taxes above current levels.
However, a vote of the state legislature or
a popul -~ election could set up a special
district for streets and/or freeways, funded
with property taxes reallocated from other
agencies. Since property tax receipts are
gradually increasing, no other agency would
actually lose money; the new agency would
simply obtain a portion of the increase in
tax revenues. This approach has been pro-
posed in Orange County.

The revenue available under this appreoach
would depend on the amount reallocated. A
reallocation of 2.5 percent of property tax
revenue, approxXimately the current rate of
inflation, would egual about $75 million an-
nually. A reallocation of 10 percent would
be needed to cover the $150 million annual
street shortfall and the $1.5 billion ten-
year freeway shortfall.

Local Truck Weight Fee

If enabling legislation were approved, a
loce™ truck weight fee could be impl nented.
A fee increase averaging $150 annually per
truck would be necessary just to eliminate
the shortfall in street funding. Another
$150 yearly per truck would be needed to
generate $1.5 billion for the freeway pro-
gram over ten years.
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Countywide Benefit Assessment

If state enabling legislation were adopted,
a countywide assessment could be adopted to
fund freeway construction or str 3=t mainte-
nance. An assessment averaging 0.6 cents
per sguare foot could cover the entire
shortfall. The actual assessment would vary
according to land use.

Countywide Utility Tax

Most cities levy surcharges on gas, electri-
city, phone and water bills. If enabling
legislation were approved by the state, a
countywide surcharge, earmarked for trans-
portation, could be approved. A 3.9 percent
surcharge on phone, electricity and gas
bills would raise $300 million annually,
enough to cover the entire shortfall in the
county.

One-Time Income Tax Surcharge

Since the free 1y shortfall consists of $1.5
billion to fund capital projects, this defi-
cit could be ¢ rered by a one-time income
tax surcharge. Enabling legislation and an
election would be required before such a tax
could be collected. 2 one-time payment of
1.9 percent of annual income would cover the
entire county freeway shortfall in one year.
However, this strategy could not be used to
fund on-going maintenance.

Developer Fees

Cities may require payment of transportation
fees as a condition for approving building
permits. Normally these fees are based on
the number of residential units or the
square-footage of new non-residential devel-
opment. These fees are in addition to the
usual requirement that developers construct
the road improvements which provide access
to new development.

The mechanism is presently used in two
forms: Transportation Impact Fees {devel-
oped areas}; Bridge and Major Thoroughfare
Districts (undeveloped areas).

The total revenue to be derived from these
fees will depend on the extent to which they
are used. Assuming 1984 construction rates,
a countywide fee of $1,3800 per residential
unit (2.3 percent of value) would raise $69




million per year, while a fee of 2.3 percent
of value on non-residential construction
would raise $83 million, for a total of $150
million if both fees were implemented, suf-
ficient to cover the freeway shortfall. It
would be inappropriate to use these funds
for maintenance.

Redev lopment Finance

Redevelopment agencies receive funding from
the increase in property tax receipts ("in-
crement") which occurs as assessed valua-
tions in the redevelopment area increase.

In many cases, a redevelopment agency will
fund a project by issuing bonds based on the
future tax “11cr ent revenues that will be
ger :ated by the project. Redevelopment
funds must be spent on projects which bene-
fit the redev lopment area, including trans-
portation projects such as improvements to
lajor streets.

The annual tax increment revenue in the
county is approximately $200 million. All
decisions to allocate this money or sell re-
development bonds are made by the redevelop-
ment agencies, without voter approval being
required. Since redevelopment agencies only
operate within the boundaries of a single
jurisdiction, they would not normally fund
multi-jurisdictional transportation
acilities.

Joint Development

hrough joint development, a private party
could agree to fund a portion of a trans-
portation project, in return for enhanced
access, or, in some cases, permission to
develop their property. The amount of reve-
nue earned in a county through joint devel-
opment will depend on the specific charac-
teristics of the projects being built. For
example, it has been estimated that land
dedications for the Foothill Freeway gap
closure in Los Angeles and San Bernardino
Counties could equal $8 million.
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Private Transportation Corporations

In some cases, a freeway expansion project
could avolve a private corporation which
would fund at least part of the project, and
possik y even own or operate it. Possible
forms the corporation could take include: A
public utility to fund a toll road using
toll revenues; or an assoclation formed by
landowners who, prior to development, levy
an annual fee on themselves to ! nd a _rans-
portat on project.

In both cases special state legislation
would establish procedures for forming the
corporations and issuing bonds.

Debt Finance

In many cases, government agencies may sell
bonds to expedite the completion of trans-
portation improvements which are being fund-
ed by specified revenues. Bonds are common-
ly used for improvements funded with benefit
assessments, tolls, and redevelopment funds.
Thelr use is less common with special taxes
such as gas tax.

An increase in the issuance of transporta-
tion revenue onds would bring a sheort-range
improvement to the street and freeway fi-
nance picture. However, if debt finance
were used without increasing revenue, over
the long-term the sale of bonds would exac-
erbate the revenue shortage. Therefore,
debt finance should only be used in conjunc-
tion with a new revenue source, or to fund
large projects which cannot easily be con-
Structed in 1} ases.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Los Angeles citizens will need to make a
number of hard chcices if they want to pro-
vide for their future mobility :eds. Steps
must be taken to ensure that hi way funds
are spent as efficiently as possible. We



must also consider implementing new scources
of revenue,

Altheough it is important to ensure the ef-
fectiveness of expenditures, it is obvious
that government efficiency alone will not
preserve our street and freeway system. Los
Angeles dc¢ : not have a major local source
of street and freeway funding, but relies
heavily upon state and federal revenues to
maintain and expand its system. As we have
seen, these revenues have not kept pace with
inflation and do not return to the county
all of the funds generated. As a result,
they are no longer sufficient to meet the
county's street and freeway needs. The
county will require an additional $1.5 bil-
lion over the next ten years to fund needed
freeway improvements, along with an addi-
tional $150 million per year to adequately
maintain the streets.

The problem 1s compounded by state and fed-
eral policies which result in Los Angeles
County receiving less highway funding than
it contributes. Thus, the county ends up

s »sidizing transportation improvements in
other counties and states. Although the
LACTC could attempt to cover the funding
shortfall by lobbyving for a large federal or
state gas tax lncrease, 1t would be more
beneficial to Los Angeles to obtain addi-
tional revenues from a locally controlled
source. Then, taxpavers would be guaranteed
that 100 percent of the money they pay will
e used for needed street and freeway proj-
cts in this county.

learly, steps must be taken to increase the

nount of revenues earmarked for streets and
freeways. In order to accomplish this ob-
jective in a manner most beneficial to Los
Angeles, the following strategies are recom-
mended:

1. Take steps to develop a stable source of
dditional locally-generated revenue ear-
marked for streets and freewavs.

By having a local source of revenue, Los
Angeles can be sure its funds stay within
Los Angeles. Voters in other counties
Alameda, Fresno and Santa Clara) have
already approved transportation sales taxes
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and the success of these measures indicates
that voters will support this type of tax if
they perceive a clear benefit. A 1/2 per-
cent sales tax would be sufficient to cover
the shortfall in Los Anc les.

2. Continue to encourage adoption of a
state gas tax increase sufficient to cover
current state commitments; support exemption
of the state gas tax from the Gann limit or
cther appropriate measures.

Even if a local revenue scource is implement-
ed in the county, the state will continue to
have difficulty meeting its obligation to
maintain the highway system and provide
matching funds for federal transportation
dollars. If the gas tax (the traditional
source of state highway revenue) were in-
creased, however, it would be virtually
impossible to expend these new monies, due
to the Gann limit. Furthermore, the Gann
limit will soon interfere with expenditure
of revenues from the existing gas tax. The
LACTC and other jurisdictions should there-
fore support an increase in the gas tax,
while encouraging the removal of this tax
from the Gann limit on grounds that it is a
user fee (user fees are exempte from the
Gann limit).

3. Establish a Service Authority for Freeway
Emergencies (SAFE) funded with a $1 vehicle
registration surcharge to improve call box
response time; seek legislation to allow use
of these funds for a up-to-the-minute traf-
fic communications system.

The Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors
and cities in Los Angeles shoul create the
SAFE which would implement the one dollar
surcharge to raise six million dollars per
year and provide improved response to free-
way emergencies. Under current legislation,
this one dollar fee may only be used for
call-box system construction, expansion and
improvements.

Because Los Angeles has an existing syst 1,
if additional legislation were approved, a
portion of the one dollar fee could he used




to construct a up-to-the-minute traffic com-
munic-**on system, in addition to cc pleting
the gaps in the existing system and nprov-
ing the response time on our existing call-
box network. For one dollar, county motor-
ists could buy dramatically improved traffic
information and emergency assistance.

4. The ~"CTC should develop a "cost/ »bility
measurement”, which can be used to priori-
itize proposed freeway improvements.

The limited street and freeway dollars
available must be spent to provide t : high-
est benefit to the taxpayer. Mobility
should be measured in terms of perso s mov-
ed, not in terms of vehicles moved. This
way, a carpool lane, a ramp bypass 1 e, or
a transitway could receive higher priority
than than other freeway projects. T : cost/
mobility measurement would give LACTC a tool
to evaluate the relative priority of all new
construction projects.

LACTC will need to take specific actions in
order to implement the strategies listed
above. These steps are described in the Ac-
tion Plan Chapter.
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Local Street Shortfall = $150 mill >n per vyear
Freeway Shortfall = $1.5 billion

ADDITIONAL REVENUE

FUNDING SOURCE! TO 1LOS ANGELESZ PROS
Countywide $325 million per Fase of admininstra-
Sales Tax yvear for 1/2 % tion
increase, suf-
Eicient to Respongive teo infla-
cover shortfall tion

in 9 years
No Gann limit

State Sales Tax $325 million per Ease of administra-
year for 1/2% in- tion
crease, suffi-
cient to cover Responsive to infla-
shortfall in 9 tion
Years
Unrestricted $66 million an- Payment by developers
Developer Fees nually per 1% of who benefit

value fee3
Not limited by Gann
2.3% fee to cover
freeway shortfall
in 10 years4

1Except where noted, each option involves an increase in revenue
so no funding will be taken from local jurisdictions.

2As_.imptions described in text.
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portion to benefit
received
Current " 1ck of uni-
formity between

local jurisdictions

CONS STEPS YEAR
No direct relation- 1. Conduct public opinion 1
ship between tax- research
payer and user 2. Develop legislation for 2
sales tax increase
May divert economic 3. Obtain legislative z
activity from Los authority
hgeles 4. Develop public and pri- 2-3
vate support
5. Develop campaign and 3
ballot language
6., Hold election 3
No direct relation- 1. Adjust Gann to allow ex- 1
ship between tax- penditure of increased
paver and us revenues
2. Develop statewide support 2-3
Requires change to for sales tax for trans-
Gann limit portation use
3. Co-sponsor/support legis- 3
lation
4, Obtain passage 3-4
Revenue fluctuates 1. Conduct public opinion re- 1
with construction search
cycles 2. Develop legislation to 2
permit countywide assess-
Does neot charge de- ment
velopment for main- 3. Obtain legislative author- 2
tenance costs of ity
new facilities 4. Develop public and private 2-3
sector support
Depending on how 5. Develop campaign and bal- 3
avied, charge lot language
might not be in pro- 6. Hold election 3
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FUNDING SOURCE

ADDITIONAIL REVENUE
TO LOS ANGELES

PROS

Countywide
Benefit
Assessment

Countywide Gas
Tax

State Gas Tax

$48.5 million per
0.1 cent per sqguare
foot assessment

Assessment averag-
ing 0.6 cent per
sgquare foot to
cover shortfall in
10 years

$42 million an-
nually per 1 cent
increase

7 cent ingcrease to
cover shortfall in
10 vyears

$30 million an-
nually for 1
cent increase

8 cent increase to
cover shortfall in
16 years

3Based on 1984 development.

4Not appropriate for ongeing
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Ease of administra-
tion

ot limited by Gann
Payment by property

owners who benefit
from transportation

User pay concept

User pay concept

Ease of adminis-
tration

iintenance.




COWNS

S5TEPS

May divert economic
activity from Los
Angeles

Traditional city
fund source

May divert economic
activity from
Los Angeles

Might not tax prop-
erty owners in pro-
portion to benefit
received

Not inflation re-
sponsive

Requires change to
Gann

May divert economic
activity from Los
Angeles

Not inflation re-
sponsive

Requires chang to
-ann

Los Angeles recelves
nly 71% of contri-
ution

1. Conduct public
research

opinion

2. Develop legislation to
permit countywide

assessment

3. Obtain legislative

authority
4, Develop public

and pri-

vate sector support

language
6. Hold election

1. Conduct public
research

2. Adjust Gann to
expenditure of
revenues

3. Negotiate with

5. Develop campaign/ballot

opinion

allow
increased

local agen-

cles on distribution of

tax
4, Develop ballot

inguage

for approval by Board of
Supervisors and majority

of cities

5. Seek public and private

sector support

6. Develop campaign and re-
quest county to place on

ballot
7. Hold election

1. Adjust Gann to
expenditure of
ed revenues

allow
increas-

2. Develop statewide sup-

port

3. Co-sponsor/support

legislation
4. Obtain passage
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FUNDING SQOURCE

ADDITIONAL RE INUE
TO LOS ANGELES

1 05

Federal Gas Tax

Countywide
Utility Tax

Countywide
Business Tax

140G

$21 million an-
nually per 1
cent increase

9 cent increase to
cover freeway
shortfall only

in 10 years

33 cent increase,
under current split,
to cover both
street and freeway
shortfalls in 10
years

$76 million per 1%
surcharge on gas,
electricity, phone
bills

3.9% surcharge to
cover shortfall in
10 vyears

$12 million annual-
ly per 1% surcharge
on tax lie¢ il ty

25% surcharge
to cover ¢ ortfall
in 10 years

User pay concept

Ease of administra-
tion

light be used to
charge utilities for
.amage due to utili-
ty work

Payment by those who
generate work trips

Inflation responsive
Credit possible to

encourage rideshar-
ing




CONS

Not inflation re-
sponsive

Los Angeles receives
only 50% of contri-
bution

Unreliable due to
federal policy of
holding back funds

Subject to deficit
reduction provisions

Only small amount
for local streets

No direct relation-
ship between pay-
ment and benefit

Traditional city
fund source

Requires new collec-
tion mechanism

Cities often use

business license fees

for the General Fund

May divert economic
activity from Los
Angeles

STEPS YEAR

1. Cevelop proposal to 1
increase federal gas tax

2. Remove highway trust 1
fund from unified
budget process

3. Seek Congressional sup- 1-2
port for tax

4. Co-sponsor/support 2
federal gas tax
legislation

5. Obtain approval 2-3

1. Conduct public opinion 1
research

2. Develop legislation to 2
permit countywide
assessment

3. Obtain legislative 2
authority

4. Develop public and pri- Z
vate sector support

5. Develop campaign/ballot 3
language

6. Hold election 3

1. Conduct public opinion 1
research

2. Develop legislation to 2
permit countywide
assessment

3. Obtalin legislative 2
authority

4. Develop public and pri- 2-3
vate sector support

5. Develop campaign/ballot 3
language

6. Hold election 3
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FUNDING SOURCE

ADDITIONAIL. REVENUE
TO LOS ANGELES

1 0S

Property Tax
Reallocation

Local
Payroll Tax

One-time
Income Tax
Surcharge
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$30 million per
vear for 1% re-
allocation

10% reallocatic
to cover shortfall
in 10 years

$8 million annual-
ly per .01% of
payroll

.38% increase
(average $76 per
employee annually)
to cover shortfall
in 10 years

$8 million per
0.01% charge on
income

One-time payment
of 1.9% of income
to cover freeway
shortfall in one
year

No increased taxes

Ease of administra-
tion

Payment by employers
or employees who
benefit from work
trips

Inflation responsive

Possible credit to
encourage ridesharing

Voters not reguired
to make permanent
commitment

Requires new taxing
| :chanism

Charge might not be
in proportion to
benefits received

wyment by employees

- employers who bene-

fit from work trips




CONS

TR T e

May harm other agen-
cies by lowering
their revenue in-
crease

Limited by Gann

Difficult to estab-
lish relationship
between payment and
benefit

Requires new taxing
mechanism

Depending on how
levied, charge
might not be in
proportion to
benefit received

May divert economic
activity from Los
Angeles

Not practical for on-
goeing r s such as
maintenance

[ el

(S =
-

YEAR
Develop proposal 1
Submit proposal to Local 1
Agency Formation Commis-
sion
Obtain Board of Super- 2
visors approval for
election to establish
transportation district
Hold election p
Negotiate reallocation 3-4
with local jurisdictions
Conduct public opinion 1
research
Develop legislation to 2
permit countywide payroll
tax assessment
Obtain legislative 2
authority
Develop public and pri- 2-3
vate sector support
Develop campaign/ballot 3
language
Hold election 3
Conduct public opinion 1
research
Develop legislation to 2
permit countywide
assessment
Obtain legislative 2
authority
Develop public and pri- 2-3
vate sector support
Develop campaign/ballot 3
language
Held election 3
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FUNDING SOURCE

ADDITICNAL REVENUE
TO LOS ANGELES

PROS

Tolls
{On new roads)

Local Truck
Weight Fee

State Truck
Welight Fee

5 cents annually
per mile toll over
3 gap closures
could bring $24
million per vear,
enough for a $220
million 30-year
bond issue?

A toll of 15 cents
per mile would fund
the gap closures

$7 million annual-
ly per 10% in-
crease

$300 increase per
truck to cover
shortfall in 10
years

$5 million annually
per 10% increase

$200 increase per
truck to cove
freeway shorttfall
in 10 vyears

User pay concept

Not limited by Gann

;er pay concept

>t limited by Gar

User pay concept

Not limited by Gann

SDoes not account for reduced usage due to high toll.
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CONS

Limited application

Possibly congestion-
causing

Possibly subject to
county minimums

Expensive to install

Requires additional
right-of-way

Not permitted on
federally funded
highways

Not inflation re-
sponsive

Depending on how
levied, may reduce
truck registration
in Los Angeles

Not inflation re-
sponsive

May only be used for
state highways

Los Angeles receives
only 3/4 of contri-
bution

STEPS

1. Identify highways where
applicable

2. Seek federal legisla-
tion to permit toll

3. Obtain passage of fed-
eral legislation

4, TIssue bonds

5. Begin construction of
toll facilities

6. Begin toll collection

1. Determine methodology
for assessing local
truck weight fees

2. Seek state legislation
to use truck weight
fees for local projects

3., Obtain approval of state
legislation

4. Begin fee assessment

1. Develop statewide sup-
port

2. Co-sponsor/support
legislation

3. Obtain passage
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FUNDING SOQURCE

ADDITIONAL REVENUE
TO LOS ANGELES

¥} OS

Countywide
Vehicle Regis-
tration Fee

State Vehicle
Registration
Fee

Parking Taxes
and Fees
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$6 million an-
nually per $1
increase

$50 increase to
cover shortfall n
1.0 vears

$5 million yearly
per $1 increase

$50 increase to

cover shortfall
in 16 years

Small

Not limited by Gann
Good for limited
z ication such as

emergency response
I ogram

' £t limited by Gann

Neot limited by Gann

Encourages rideshar=-
ing

User pay concept




"

CONS STEPS YEAR
Not inflation re- 1. Develop legislation 1
spons v 2. Obtain legis”™ tive 1
authority
e user pays, but 3. Obtain approval of 2
not in relation to Board of Supervisors
benefit and majority of cities
May divert econemic
activity from Los
Angeles
Not traditionally
used for general
street and freeway
maintenance and con-
struction
Neot inflation re- 1. Develop statewide sup- 1-2
sponsive port
2. Co-gponsor/support 2
The user pays, but legislation
not in relation to 3. Obtain passage 2=3
benefit
Los Angeles receives
only 85% of contri-
buticn
New collecticon mech- 1. Ceonduct public opinion 1
anism needed research
2. Develop legislation to 2
Often used for city rermit countywide
General Fund pur- assessment
poses 3. Obtain legislative 2
authority
Could inhibit devel- 4. Develop public and 2-3
opment areas private sector support
5. Develop campaign/ballot 3
language
6. Hold election 3
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FUNDING SOURCE

ADDITTONAL REVENL
TO LOS ANGELES

PROS

Countywide
Hotel Room Tax

Traffic Fines

Local Benefit
Assessment/
Community
Facilities
Districts

Redevelopment
Finance

148

$6.4 million per
% of hotel r m
tax

47% tax to cover
shortfall

$760,000 per
vear for 1%
across-the-
board traffic
fine increase

395% increase to
cover shertfall
in 10 years

Small - associated
with specific proj-
ects

Depends on rede-
velopment agency
priorities

Total available

in Los Angeles =
$200 million per
year, insufficient
to cover shortfall

Charges visitors to
the area, but not
ne~agssarily in re-
lz ion to benefit
received

May be designated
to penalize trucks
for congestion and
pavement damage
due to violations

Not limited by Gann

Not limited by Gann

Payment by property
owners who benefit

Payment by developers

who benefit




CONS

ST™™S

Often used for
city General Fund
and tourism pur-
roses

May divert hotel
business from Los
Angeles

Not inflation re-
sponsive

Does not necessari-
ly charge motorists
in relaticn tco bene-
fit rec ived

A fine sufficient to
meet needs will en-
courage compliance,
thus reducing reve-
nues

Some benefit obtain-
ed by those ocut-
side of district

who do not pay

Not applicable for
regionwide shortfall
- must be tied to
specific property
owner benefit

Other competing
us ; of funds

Traditionally used
for a number of
local uses

Conduct public opinion
research

Develop legislation to
permit countywide
assessment

Obktain legislative
authority

Develop public and
private sector support
Develop campaign/ballot
language

Hold election

Develop legislative pro-
posal

Co-sponsor legislation
to increase penalty
assessments and earmark
increased assessment for
transportation purposes

Circulate petition to
Property owners

Obtain City Council res-
olution of intention
Conduct city engineer-
ing study/hold protest
hearing or election
Obtain City Council
approval

Seek redevelopment
agency expenditure
decisions for trans-
portation purposes

1-2

1-2

Ongoing
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FUNDING SOURCE

ADDITIONAL REVEN i
TO LOS ANGELES

PR.5

Joint Develop-
ment

Delay Bypass
Fee

Private Trans-
portation
Corporations

hirspace
Leasing

Debt Finance
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Small - assoclated
with specific proj-
ects

Unknown

Unknown

Small

N/A

Not limited by Gann

Pa nent by developers
who benefit

Not limited by Gann

Payment by trucking
firms who benefit
from using freeway
dur ag truck closure

Not limited by Gann

Not limited by Gann

FPayment by developers
who benefit

State highway leases
restricted to highway
account

Facilitates large
projects

May reduce project
acos  1f bond costs
are less than in-
fl: icon increase




CONS STEPS YEAR
Not used for mainte- Implementation pro- Ongoing
nance cess and time frame

varies according to
May delay higher pri- project character-
ority projects re- istics
quiring public funds
Not applicable for
regionwide shortfall
Cost to install 1. Develop proposal 1
vehicle identifi- 2. Submit for Caltrans/ pi
cation equipment FHWA approval
and billing sys- 3. Install system 3-4
tem
Feasibility not Implementation pro- Ongoing
demconstrated cess and time frame

vary acceording to proj-

ect characteristics
Apr” ‘T =ion limited Implementation pro- Ongoing
to state highways cess and time frame

vary according to
Return to county site characteristics
limited by county
minimums policy
May increase pro- l. Hold election author- 1
ject cost if izing bonds (not re-
bond costs are quired in all cases)
greater than 2. Issue bonds 2

inflation in-
crease
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A C T T O N P I. A N

The action plan elements highlighted below
compris a broe¢” r 2 of small, yet inter-
related measures a3 1 at reducing conges-
tion. Our successful battle against grid-
lock requires concerted, coordinated ef-
forts by all segments of the public and
private sectors to reduce travel demand,
better manage our streets and freeways, and
construct as many improvements as possible
through minor widenings or use of existing
rights-of-way.

IMPROWV CONGESTION
MANAGEMENT

We must provide the motorist with the
broadest possible range of effective routes
between home and work. This will require
coordinated development and aggressive man-
agement of time-saving alternatives to the
freeway, on rights-of-way that currently
exist and on major streets that parallel
the existing freeways. Not only must we
improve the travel speeds on these streets,
but we also must overcome the jurisdiction-
al "turf" barriers that currently prevent
the freeways and major parallel streets
from being coperated together as an inte-
grated commute corridor.

Provide Up-to-the-Minute Traffic Informa-
tion

All available traffic condition information
should be consolidated in one automated
data I~ 3e and the information made directly
avallable to the motorists and commercial
carriers, shippers and receivers.

Every available communications medium must
be used to instantly transmit vital infor-
mation. Examples of technology currently
available today to relay traffic informa-
tion include: automated telephone informa-
tion, cellular phones in cars, public
access computer files, Silent Radio in
parking garages, changeable message signs,
roadside radio and FM sideband transmission
channels. The traffic information should
be easily accessible from home, in the of-
fice, and on the road so that the motorist
can choose where, when and how to travel
through Los Angeles.
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system, as discussed in the Action Plan's
Up-to-the-Minute Traffic Information sec-
tion.

Reduce "Spectator Slowing”

"Spectator slowing" can be controlled. HNew
operating policies are needed to reduce
distractions during rush hour. Routine law
enforcement should be performed off of the
freeway whenever possible.

Motorists need to be reminded that they are
helping to create congestion every time
they slow to see what is happening. Motor-
ists also need to be reminded that improv-
ing their car maintenance will reduce free-
way breakdowns and resulting congestion.

Provide Lane Closure Information

All construction that temporarily elimi-
nates a travel lane should be scheduled to
avoid the rush hours. Furthermore, seven
days a week traffic lane-closure informa-
tion should be published in newspapers and
broadcast on radio and television and up-
to-date changes made available through the
improved conscolidated communicaticons sys-
tems.

Divert Peak Hour Trucks

We must discourage trucks from using busy
freeways during peak hours by providing
alternative freeway routes. A demonstra-
tion project is recommended to prohibit
trucks from using the Santa Ana and Golden
State Freeways during rush hours. To les-
sen the impact on businesses, truck deliv-
ery zones in nonresidential areas should be
exempted from the existing noise ordinances
which restrict truck delivery hours.

REDUCE TRAVET. DEM. . IND

INCREASE RIDESHARING

An average car in Los Angeles has room for
four people but only carries one commuter.
Since a car takes up the same amount of
room on the freeway whether it has one per-
son in it or four, we must persuade people
that it is in their interest to share a
ride with their neighbor in order to reduce
the number of cars on the freeway. And
that doesn't mean every day. If everyone
took the bus or shared a ride just once
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Implement Flex-Time

All government agencies should consider de-
veloping a strategy for significantly stag-
gering their work hours. In addition to
improving rush hour traffic conditions,
c¢itizens would be better served by extended
government hours.

Expand Telecommuting

Establishment of a model program for the
"smart" worksite is recommended. Informa-
tion developed from the model could be used
tc implement and market "smart" neighbor-
hood work-sites throughout the county.

TITNCREASE CONSTRUCTION
Repair Streets

The streets in Los Angeles are falling
apart due to the lack of systematic mainte-
nance. Proper maintenance will save scarce
public funds in the long run, but will cost
an additional %150 million per year and
will require adoption of comprehensive
pavement management systems in every city.

Construct Freeway Improvements

Los Angeles vitally needs approximately
$4.5 billion in new construction projects
for the freeway system by the vear 2000.
The specific recommended improvements to
our freeway system are identified in the
Freeway Chapter. These improvements do not
address the long-term need for new free-
ways. The recommended improvements are
congervative -- they emphasize improving
capacity of existing freeways or completing
gaps 1in the freeway system.

Revise Construction Punding Priorities

With very limited funding available for new
freeway construction, LACTC must give high-
est priority to projects which provide the
maximum increase in capacity for each dol-
lar spent. Capacity must be defined as the
ability to move people rather than vehi-
cles. For example, a carpool lane, a ramp
bypass lane, or a transitway could receive
a higher funding priority than other free-
way projects. However, reconstruction of a
particularly constricted interchange or
another project that would improve the
overall freeway system might also warrant




high pr’ »rity. LACTC must develop a cost-
mobility me -surement to evaluate the rela-
tive ~lor‘=y of all new construction

pro: s.

INCREASE REVENUES

New sources of revenue are needed to imple-
ment the action plan.

Establish New Local Revenue Source

The most important revenue source should be
new locally generated funds dedicated ex-
cly " re” " to Los Angeles freeways and

stz :s. A 1/2 percent county sales tax
would generate $325 million each year and
would be sufficient to meet our short-term
needs on streets and freeways. A county
sales tax would also ensure that all pro-
ceeds would be spent on roads in Los Ange-
les. Steps should be taken to develop the
specifics of such a proposal, assess its
public acceptability and prepare for deci-
sions and actions necessary to implementit.

Increase State Gas Tax

Even if a new local revenue source 1s im-
plemented in Los Angeles, the state will
continue to have difficulty in meeting its
obligation to properly maintain the freeway
system and provide matching funds for
available federal transportation dollars.
State gas taxes are the traditional source
of funding for freeway and street construc-
tion and maintenance. An increase in the
state gas tax is necessary and the gas tax
must be exempted from Gann Initiative limi-
tations.

Establish SAFE Funding

The third new revenue source recommended is
the impositicon of a one dollar fee on vehi-
cle registrations in Los Angeles County to
improve the call box system in the county.
Call boxes are a vital communicat® ans link
for all emergencies on the freeway. We
need to finish the system and improve call-
box response times.

STEPS REQUIRED

The following pages contain a table of the
specific strategies discussed above and a
listing of the steps necessary to implement
them.
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OBJECTIVES

Improve emergency
related communi-
cation programs

STRATEGITES

Improve both call box response
time and the timeliness, avail-
ability and accuracy of emer-
gency traffic information by
creating a Service Authority
for Freeway Emergencies (SAFE)

Develop and install a linked
network of up-to-the-minute
traffic/congestion information
systems including: silent
radio systems in parking
garages, public information
telephone, changeable message
signs, mobile highway adviso-
ry radio, and commercial radio
announcements

ACTTON REQUITRED

1. LACTC seeks state legislation to expand
the scope and bonding authority for the
use of SAFE in Los Angeles.,

2. LACTC obtains resolutions from the Coun-
ty Board of Supervisors, the City of Los
Angeles, and a majority of the cities in
Los Angeles.

3. LACTC is designated as the SAFE, per
state law.

4. LACTC/SAFE negotiates services and reim-
bursement costs with DMV and CHP.

5. DMV collects $1.00 fee. i
|

6. SAFE funds improvements.

1. LACTC/SAFE programs money for installa-
tion of linked computer network on free-
way in STIP.

2. LACTC/SAFE funds installation and main-
tenance of network on freeways and at
central control center.

3. LACTC/SAFE funds installation and main-
tenance of equipment on major streets,
parking garages and other high-volume
traffic locations.

4. LACTC/SAFE funds operation of centraliz-
ed control functions, including rocadside
radio and Caltrans/California Highway
Patrcl, and the Los Angeles City opera-
tions staff.
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Increase surveil-
lance of freeway
system operation

Demonstrate ef-
fectiveness of
implementing
computer-1linked
freeway/street
corridors

Provide lane closure informa-
ticn

Install state-of-the-art inter-

active equipment in freeway
(i.e., closed circuit telewvi-
sion, direct feed aerial
surveillance, fiber-optic
loops, "Smart" signals and
interactive ramp meters

Implement roving emergency
road service trucks

Create a cooperative and co-
ordinated traffic management
team comprised of Ce trans,
CHP, L.A. City DOT

5.

SAFE implements and markets public ac-
cess traffic information services by
telephone/computer.

LACTC requests Caltrans/CHP to create an
improved consolidated communications
system to inform the public of planned
lane closures. The : formation would be
available to radioc and TV stations, and
accessible by phone or co »>uter.

LACTC, Caltrans, and California Highway
Patrol determine state-of-the-art inter-
active equipment necessary to properly
cperate and efficiently manage the free-
way system.

LACTC programs capital expenditures in
the STIP.

LACTC/SAFE identifies and programs funds
for ongoing operations.

Caltrans, California Highway Patrol, and
Scouthern California Automobile Club pre-
pare an evaluation of the cost-effective-
ness of roving emergency rcad service
trucks.

LACTC establishes financial plan and
recommends program structure, roles and
re: onsibilities.

Re: onsible agency implements program,
if cost-~effective.

LACTC/Caltrans/Los Angeles County
Department of Transportation, and the
California Highway Patrol implement
"Smart" corridor demonstratiocn project
on Santa Monica Freeway and adjacent
Streets.
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OBJECTIVES

Create an inter-
active system of
computer-linked
freeway/street
corridors

Increase peak
hour capacity of
all major streets

Reduce Spectator
Slowing

Reduce Driver-
Caused Conges-
tion

STRATEGTES

LACTC creates a countywide
Technical Task Force. The
Task Force ghould include
Caltrans, CHP, L.A. City DOT,
LAPD, LACTC, representative
public works directors, law-
enforcement and emergency
agencies potentially affected
by the system

Establish and enforce parking
restrictions on designated
major streets during peak
hours

Request responsible agency to
develop operating policies to
minimize the impact of routine
traffic enforcement activities,
roadway maintenance and con-
struction on rush hour freeway
traffic flow

Improve traffic regulation,
enforcement and driver educa-
tion

ACTITON REOUIRED

Task Force evaluates cost-effectiveness
and efficiency of "Smart" street demon-
stration project.

Task Force develops "Smart" street sys-
tem implementation plan, including
capital and operating costs.

LACTC seeks approval of system plan by
local jurisdictions, and adopts plan.

"Smart" Street Countywlde Technical

Task Torce identifies major streets

on which on-street parking should be
prohibited.

As a condition of receipt of streets and
roads subsidies, LACTC requires recipi-
ents to adopt and enforce "no-parking”
ordinances on streets identified by the
task force.

LACTC requests that Caltrans and the
California Highway Patrol develop and
implement appropriate operating poli-
cies. |

DMV publishes a booklet, to be endorsed

in annual registration notices, explain-
ing how breaking traffic laws increases

congestion.

The booklet becomes required reading in
driver education courses.

DMV/CHP encourage media coverage of the
booklet's content and avallability.
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Reduce Congestion
from Major Free-
way accidents

Reroute or pro-
hibit truck traf-
fic on selected
freeways during
peak hours

Increase Emergency Response
Traffic Teams

Test prcohibition/rerouting of
trucks to reduce peak hour
accident related congestion in
a demonstration project on the
Golden State/Santa Ana Freeway
corridor

LACTC asks Caltrans/CHF to increase the
imber of emergency response teams from

one to four, place the at strategic

geographic locations t -‘oughout the

cou :y, and have full-time staff assign-

ed.

LACTC uses the SCAG Truck Delivery Task
orce to help develop a coalition with
the trucking industry.

LACTC and the trucking industry coali-
tion identify truck delivery zones in
non-residential areas which would war-
rant exemption from the existing noise
ordinance to permit deliveries before
the a.m. peak hours and after p.m.
peak hours.

LACTC formally reguests, through Cal-
trans and FHWA, a.m. and p.m. peak hour
truck restrictions on Route 5 by
designating Routes 210 and 57 as com-
mensurate alternate routes.

LACTC seeks state legislation 1if re-
quired.

In concert with the peak hour truck
restrictions, LACTC requests exemption
from noise ordinances in truck
delivery zones along the Route 5
corridor.

Evaluate effectiveness of demonstration
pr¢ =zct. LACTC seeks expansion of pro-
gr: , 1f warranted.




OBJECTIVES STRATEGIES
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Increase Ride- Develop a linked system of
sharing carpool lanes and a strategy
for implementation

Expand public/private ride-
sharing marketing

Design and implement an emer-
gency ridesharing back-up

system
Promote Other Establish Transportation Man-
Demand Manage- agement Associations (TMA) in
ment Strategies all traffic impact areas in

Los Angeles

ACTION REOUIRED

LACTC holds public workshops and a pub-
lic hearing on carpool lane map and
implementation strategy.

LACTC adopts carpool lane map and plan.
Caltrans and SCAG adopt the same plan.

LACTC and CTC program funds in STIP for
individual carpocl. lanes.

LACTC monitors delivery of the projects
as programmed in the STIP and monitors
project implementation.

Commuter Computer designs and coordi- ]
nates implementation of a unified pub-
lic/private ridesharing. ‘

SCAG implements study as a element of
its Overall Work Program.

LACTC implements a demonstration proj-
ect, if warranted.

Local agencies and Commuter Computer
identify traffic impact areas.

LACTC assists Commuter Computer and re-
sponsible local jurisdictions in estab-
lishing TMAs.

Local agencies, Commuter Computer and
LACTC identify funding sources for candi-
date TMAs, such as Prop. A Local Return,
Incentive Program Funds, or local sales
tax revenues.
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Encourage cities to adopt
Transportation Impact Mitiga-
tion Ordinances for new in-
dustrial and commercial
developments to offset con-
gestion they cause

Support adoption of local ordi-
nances requiring large firms to
implement incentives tc encour-
age their employees to ride-
share

Encourage City, County, State
and Federal governments located
downtown to significantly stag-
ger their work hours

Assist developers/employers to
establish "Smart" neighborhood
worksites

4.

TMA's and local agencies develop work
plans which include ridesharing, tele-
commuting, flex time, signalization and
other Transportation System Manage ent
measures.

LACTC and local agencies evaluate effec-
tiveness of TMAs ¢ d expand program, 13
warranted.

LACTC establishes suggested guidelines
for crdinances.

Local jurisdictions adcpt and enforce
ordinances.

LACTC establishes suggested guidelines
for cordinances.

Local jurisdicticns adept and enforce
crdinances.

Government agencies identify services
that could be better performed early
in the merning or in the evening.

LACTC and other governmental agencies
implement staggered work hour program.

SCAG develops a demonstration program
for "Smart" worksite concept.

SCAG and private sector construct a
demcnstration worksite.

SCAG and Con uter Computer evaluate and
promote "Smart! neighborhood worksites
to the private and public sector.
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Encourage Estab-
lishment of Pave-
ment Management
Systems in cities
throughout Los
Angeles County

Maximize the use
of existing re-
sources

STRATEGILES

Educate local jurisdictions on
the cost-effectiveness of pave-
ment management systems

Program fuhds that will become
available to Los Angeles to
provide maximum increase in
capacity for each dollar spent

LACTC assures that Caltrans
constructs freeway projects on
schedule and within budget

LACTC advocates receivir~ addi-
tional freeway projects in Los
Angeles at the State and Feder-
al level

LACTC seeks private financial
participation in pubklic trans-
portation projects such as
soundwalls and interchanges

LACTC takes an active role in
new federal legislation to as-
sure that Los Angeles annually
receives its appropriate share
of taxes

ACTITON REQUIRED

LACTC conducts workshop for staff from
the cities and the county which explain
the advantages of pavement management.

LACTC assists local staff in developing
a pavement management program.

LACTC, with city and county staff, seek
approval from city councils and county
supervisors for pavement management
programs.

LACTC develops a cost-meobility table to
evaluate the pricrity of all new con-
struction projects.

LACTC uses the new cost-mobility table
to effectively allocate existing sources
of funds.
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Provide addition-
al locally gen-
erated revenue to
properly main-
tain ou streets
and construct
necessary im-
provements on the
freeway system
throuc out Los
Angeles

Encourage 1 e
state to meet its
obligations to
the state high-
way system

Improve call box
and emergency
response/informa-
tion systems

Take steps to develop a
specific proposal to locally
generate funds dedicated to
streets and freeways, assess
its public acceptability and
prepare for decisions and
actions necessary to mplement
it

Raise the state gas tax

Advocate for change to the Gann
expenditure limitation at the
state level

Take steps to estal ish a Ser-
vice Authority for Freeway
Emergencies (SAFE)

LACTC conducts public opinion research.

LACTC develops public and rivate sup-
port for a locally generated funding
proposal.

LACTC develops legis ation for locally
generated revenue dedicated to freeways
and streets, if warranted by steps 1
and 2.

LACTC obtains legislative authority
for proposal.

LACTC develops campaign and ballot
language.

Voters approve locally-generated revenue
increase.

LACTC allocates funds for freeway im-
provements and improved city street
maintenance.

LACTC works with other transportation
agencies, the business community, and
the public to gain support for an in-
crease to the state gas tax.

LACTC works with other transportation
agencies, the city and Los Angeles to
remove the Gann expenditure limitation
fro gas tax funds.

LACTC takes steps 1-6 described under
the "improve emergency related communi-
cations program objectives™.
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FUTURE SPEED - The average estimated speed
at which traffic will be flowing during the
peak hour in the year 2005. This estimate
is based on the projected number of people
who will want to use the freeway as compar-
ed to how many vehicles the freeway can
carry. These future speeds are just esti-
mates and do not account for inadegquate
geometric design, steep grades, sunglare,
and other factors. These future speeds re-
flect the inf i1ence of the Proposition A
Rail System construction. Source: South-
ern California Association of Governments
Regional Transportation Plan model runs,
1985, courtesy of Gary Moon.

PEAK PERIOD DURATION - The time each day
which has the greatest level of congestion.
This congestion occurs both in the morning
and in the evening. The peak direction of
travel is indicated by the following abbre-
viation : EB - Eastbound. NB - Northbound.
SB - So :hbound. WB - Westbound. Source:
Caltrans Speed Map, 1983 and 1986.

VOLUME-CAPACITY RATIO - Ratio of volume to
capacity. Volume represents the number of
vehicles that want to use the freeway.
Capacit represents the maximum number of
vehicles per hour the freeway can carry. A
volume capacity of 1.0 means that the free-
way is at its aximum carrying capacity. A
volume-c: acit ratio of 2.0 means that the
freeway i two times above its theoretical
carrying load. The maximum load 1is theo-
retically 2,000 vehicles per lane. Source:
Current - California State Department of
Transportation, Route Segment Report, Vol-
ume 2, 1985. Future - Southern California
Association of Governments Regional Trans-
portation Plan model runs, 1985, courtesy
of Gary Moon.

EAST LOS ANGELES INTERCHANGE - The Inter-
section of five freeways near downtown Los
angeles. The freeways are: Santa Menica,
Santa Ana, Pomona, Golden State (Routes 10,
101 & 5, 60, and 5).







CURRENT#
AVERAGE PEAK
ANNUAL PERIOD
ROUTE # OF DAILY VOL/ DURATION
NUMBER LIMITS LANES TRAFF CPCTY. AM
ANTELOPE VALLEY FREEWAY
14 Kern Co. Line to Palmdale Blwvd. 4-6 1le.5 0.4 NB--
SB--
14 Palmdale Blvd to Scledad Cyn Rd 4-5 29.4 0.8 NB--
SB-~-
14 Soledad Canyon Road to Route 5 4-10 51.0 0.5 NE--
SB--
ARTESIA FREEWAY
91 Route 110 to Route 710 9-12 99.2 0.6 EB --
WB 6:00 TO 8:00
91 Route 710 to Route 605 8-10 180.9 1.0 EB --
WB 5:45 to 8:30
91 Rte 605 to Orange Co. Line 8 157.8 1.0 EB --
WB 6: 0 £t 8:30
CORONA FREEWAY
71 Route 10 to Holt Avenue 4 31.1 0.5 EB --
WB --
FOOTHILL FREEWAY
210 Route 5 to Route 118 & 139.6 0.5 EB --
WB --
210 Route 118 to Route 2 8 53.9 0.4 EB -~
WB --
210 Route 2 to Route 134 8-10 k6.0 0.5 EB --
WB --
210 Route 134 to Route 605 _-10 150.4 0.9 EB --
WB 6:30 t 8:15
210 Route 605 to Route 30 8-10 122.0 0.7 EB --

WB 6:30 t 8:15
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FUTURE* **
PEAK  PEAK PEAK AVERAGE PEAK
PERIOD PERIOD PERIOD SEGMNT . ANNUAL PERIOD
SPEED  DURATION SPEED ACCDNT  DAILY VOL/ SPEED* *
AM PM PN RATE TRAFF CPCTY. AM  PM
-- NB-- -~ 50% 15.1 0.2 —- 55
-- SB-- -- 55 --
NB-- -~ 70% 16.1 0.2 -- 55
-- g7 .- -- 55 --
-~ NB-- -~ 50% 53.0 0.5 -~ o
-~ SB-- -~ 55 -~
-~ EB 3:00 TO 6:45 35 90% 118.7 0.7 52 --
42 WB -- -- -- 52
- EB 3:00 to 7:00 23 60% 197.1 1.3 - 38
28 WB -- -- 38 -
-- EB 4:15 to _:30 49 30% 216.2 1.5 -- 33
42 WB -- -- 33 -~
-~ EB -- -~ 40% 35.4 0.5 -- 54
-~ WB -- -- 54 --
-- EB -- -~ 20% 40.7 0.4 55 -
—- WB -- - -- 55
-- EB -- -- 50% 60.1 0.5 55 --
-~ WB -- -- -- 55
-- EB -- -- 110% 57.4 0.4 55 --
-~ WB -- - -~ 55
-~ EB 3:45 to 6:30 27 40% 170.3 1.3 -- 27
39 WB -- - 39 --
-- EB 4:15 to 6:30 46 40% 133.8 0.8 -- 46
39 WB -- - 39 -
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FUTURE* **
PEAK PEAK PEAK AVERAGE PEAK
PERTQCD PERIGD PERIOD SEGMNT ANNUAL PERIOD
SPEED DURATION SPEED ACCDNT DAILY VOL/ SPEED**
AM PM RATE TRAFF CPCTY. AM PM
-- NB -- ~--=  50% 109.%9 0.8 -- 51
-- SB -- -- 51 --
- EB -~ -- 100% 43,2 0.3 55 --
- WB-- -- -- 55
- NB -- -=-  40% 56.6 0.4 - 55
—-— SB -- - 55 --
-- NB -- -—  40% 100.3 0.8 -- 52
-- SB -- -— 52 --
-- NB ~-- -- 60% 40.0 0.3 -- -=
2 5B -~ -~ 27 --
- NB -- --  90% 112.6 1.0 -- 51
- SB -- -— 51 --
- NB 4:45 to 6:30 36 T70% 129.3 1.0 -- 36
26 SB -- -- 26 -
- NB 4:30 to 5:00 53 50% 151.2 1.2 -- --
-- SB -- -- 43 --
- NB -- --  40% 242,0 2.9 - -
40 5B -- -- 32 --
- NB -- --  40% 262.7 1.6 -- --
25 SB -- -= 25 --
-- NB 3:15 to 5:45 36 70% 206.5 1.3 -- 36
28 SB -- - 28 --
46 NB 2:30 to 7:00 15 290% 260.9 1.6 28 28
46 SB 3:00 to 5:00 17 28 28
30 NB 3:00 to &:30 33 40% 223.6 1.7 25 25
-- SB 2:45% to 7:00 30 -- of
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CURRENT*
AVERAGE PEAK
ANNUAL PERIOD
ROUTE 4 OF DAILY VOL/ DURATIC
NUMBER LIMITS LANES TRAFFEF CPCTY. AM
110 Route 91 to Route 405 g8 176.0 1.0 NB 7: ) t 8:30
SB --
110 Route 405 to 9th Street 5-8 81.8 0.9 NB 7: 0 t 8:15
SB —-
HOLLYWOOD FREEWAY
170 Route 5 to Route 101 8 85.0 0.7 NB --
SB 7:15 t 8:15
101 Rte 134/170 Interchange to Rte 110 8 217.2 1.0 NB 8:15 £t 8:45
SB 6..0 t 100
LONG BEACH FREEWAY
710 Route 10 to Route 60 & 70.7 0.7 NB --
SB —-
710 Route 60 to Route 5 8 132.3 0.9 NB --
5B —-
710 Route 5 to Route 91 8-10 153.8 0.7 NB /:30 to 9:30
SB —--
710 Route 91 to Route 405 2 148.8 0.7 NB ~--
SB --
710 Route 405 to Route 1 6 119.2 1.0 NB --
SB --

MARINA FREEWAY

90 Route 1 to 405 6-8 46,7 0.6 EB --
WB --
90 Route 405 to Slauson &6 3 .0 0.4 EB --
WB -~

PASADENA FREEWAY

110 Terminus to Route 5 & 59.5 0.7 NB --
SB 6:45 to 9:15

110 Route 5 to Route 101 6-8 129.9 0.9 NE --
SB 6:45 t 9:30
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FUTURE* * *
PEAK PEAK PEAK AVERAGE PEAK
PERIOD PERIOD PERTOD SEGMNT  ANNUAL PERIOD
SPEED  DURATION SPEED ACCDNT  DAILY VOL/ SPEED**
AM PM PM RATE TRAFF CPCTY. AM  PM
33 NB -- --  70% 182.2 1.4 35 --
_— SB . - p— -
33 NB -- - 40% 129.4 1.1 33 -
J— SB - _—— _ _
-- NB 3:45 ko 6:30 44 50% 143.2 1.1 - 45
52 SB -- -- 45 --
50 NB 3:30 to 6:45 38 50% 262.0 1.9 20 20
33 SB 4:45 to 7:00 35 20 20
-- NB -- -~ 70% 115.2 1.2 43 --
-- SB 4:00 to 4:45 37 -- 43
-~ NB -- -~ 70% 151.6 1.2 43 --
-- SB 4:00 to 4:45 25 -- 43
46 NB 3:45 to 5:45 48 50% 200.7 1.4 36 36
- SB -- - - 36
-- NB -- -~ 50% 197.0 1.5 31 --
-- SB -- -- -- 31
-- NB -- - 50% 142.6 1.5 - 33
-- SB -- - 33 33
-- EB -- -- 10% 55.4 0.7 54 --
-- WB -- - —- 54
-- EB -- -- 220% 44.2 0.5 -- 55
-- WB -- -- 55 --
-- NB -- -~ 130% 65.2 0.7 -- -
31 SB -- -- 31 --
-- NB 2:45 to 7:15 20 70% 137.0 1.4 -- 20
30 SB -- -- 30 --
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FUTURE#* **
PEAK PEAK PEAK AVERAGE PEAK

PERIOD PERIOD PERIOD SEGMNT ANNUAL PERIOD

SPEED DURATION SPEED ACCDNT DAILY VOL/ SPEED**
AM PM PM RATE TRAFF CPCTY. 2aM PM
-- EB 3:45 to 5:30 35 80% 144.5 1.3 -= 35
19 WB -- -- 19 --
== 77 3:30 to 6:45 28 50% 141.4 0.9 -- 36
30 wWB -- -- 30 --
-- EB 3:45 to 6:00 40 100% 198.9 1.2 --= 43
30 WB -- -- 43 --
-- EB 3:30 to 5:30 35 140% 125.8 1.1 -= 43
-- WB -- -- 43 -=
-~ NB -- -- 40% 113.5 0.8 -- 52
-- SB -- -- 52 --
55 NB 3:45 to 6:30 53 40% 128.2 0.9 50 20
42 SB -- -- 50 -
- '™ == -- 60% 130.1 0.5 - 50
SB -- - 50 -
-- NB 3:30 to 5:30 42 50% 181.2 1.4 -- 36
34 SB -- -- 36 --
-- NB 3:30 to 5:30 36 50% 181.2 1.8 -- 22
47 SB -- -- 22 --
42 NB -- -- 40% 215.1 1.8 23 --
-- SB 4:30 to 6:00 39 -- 23
38 NB - -- 40% 215.1 1.6 28 --
- SB 4:00 to 5:00 52 -- 28
-- EB 3:30 to 5:15 36 440% 221.8 0.9 -- 36
30 WB -- -- 30 --
-- EB 3:15 to 6:15 28 60% 193.5 1.5 -- 33
27 WB -- -- 33 --
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CURRENT*
AVERAGE PEAK
ANNUAL PERIOD
ROUTE 4 F DAILY VOL/ DURATION
NUMBER LIMITS I. ES TRAFF CPCTY. AM
10 Rte 210 to San Berdo. Co. Line 8 1592.6 1.0 EB --
WB --
10 Route 605 to Route 210 10 137.6 0.7 EB --
WB 6:( to 7:45
SAN DIEGO FREEWAY
405 Route 118 to Route 101 8-12 115.4 0.7 NB --
SB 6:00 to 8:45
405 Route 101 to Route 10 £ 9 220.2 1.0 NB 7:15 to 8:00
SB 6:00 to B8:30
405 Route 10 to Route 90 8 232,55 1.0 NB 7:30 to B:45
SB 7:00 to 7:30
405 Route 90 to Route 110 8 218.6 1.0 NB 6:00 to 9:30
SB --
405 Route 110 to Route 710 g8-10 205.5 1.0 NB 6:00 to 9:00
5B --
405 Route 710 to Orange County Line 8-10 218.9 1.0 NB 6:15 to 9:00
SB --
SANTA ANA FREEWAY
101 Rte 110 to Rte 10 (Macy St =¢ ) 8 212.9 1.0 NB 6:30 to 9:15
SB --
101 Route 10 to East LA Interchar = 6 120.0 0.9 NB 7:00 to 8:30
SB -
5 East LA Interchange to RolL e .10 8 220.3 0.9 NB 6:45 to 8:30
5B -
5 Route 710 to Route 605 B 154.0 1.0 NB 6:15 to 9:15
SB -
5 Route 605 to Orange County L! e 6-8 163.0 1.0 NB 6:00 to 8:00
SB -
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FUTURE* * *
PEAK PEAK PEAK AVERAGE PEAK
PERICD PERIQD PERIOD SEGMNT ANNUAL PERIOD
sr——r DU_ATION SPEED ACCDNT DATLY VOL/ SPEED**
AM PM PM RATE TRAFF CPCTY. AM PM
-- EB 3:45 to 6:15 48 70% 174,.0 1.2 -- 44
24 WB -- —- 44 -
-~ EB 3:45 to A:15 39 50% 185.9 1.4 -— 34
R WB - - - —_—
-- N 4:15 to 6:15 44 50% 219.4 1.5 - 32
32 8B -- - 32 --
54 NB 3:30 to 6:45 33 40% 266.9 2.0 - 15
35 &SB -- - 15 --
31 NB 3:45 to 7:00 24 7% 312.0 2.1 14 14
53 SB ~-- - 14 --
31 ®_ 3:45 to 6:30 46 30% 253.0 2.0 19 19
--— SB 3:00 to 7:00 30 - 19
41 NB -- - 40% 245.4 1.9 17 --
-- 5B 3:15 to 6:00 33 - 17
31 NB -- - 30% 268.0 1.6 27 -
-- 8B 4:00 to 7:00 33 -- 27
20 NB 3:45 to 6:;15 24 100% 234.6 1.8 21 21
-— SB 3:15 to 6:15 19 -- 21
16 NB -- - 40% 1.8 21 --
J— SB - —— - -
26 NB -- - 90% 280.3 2.1 13 -
-- 5B 3:00 to 6:30 20 -— 13
38 NB -- -- 100% 217.0 2.0 19 --
-- 8B 2:30 to 6:30 32 -- 19
34 NB 4:00 to 5:00 36 50% 224.3 2.3 11 11
-- 8B 2:15 to 6:00 46 -— 11
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CURREL. . ¥
AVERAGE PE:
ANNUAL PEL._OD
~JUTE # OF DAILY VOL/ DUl TION
NUMEBER LIMITS LANES TRAFF CPCTY. AM
SAN.A MONICA FREEWAY
10 Route 1 to Route 405 8 154.3 1.0 EB --
WB --
10 Route 405 to Manning Avenue 8- 0 201.0 1.0 EB 7:15 to 10:0
WB 7:15 to 9:00
10 Manning Avenue to Route 5 10 204.5 1.0 EB --
WB 6:45 to 9:15
SIMI VALLEY FREEWAY
118 Ventura Co. Line to Route 27 6-8 71.6 0.9 EB 7:15 to 7:45
WB --
118 Route 27 to Route 405 6-12 82.5 0.6 EB 6:30 to 7:45
WB --
118 Route 405 to Route 5 7-12 53.9 0.4 EB 7:30 to 8:00
WB --
118 Route 5 to Route 210 7 49,1 0.5 EB --
WB --
TERMINAL ISLAND FREEWAY
47 Beginning of Freeway to Wi low St 4-6& 25.5 0.5 NB --
SB --
103 Route 47 to Route 1 4-6 27.0 0.4 NB --
sSB --
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FUTURE** *
PEAK PEAK PEAK AVERAGE PEAK

PERIOD PERIOD PERIOD SEGMNT ANNUAL PERIOD

SPEED DURATION SPEED ACCDNT DAILY VOL/ SPEED**
aM PM FM RATE TRAFE CPCTY. AM PM
-- EB -- --  40% l66.5 1.3 -= 40
-— 7 = -- 40 --
33 EB 3:15 to 6:45 43  50% 258.0 1.7 26 26
33 WB 3:45 to 7:00 40 26 26
-— EB 3:45 to 6:15 24 70% 254.6 1.5 -- 31
27 WB 3:30 to 5: 27 31 31
45 EB -- -- 40% 105.7 1.1 45 --
WB 4:45 to 6:00 32 -- 32
44 T == -- 50% 62.5 0.5 44 --
-- WB 4:45 to 6:00 46 -= 46
24 EB -- --  40% 72.7 0.4 24 --
-—- WB -~ - - -
-- EB -- -=- 40% 38.7 0.2 55 --
-- WB -- -= -- 55
-- NB -- -- 180% 31.0 0.3 -- 55
-- SB -- -- 55 --
~- NB -- --  90% -- -- -= -
~= SB -= - - -
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ROUTE
NUMBER

101

101

101

134

134

134

* X

&k ok
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CURRENT¥*
AVERAGE PEAEK.
ANNUAL PERIOD
# OF DAILY VOL/ DURATION
LIMITS LANES TRAFF CPCTY. AM
VENTURA FREEWAY
Ventura Co. Line to Mulheolland Dr.8-10 16.4 0.7 EB 7:15 to
WB --
Mulholland Drive to Route )5 6-8 175.3 1.0 FB 6:15 to
e 71:00 to
Rte 405 to Rte 170/134 Interchan 8 237.8 1.0 EB 6:30 to
WB -~
Rte 170/134 Interchange to Rte 5 6 123.8 1.0 EB --
WB --
Route 5 to Route 2 & 123.8 1.0 EB --
wWB —-
Route 2 to Route 210 6 123.8 1.0 EB --
WB --

current speeds are from actual samplings taken during 1983 or 1986.

Future speeds are estimates which do not account for inadeguate
and other factors.

geometric design, steep grades,

sunglare,

Future freeway speeds are based on a model which did not take
into account the effect of the Proposition A Rail System.




PEAK PEAK
PERIOD PERIOD
SPEED DURATION
AM PM
46 EB --
- WB -
26 EB 3:30 to
51 WB 3:45 to
24 EB 3:30 to
47 WB 3:00 to
-- EB 5:00 to
-- WB 3:30 to
-- EB 5:15% to
R WB -
R EB [
[ WB R

6:15

FUTURE** *
PEAK AVERAGE PEAK
PERIOD SEGMNT ANNUAL PERIOD
SPEED ACCDNT DAILY VOL/ SPEED**
PM RATE TRAFF CPCTY. AM PM
--  30% 168.8 1.2 42 --
-- -- 42
37 50% 293.5 2.6 7 7
36 7 7
28 40% 285.1 2.6 7 7
27 7 7
45 30% 174.1 1.6 -- 29
53 -- 29
36 30% 174.1 1.3 -- 39
-- 30% 174.1 1.1 -- 43
_— 413 -
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A PENDIX TO STREETS CHAPTER

P ETTTTY TN CE TECHNIQUES

About 95 percent of the streets in Los Angeles
are asphalt which ages due to the effects of
our Southern California sun and rain. The re-
sulting pravement cracks and loss of surface
gravel leads to deeper cracks, potholes and
the eventual erosion of the pavement.

There are two categories of road repair work:
maintenance and rehabilitation. In Los Ange-
les, the preferred maintenance for local
streets is ¢~ lled slurry seal and the prefer-
red maintenance for major streets is called
thin resurfacing.

A slurry seal is an unheated mixture of small
gravel and asphalt that is spread over the
surface of pavement. It is applied to asphalt
which is still smooth and has only weathered
enough to lose its surface layers and show
small cracks. In Los Angeles, slurry seals are
needed about once every six years. Applica-
tion costs average around 60 cents per square
vard of pavement, including engineering, con-
struction administration, patching and crack
sealing.

A thin resurface is a one inch thick layer of
hot asphalt and gravel. It must be heated and
mixed at an asphalt plant and transported hot
to the street for application. The average
cost for thin resurfacing is about $3.75 per
square yvard including engineering, construc-
tion administration, patching and crack seal-
ing, raising manhole frames and covers, and
replacement of traffic signal loops and pave-
ment markings.* Although thin resurfacing is

*The County of Los Angeles and Caltrans have
recently indicated that a two inch overlay is
preferable to a one inch overlay. If this
approach is used, an additional $23 million
will be needed each year for street mainte-
nance.
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about six times mol costly than a slurry
seal, a thin 1 surface can last about two and
a half times as long between applications.
Most County el ineers prefer a thin resurfac-
ing on major streets which carry a heavv locad
of traffic bet use it does not disrupt raffic
as frequently.

Once every 40 - 50 years streets need major
rehabilitation. Rehabilitating a road re-
gquires the rer al and replacement of pave-
ment (reconst: tion) or the strengthening of
existing paver t by overlaying a new two-inch
thick layver of asphalt and gravel (resu fac-
ing}.

Reconstruction 'osts about $28 per squé e yard
while resurfacing ¢« sts about $14.65 per
square yard. Local streets cost less han
major streets to rehabilitate. They are gen-
erally in bet' :r condition because they do not
have to bear the load of heavy trucks and con-
tinuous traff:

Two estimates of average rehabilitation costs
are used in this report; $6.30 per sgquare vyard
for local streets, and, $14.65 per sguare vard
for major streets. These costs assume hat
slurry seals and thin resurfaces have been
applied earlier in the street's life. To find
how much is needed for maintenance in Los
Angeles, the following assumptions are made:

e During every forty years local streets
should receive six slurry seals and one
rehabilitation application for a total
cost of $9.90 per square vard of pave-
ment.

e Major streets should receive two thin
resurface applications and one rehabili-
tation application in forty years for a
total cost of $22.15 per square yard of
pavement.

] If adequate funds are made available to
properly maintain city streets, a city
can eventually achieve good paveme t
quality throughout the entire city.




CALCULATTRG MATINTENANCE NEEDS

The preferred maintenance technigques described
in the previcus section are used to calculate

average mainter 1ce needs for each city in Los
Ar~=les. Ma ' tenance needs have been estimat-
ed chrough the feollowing four steps:

1. Determine pavement area in square yards.

2. Calculate maintenance needs for local and
major streets.

3. Calculate rehabilitation needs for local
and major streets.

4. Total needs and compare to expenditures.

These four steps correspond to the chart num-
bers showing individual calculations for each
city.

Chart 1 (Pavement Area)

The purpose of Chart 1 is to calculate the
payv nent area that each city is responsible
for maintai~*ng. The amount of local and ma-
jor street pavement area is found separately
because these figures are needed on other
charts.

The numbers listed in columns 1, 2, 3, 5 and 6
were obtained from several sources. Wherever
possible, numbers were obtained directly from
the city by survey or by interviewing city
engineers, tther in person or over the phone.
In son cats 3 it was necessary to convert city
data to a consistent format.

When city data was unavailable, the total
length of a city's street was used from Cal-
trans' "Assembly of Statistical Reports -
1984", Averaging techniques were used in com-
bination with the total street length to ob-
tain numbers for columns 2,3, 5 and 6. These
averaging techniques are described below.

Each city engineer had the opportunity to re-
view and change the estimated numbers.

Column 1 lists the length of each city's
streets in maintained centerline miles. (If
yvou travel one mile in your car in one direc-
tion down a street, you have measured a cen-
terline mile.) To determine pavement area,
the width of the street is also needed. We
assumed that each city has two sizes of street
width: 1local streets and major streets.
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Column 2 lists local street length in miles.
The local street le jth of non-reporting
cities was assumed to be 65.6 percent of the
city's streets. The 65.6 percent was deter-
mined to be the average percent of local
street centerl ne mi 25 for reporting cities.

Column 3 shows aver e local street width in
feet. Non-reporting cities were assumed to
have local streets that were 40.55 feet wide,
the countywide average for 59 reporting
cities.

Column 4 shows the 2cal street pavement area.
It is calculated by multiplying local street
length (Column 2} by local street width {(col-
umn 3) by .587. The .587 converts street
length in miles and width in feet into -
thousands of square yards.

Column 5 is major street length in miles.
Non-reporting cities were assumed to have ar-
terial lengths egualing 34.4 percent of their
centerline miles, based on the countywide
average for reporting cities.

Column 6 is average major street width in
feet. Non-reporting cities were assumed to
have an average major street width of 63.40
feet based on the countywide average of 59 re-
porting cities.

Column 7 is major street pavement area. It is
calculated by multiplying the major street
length by major street width by .587 {(column 5
times column 6 times .587). The .587 is need-
ed to convert the results in the correct units
- thousands of sgquare vards.

Total pavement area, Column 8, is the sum of
column 4, local street pavement area, and
column 7, major street pavement area.

Chart 2 (Maintenance Needs)

Chart 2 is divided into two sections: local
streets (22} and major streets (2B} because
the maintenance costs are different for each
type of street. The first column on each of
the charts is the pavement area calculated in
Chart 1.

|
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Cc™mn shows the average cost of each main-
tenance application per s~are yard of pave-
ment $0.60 for each slurry seal for local
stre-t~ and $3.75 for a thin overlay for major
streets.

Column 3 shows the cost per application. It
is calculated by multiplying column one by
column two.

Column 4 shows the total maintenance cost in
forty 1 ws. It is calculated by multiplying
column 3 by the frequency of application. For
local streets, slurry seals are applied six
times in 40 years, so column 3 is multiplied
by 6. For major streets, thin resurfacing
applications are applied twice in 40 years, so
column 3 is multiplied by 2.

Column 5 is the annual maintenance cost. The
annual cost is calculated by dividing column
4, the 40 year cost, by 40.

Chart 3 (Rehabilitation Needs)

Chart 3 is divided into two sections: local
Streets (3A) and major streets (3B) because
the rehabilitation costs are different for
each type of street. The first column on each
of the charts is the pavement area calculated
in Chart 1.

Column 2 shows the average cost of rehabili-
tating a square yard of pavement -- $6.30 for
local streets and $14.65 for major highways.

Column 3 shows the cost of rehabilitation for
all streets in a city over their 40 year life-
time. It is calculated by multiplying column
one by column two.

Column 4 shows the annual cost of rehabilita-
tion. It is calculated by dividing column 3
by 40C.

Column 5 is copied from the last column in
Chart 2A or 2B, annual maintenance costs for
either local or major streets.

Column & is the sum of columns 4 and 5. It
shows the annual cost needed for maintenance
and rehabilitation in each city. An average
of $127,285,000 is needed to maintain all of
our streets each year.
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Chart 4 Summary of Needs and Shortfall)

Chart 4 s also shown in the streets chapter,
since it conta ns the most important point of
these calculat ans -- we are not spending
enough to maintain our streets.

Chart 4 has 5 columns. The first ccoclumn, ma-
jor streets, is copied from the last column of
Chart 3B. The second column, local streets is
copied f om the last ceolumn of Chart 3A. The
third column is the tetal of columns one and
two. Column 4 shows pavement maintenance ex-
penditures reported by cities.

In many cases the e’ enditures shown in column
4 are tI average of audited expenditures for
Fiscal Y ars 1981-82; 1982-83, and 1983-84
from the State Controller's Report titled
"annual eport Financial Transactions Concern-
ing Streets and Roads of Cities and Counties
in California".

EFach cit engineer was given the opportunity
to revie the average expenditures extracted
from the State Controller's report. Many
engineer's asked that the reported expendi-
tures be revised to conform with either the
City's ¢ nate Bill 300 reported maintenance
expendit res, or with the city's current esti-
mate of xpenditures.

Column 5, the maintenance shortfall, is calcu-
lated by subtracting column 4, expenditures,
from column 3, total maintenance needs. The
countywide shortfall is $111,206,000 annually.
Only four cities do not show a maintenance
shortfall.
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COLUMN NUMBER

®

@

®

LOCAL LOCAL

STREET STRE...

LENGTH WIDTH

CENTERLINE IN IN

AGENCY MILES MILES FEET
FORMULA {(Circled 4's
Refer to Column #'s)
AGOURA HILLS 43.8 34.772 31.50
ALHAMBRA 150.7 126.87 40.00
ARCADIA 141.4 101.00 40.00
ARTESTA 31.0 20.133 40.55
AVALON 6.5 6.50 24.00
AZUSA 73.3 58.10 40.00
BALDWIN PARK 102.3 67.11 40.55
BELL 38.7 25.39 40.55
BELLFLOWER 84.1 70.00 35.00
BELL GARDENS 40.3 14.00 36.00
BEVERLY HILLS 98.9 80.50 32.00
BRADBURY 3.2 2.00 38.00
BURBANK 227.4 182.00 40.00
CARSON 204.4 170.35 40.00
CERRITOS 127.4 83.57 40.55
CLAREMONT 120.0 93.00 40.00
COMMERCE 58.4 40.00 43.90
COMPTON 169.4 111.13 36.00
COVINA 108.3 80.05 40.00
CUDAHY 13.3 12.00 40.00
CULVER CITY 83.2 50.00 36.00
DOWNEY 193.5 126.94 40.55
DUARTE 52.0 41.20 38. )
EL MONTE 151.8 136.80 36. )
EL SEGUNDO 52.7 34.57 40. )
GARDENA 85.2 55.89 40. 5
GLENDALE 355.2 229.00 36. )
GLENDORA 131.5 125.00 40. )
HAWITAN GARD] S 17.5 14.40 40. )
HAWTHORNE 88.8 72.40 32, )
HERMOSA BEACH 47 .4 35.50 30, )
HIDDEN HILLS* 0 0 0
HUNTINGTON P: K 65,3 43.70 36. 3
INDUSTRY 62.3 40.87 40. .5
INGLEWOOD 185.8 11C.00 40, 3
IRWINDALE 26.9 13.50 40. 2
LA CANADA FLINTRIDGE 79.8 74.00 28..2
LA HABRA HEIGHTS 41.0 32.00 40. )
LAKEWQOD 197.0 164.10 36,72
LA MIRADA 110.9 95.30 38. )
LANCASTER 248.6 129.00 40. 2
LA PUENTE 63.6 50,40 40,77
LA VERNE 79.4 63.00 40.00
LAWNDALE 43.1 28.27 40.55
LOMITA 30.9 25.10 32.00
LONG BEACH 811.1 660.00 40.00
LOS ANGELES __TY 6,842.4 3,707.00 44.00
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L.OCAL MAJOR MAJOR MAJOR
STr—=T STREET STREET STREET TOTATL
PAVEM ™™ LENGTH WIDTH PAVEMENT PAVEMENT
AREA 1IN IN IN AREA IN AREA
1.000 S.Y. MILES FEET 1,000 5.Y 1,000 S.Y.
.587x[(£)x(:)] .587x[(:)x(:)] (:) + (:)
6472 9.08 47 .55 253 895
2,979 23.83 60.83 851 3,830
2,371 40.40 54.00 1,281 3652
484 10.67 63.40 397 881
92 .00 .00 0 92
1,364 15.20 64.00 571 1,935
1,597 35.19 63.40 1,310 2.907
604 13.31 63.40 495 1,099
1,438 24.10 70.00 990 2,428
296 26.30 79.00 1,220 1,516
1,512 18.40 60.00 648 2,160
45 1.20 64.00 45 90
4,273 45. 40 54.40 1,450 5,723
4,000 34.05  101.65 2,032 6,032
1,989 43.83 63.40 1,631 3,620
2,184 27.00 84.00 1,331 3,515
1,031 18.40 59.55 643 1,674
2,348 58.27 63.40 2,169 4,517
1,880 28.25 63.43 1,052 2,932
282 1.30 64.00 49 331
1,057 33,20 47.27 921 1,978
3,022 66.56 63.40 2,477 5. 499
919 10.80 44.51 282 1,201
2,891 15.00 64.00 564 3,455
823 18.13 63.40 675 1,498
1,330 29.31 63.40 1,090 2,420
4,839 126.20 40.40 2,993 7,832
2,935 6.50 88.69 338 3,273
338 3.10 64.00 115 454
1,360 16.40 86.75 835 2,75
625 11.90 50.00 349 974
0 0 0 0 0
923 21.60 64.00 811 1,734
973 21.43 61.69 776 1,749
2,583 75. 80 44.21 1,967 4,550
317 13. 40 64.00 503 820
1,216 5.80 44.86 153 1,369
751 9.00 32.00 169 920
3,468 32.90 64.00 1,236 4,704
2.126 15.60 66.00 604 2.730
3,029 119.60 65.33 4,587 7,616
1,183 13.20 64.00 496 1,679
1,479 16.40 64.00 616 2,095
673 14.83 63.40 552 1,225
471 5.80 61.60 210 681
15,497 151.10 80.00 7,097 22,594
95,744 3,135.40 64.00 117,791 213,535
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COLUMN NUMEER

@ @

G

LOCAL LOC L

STREET STF ET

LENGTH WIDTH

CENTERLINE IN 1

AGENCY MILES MILES . SET
FORMULA (Circled #'s
Refer to Column #'s)
LYNWOOD 97.9 65.10 32,00
MANHATTAN BEACH 89.1 77.60 30.00
MAYWOOD 26.8 23.47 40.00
MONROVIA 87.6 78.80 38.00
MONTEBELLO 122.4 8l.60 36.00
MONTEREY PARK 109.8 72.09 40.55
NORWALK 177.8 48.00 38.00
PALMDLE 124.4 64.50 40.00
PALOS VERDES ESTATES 77.9 51.10 40.55
PARAMOUNT 68.1 35.00 42.00
PASADENA 317.6 179.20 33.00
PICO RIVERA 115.3 101.50 36.00
POMONA 360.0 317.50 36.00
RANCHO PALOS VERDES 132.8 101.00 36.00
REDONDO BEACH 118.3 82.70 28.00
ROLLING HILLS* 0 0 0
ROLLING HILLS ESTATES 29.7 19.48 40.55
ROSEMEAD 75.9 49.79 40.55
SAN DIMAS 140.8 81.30 40.00
SAN FERNANDO 45.3 27.73 36.00
SAN GABRIEL 71.7 66.60 36.00
SAN MARINO 62.1 40.74 40.55
SANTA FE SPRINGS 98.3 75.00 40.00
SANTA MONICA 1 2.3 94.50 41.00
SIERRA MADRE 3.7 26.70 40.55
SIGNAL HILL 35.7 23.42 40.55
SOUTH EL MONTE 38.5 25.26 40.55
SOUTH GATE 127.2 112.20 36.00
SOUTH PASADENA 58.8 43.10 36.00
TEMPLE CITY 1.2 71.00 36.00
TORRANCE 328.5 255.70 40.55
VERNON 47.4 0 0
WALNUT 68.1 44.67 40.55
WEST COVINA ?20.6 144,71 40.55
WEST HOLLYWOOD 1.3 27.09 40.55
WESTLAKE VILLAGE 25.9 16.99 40.55
WHITTIER 187.2 138.25 36.00
TOTAL 84 CITIES 15,946.8 10,420.05
LOS ANGELES COUNTY 3,576.0
UNINCORPORATED
TOTAL ALL AGENCIES 1t 522.8

*The cities ¢ Hidden Hil
are not included in thes

cause they possess only |

s and Rol ing Hills
calculat ons be-
rivate streets

which are n¢ maintained with public funds.
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LOCAL MAJOR MAJOR MAJOR

STREET STREET STREET STREET TOTAL
FPAVEMENT LENGTH WIDTH PAVEMENT PAVEMENT

AREA TN N IN AREA TN AREA
1,000 sS.Y. MILES FEET 1,000 s.Y. 1,000 s.Y.
sart DD D@1 © + O
1,223 32.80 72.00 1,386 2,609
1,367 11.50 50.00 338 1,705
551 3.33 64.00 125 676
1,760 8.70 65.00 332 2,092
1,724 40.80 72.00 1,724 3,448
1,716 37.81 63.40 1,407 3,123
3,301 29.80 66.00 1,155 4,456
1,514 59.90 65.33 2,297 3,811
1,216 26.80 63,40 997 2,213
1,356 13.10 36.00 277 1,633
3,471 138.40 44.00 3,575 7,046
2,145 13.80 64.00 518 2,663
6,709 42.50 64.00 1,597 8,306
2,134 31.80 64.00 1,195 3,329
1,359 35.60 64.00 1,337 2,696
0 0 0 0 0
464 10.22 63.40 380 844
1,185 26.11 63.40 972 2,157
1,909 23.50 64.00 883 2,792
586 17.57 60.00 619 1,205
1,407 5.10 64.00 192 1,599
970 21.36 64.40 795 1,765
1,761 24.30 68.00 970 2,731
2,274 45.80 66.00 1,774 4,048
636 14.00 63.40 521 1,157
557 12.28 63.40 457 1,014
601 13.24 63.40 493 1,094
2,37 15.00 64.00 564 2,935
911 16.70 64.00 627 1,538
1,500 .20 64.00 8 1,508
6,086 72.80 63.40 2,709 8,795
0 47.40 40.00 1,113 1,113
1,063 23.43 63.40 872 1,174
3,445 75.89 63.40 2,824 6,269
645 14.21 63.40 529 1,174
404 8.91 63.40 332 736
2,921 48.95 64.49 1,853 4,774
__ 748 225 _ R S2R 7R __ 7?na 373 1G9 598
36,307 25,485 61,792
281,532 229,858 511,390

201
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COLUMN NUMEER

0

®

®

®

()

LOCAL ANNUAL
STREET SLURRY SEAIL TOTAL SLURRY SEAIL
PAVEMENT COS5T PER COST PER SLURRY SEAL MAINTENANCE
AREA SQUARE YARD APPLICATION COST IN COSTS
IN IN 40 YEARS IN
AGENCY 1,000 S.Y. 1,000 ¢ $1.000 1,000 %
FORMULA
(Circled #'s Refer FROM
to Column #'s) CHART 1 (:)'x (:) (:) X 6 (:) / 40
AGOURA HILLS 642 $0.60 $ 385 $ 2,311 $ 58
ALHAMBRA 2,979 .60 1,787 10,724 268
ARCADIA 2,371 .60 1,423 8,536 213
ARTES] 484 .60 290 1,742 44
AVALON 92 .60 55 331 8
AZUSA 1,364 .60 818 4,910 123
BALDWIN PARK 1,597 .60 958 5,749 144
BELL 604 .60 362 2,174 54
BELLFLOWER 1,438 8617
BELL GARDENS 296 .60 L3 - 27
BEVERLY HILLS 1,512 .60 907 5,443 136
BRADBURY 45 .60 27 162 4
BURBANK 4,273 .60 2,564 15,383 385
CARSON 4,000 .60 2,400 4,400 360
CERRITOS 1,989 .60 1,193 7,160 179
CLAREMONT 2,184 .60 1,310 7,862 197
COMMERCE 1,031 .60 619 3,712 93
COMPTON 2,348 .60 1,409 8,453 211
COVINA 1,880 .60 1,128 6,768 169
CUDAHY 282 .60 169 1,015 25
CULVER CITY 1,057 .60 634 3,805 95
OWNEY 3,022 .60 1,813 10,879 272
DUARTE 919 .60 551 3,308 83
EL MONTE 2,891 .60 1,735 10,408 260
EL SEGUNDO 823 .60 494 2,963 74







COLUMN NUMBER (:) (:) <:> (:> (:>

]
R LOCAL ANNUAL
STREET SLURRY SEAL TOTAL SLURRY SEAL
PAVEMENT COST PER COST PER SLURRY SEAL MAINTENANCE
AREA SQUARE YARD APPLICATION COS 1IN COSTS
IN IN IN 40 YEARS IN
AGENCY 1,000 S.Y. $ 1,000 $ 1.000 % 1,000 %
FORMULA
{Circled #'s Refer FROM
to Column #'s) CHART (1) @x@ @x 6 @/ 40
SAN GABRIEL 1,407 $.60 $ 844 $ 5,065 $ 127
SAN MARINO 970 .60 582 3,492 87
SANTA FE SPRINGS 1,761 .60 1,057 6,340 158
SANTA MONICA 2,274 .60 1,364 8,186 205
S ERRA MADRE 636 .60 382 2,290 57
SIGNAL HILL 557 .60 334 2,005 50
SQUTH EL MONTE 601 .60 361 2,164 54
SOUTH GATE 2,371 .60 1,423 8,536 213
SOUTH PASADENA 911 .60 547 3,280 82
TEMPLE CITY 1,500 .60 900 L4 135
TORRANCE 6,086 .60 3,652 21,910 548
VERNON 0 .60 0 0 0
WALNUT 1,063 .60 AR 3,827 96
' T COVIRD 3,445 .60 2,.5. 12,402 310
WEST HOLLYWOOD 645 .60 387 2,322 58
WESTLAKE VILLAGE 404 .60 242 1,454 36
WHITTIER 2,921 .60 1,753 10,516 263
TOTAL 84 CITIES 245,225 147,135 882,810 22,070
LOS ANGELES COUNTY 36,307 .60 21,784 130,705 3,268
UNINCORPORATED
TOTAL ALL AGENCIES 281,532 $168,919 $1,013,515 $25,338




COLUMN N [BER (:) (:) (:) (:) <:)

THIN ANNUAL
MAJOR S' EET RESURFACE MAJOR STR]1 T
PAVEMENT COST PER COST PER TOTAL THIN THIN RES RFACE
AREA SQUARE YARD APPLICATION RESURFACE COST MAINTENANCE
IN IN IN IN 40 YE; S COSTS |
AGENCY 1,000 s.Y. $ 1,000 $ 1,000 ¢ 1,000 ¢ |

FORMULA FROM () x © ©210) (1) 7 40 ‘

(Circled #'s Refer to CHART 1
Column $#'s)

AGOURA HILLS 253 $3.75 $ 949 $ 1,898 $ 47
ALHAMBRA 851 3.75 3,191 6,383 160
ARCADIA 1,281 3.75 4,804 9,608 240
ARTESIA 397 3.75 1,489 2,978 74
AVALON 0 0
AZUSA 571 3.75 2,141 4,283 107
BALDWIN PARK 1,310 3.75 4,913 9,825 246
BELL 495 3.75 1,856 3,713 93
BELLFLOWER 990 3.75 3,713 7,425 186
BELL GARI NS 1,220 3.75 4,575 9,150 229
BEVERLY HILLS 648 3.75 2,430 4,860 122
BRADBURY 45 3.75 169 338 8
BURBANK 1,450 3.75 5,438 10,875 272
CARSON 2,032 3.75 7,620 15,240 381
CERRITOS 1,631 3.75 6,116 12,233 306
CLAREMONT 1,331 3.75 4,991 9,983 250
COMMERCE 643 3.75 2,411 4,823 121
COMPTON 2,169 3.75 8,134 16,268 407
COVINA 1,052 3.75 3,945 7,890 197
CUDAHY 49 3.75 184 368 g8
CULVER CITY 921 3.75 3,454 6,908 173
DOWNEY 2,477 3.75 9,289 18,578 464
DUARTE 282 3.75 1,058 2,115 53
EL MONTE 564 3.75 2,115 4,230 1¢

EL SEGUNDO 675 3.75 2,531 5,063 127

S0z




COLUMN NUMBER

90z

Q) (D) ®

® ()

MAJOR STREET THIN ANNUAL
HIGHWAYS RESURFACE MAJOR STREET
PAVEMENT COST PER COST PER TOTAL THIN THIN RESURFACE
AREA SQUARE YARD APPLICATION RESURFACE COST MAINTENANCE
IN IN IN IN 40 YEARS COSTS

AGENCY 1,000 S.Y. $ 1,000 § 1,000 ¢ 1,000 $
FORMULA FROM O30 ) x(@ (1) 7 40
(Circled #'s Refer to CHART 1

Column #'s)
GARDENA 1,090 $ 3.75 $ 4,088 $ 8,175 $ 204
GT.ENDALE 2,993 3.75 11,224 22,448 561

338 3.75 1,268 2,535 63

HAWAIIAN GARDENS 116 3.75 435 870 22
HAWTHORNE 835 3.75 3,131 6,263 157
HERMOSA BEACH 349 3.75 1,309 2,618 65
HIDDEN HILLS 0 0
HUNTINGTON PARK 811 3.75 3,041 6,083 152
INDUSTRY 776 3.75 2,910 5,820 146
INGLEWQOD 1,967 3.75 7,376 14,753 369
IRWINDALE 503 3.75 1,886 3,773 94
LA CANADA FLINTRIDGE 153 3.75 574 1,148 29

A RA HEIGHTS 169 3.75 634 1,268 32
LAKEWOOD 1,236 3.7°7 “,635 9,270 232
LA MIERADA 604 3.75 2,265 4,530 113
LANCASTER 4,587 3.75 17,201 34,403 860
LA PUENTE 496 3.75 1,860 3,720 93
LA VERNE 616 3.75 2,310 4,620 116
LAWNDALE 552 3.75 2,070 4,140 104
LOMITA 210 3.75 788 1,575 39
LONG BEACH 7,097 3.75 26,614 53,228 1,331
LOS ANGELES 117,791 3.75 441,716 883,433 22,086
LYNWOOD 1,386 3.75 5,198 10,395 260
MANHATTAN BEACH 338 3.75 1,268 2,535 63
MAYWOOD 125 3.75 469 938 23
MONRCVIA 332 3.75 1,245 2,490 62
MONTEBELLO 1,724 3.75 6,465 12,930 323
MONTEREY PARK 1,407 3.75 5,276 10,553 264
NORWALK 1,155 3.75 4,331 8,663 217
PALMDALE 2,297 3.75 8,614 17,228 431




PALOS VERDES ESTATES 997 3.75 3,739 7,478 187
PARAMOUNT 277 3.75 1,039 2,078 52
PASADENA 3,575 3.75 13,406 26,813 670
PICO RIVERA 518 3.75 1,943 3,885 97
P( [ONA 1,597 3.75 5,989 11,978 299
RANCHO PALOS VERDES 1,195 3.75 4,481 8,963 224
RED DO BEACH 1,337 3.75 5,014 10,028 251
ROLLING HILLS 0
ROLLING HILLS ESTATES 380 3.75 1,425 2,850 71
ROSEMEAD 972 3.75 3,645 7,290 182
SAN DIMAS 883 3.75 3,311 6,623 l66
SAN FERNANDO 619 3.75 2,321 4,643 116
SAN GABRIEL 192 3.75 720 1,440 36
SAN MARINO 795 3.75 2,981 5,963 149
SANTA FE SPRINGS 970 3.75 3,638 7,275 182
SANTA MONICA 1,774 3.75 6,653 13,305 333
SIERRA MADRE 521 3.75 1,954 3,908 98
SIGNAL HILL 457 3.75 1,714 3,428 86
SOUTH EL MONTE 493 3.75 1,849 3,698 92
SOUTH GATE 564 3.75 2,115 4,230 106
SOUTH PASADENA 627 3.75 2,351 4,703 118
TEMPLE CITY 8 3.75 30 60 2
TORRANCE 2,709 3.75 10,159 20,318 508
VERNON 1,113 3.75 4,174 8,348 209
WALNUT 872 3.75 3,270 6,540 164
WEST COVINA 2,824 3.75 10,590 21,180 530
WEST HOLLYWOOD 529 3.75 1,984 3,968 99
WESTLAKE VILLAGE 332 3.75 1,245 2,490 62
WHITTIER 1,853 3.75 6,949 13,898 347
TOTAL 84 CITIES 204,373 766,399 1,532,798 38,325
LOS ANGELES COUNTY 25,485 3.75 95,569 191,138 4,778
UNINCORPORATED

TOTAL ALL AGENCIES $229,858 $861,968 $1,723,935 $43,103

The cities of Hidden Hills and Rolling ills are not included in these ca cu ations because
they possess only private streets which are not maintained with publiec funds.
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COLUMN NUMBER (:) (:) <:) <:> (g <:>

LOCAL  COST PER ANNUAL ANNUAL TOTAL
LOCAL STREETS  REHABIL- LOCAL LOCAL ANNUAL
STREETS REHABIL- ITATION STREET STREET LOCAL
PAVEMENT  ITATION EVERY 40  REHABIL- SLURRY SEAL STREET
AREA IN  UNIT COST  YEARS ITATION MAINTENANCE  MAINTENANCE
$1,000 IN N COST IN  COST IN COST IN
AGENCY SQ. YDS. $ $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000
FORMULA (Circled §'s FROM (MDx (@ ()ra0  rrom ®+ ()
Refer to Column §'s) CHART 1 CHART 2A
AGOURA HILLS 642  $ 6.30 $ 4,045 § 101 § 58 § 159
ALHAMBRA 2,979 6.30 18,768 469 268 737
ARCADIA 2,371 6.30 14,937 373 213 586
ARTESTA 484 6.30 3,049 76 44 120
AVALON 92 6.30 580 14 8 22
AZUSA 1,364 6.30 8,593 215 123 338
BALDWIN PARK 1,597 6.30 10,061 252 144 396
BELL 604 6.30 3,805 95 54 149
BELLFLOWER 1,438 6.30 9,059 226 129 355
BELL GARDENS 296 6.30 1,865 47 27 74
BEVERLY HILLS 1,512 6.30 9,726 238 136 374
BRADBURY 45 6.30 284 7 4 11
BURBANK 4,273 6.30 26,920 673 385 1,058
CARSON 4,000 6.30 25,200 630 3160 990
CERRITOS 1,989 6.30 12,531 313 179 492
CLAREMONT 2,184 6.30 13,759 344 197 541
COMMERCE i,031 6.30 6,495 162 93 255
COMPTON 2,348 6.30 14,792 370 211 581
COVINA 1,880 6.30 11,844 296 169 465
CUDAHY 282 6.30 1,777 44 25 69
CULVER CITY 1,057 6.30 6,659 166 95 261
DOWNEY 3,022 6.30 19,039 476 272 748
DUARTE 919 6.30 5,790 145 83 228




607

EL MONTE

EL SEGUNDO
GARDENA
GLENDALE
GLENDORA
HAWAIIAN GARDENS
HAWTHC NE
HERMOSA BEACH
HIDDEN HILLS
HUNTINGTON PAl
INDUSTRY
INGLEWOOD

IRWINDALE
LA CANADA FLINTRIDGE

LA HABRA HEIGHTS
LAKEWOOD

LA MIRADA
LANCASTER

LA PUENTE

LA VERNE

LAWNDALE

LOMITA

LONG BEACH

LOS ANGELES

LYNWOOD

MANHATTAN BEACH
MAYWOCD

MONROVIA
MONTEBELLO

MONTEREY PARK
NORWALK

PALMDALE

PALOS VERDES ESTATES
PARAMOUNT

PASADENA

PICO RIVERA

POMONA

RANCHO PALOS VERDES
REDONDO BEACH
ROLLING HILLS
ROLLING HILLS ESTATES
ROSEMEAD

SAN DIMAS

2,891
823
,330
4,839
2,935
338
1,36
625
0
923
973
2,583
317
1,216
751
3,468
2,126
3,029
1,183
1,479
673
471
15,497
95,744
1,223
1,367
551
1,760
1,724
1,716
3,301
1,514
1,216
1,356
3,471
2,145
6,709
2,134
1,359
0
464
1,185
1,909

6.30
6.30
6.30
6.30
6.30
6.30
6.30
6.30
6.30
6.30
6.30
6.30

6.30
6.30

6.30
6.30
6.30
6.30
6.30
6.30
6.30
6.30
6.30
.30
.30
.30
.30
.30
.30
.30
.30
.30
.30
.30
.30
.30
.30
.30
.30
.30
.30
.3

.30

OO OO OO

18,213
5,185
8,379

30,486

18,491
2,129
8,568
3,938

0
5,815
6,130

16,273

1,997
7661

4,731
21,848
13,394
19,083

7,453
9,318
4,240
2,967
97,631
603,187
7,705
8,612
3,471
11,088
10,861
10,811
20,796
9,538
7,661
8,543
21,867
13,514
42,267
13,444
8,562
G
2,923
7,466
12,027

455
130
209
762
462
53
214
98
0
145
153
407

50
192

118
546
335
447
186
233
106
74
2,441
15,080
193
215
87
277
272
270
520
238
192
214
547
338
1,057
336
214

0

73
187
301

260
74
120
436
264
30
122
56
0
83
88
232

29
109

68
312
191
273
106
133

61

42

1,395
8,617
110
123

50
158

55

54
297
136
109
122
312
193
604
192
122

0

42
107
172

715
204
329
1,198
726
83
336
154
0
228
241
639

79
301

186
858
526
750
292
366
167
116
3,836
23,697
303
338
137
435
427
424
817
374
301
336
859
531
1,661
528
336

0

115
294
473
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COLUMN NUMBER

® @

®

©

O,

®

LOCAL COST PER ANNUAL ANNUAL TOTAL
LOCAL STREETS  REHABIL- LOCAL LOCAL ANNUAL
STREETS REHABIL- ITATION STREET STREET LOCAL
PAVEMENT ITATION EVERY 40 REHABIL- SLURRY SEAL STREET
AREA IN UNIT COST YEARS ITATION MAINTENANCE MAINTENANCE
$1,000 IN IN COST IN COST IN COST IN
AGENCY SO. YDS. $ $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000
FORMUL (Circled #'s FROM X /40 FROM +
Refer to Column #'s) CHART 1 <:) <:> <:> CHART 2A (:> <:>
SAN FERNANDO 586 $ 6.3 $ 3,692 3 92 $ 53 $ 146
SAN GABRIEL 1,407 6.30 8,864 222 127 349
SAN MARINO 970 6.30 6,111 153 87 240
SANTA FE SPRINGS 1,761 6.30 11,094 177 158 435
SANTA MONICA 2,274 6.30 14,326 358 205 563
SIERRA MADRE 636 .30 4,007 100 57 158
SIGNAL HILL 557 6.30 3,509 88 50 138
SOUTH EL MONTE 601 6.30 3,786 95 54 149
SOUTH GATE 2,371 6.30 14,937 373 213 586
SOUTH PASADENA 911 6.30 5,739 143 82 225
TEMPLE CITY 1,500 6.30 9,450 236 135 371
TORRANCE 6,086 6.30 38,342 959 548 1,507
VERNON 0 6.30 0 0 0 0
WALNU 1,063 6.30 6.697 167 96 263
WEST COVINA 3,445 6.30 21,704 543 310 853
WEST HOLLYWOOD 645 6.30 4,064 102 58 160
WESTLAKE VILLAGE 404 6.30 2,545 64 36 100
WHITTIER 2,921 6.30 18,402 460 263 723
TOTAL 84 CITIES 245,225 1,544,918 38,623 22,068 60,691
LOS ANGELES COQOUNTY 36,307 6.30 228,734 5,718 3,268 8,986
TOTAL ALL AGENCIES 281,532 $ 1,773,652 $44,341 $25,336 $69,677

The cities of Hidden Hills and Rolling Hills are not
included in these calculations becduse they possess
only private streets which are not maintained with

public funds.
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COLUMN NUMBER M ©) ©), @ O O
MAJOR ANNUATL ANNUAL TOTAL
MAJOR STREET MAJOR MAJOR ANNUAL
STREET REHABIL- COST OF STREET STREET MA.JOR
PAVEMENT ITATION REHABIL- REHABIL- THIN RESURFACE STREET
AREA IN UNIT COST ITATION ITATION MAINTENANCE MATINTENANCE
$1,000 IN IN COSTS IN COST IN COST IN
AGENCY SQ. YDS. $ $1,000 $1,000 £1,000 $1,000
FORMULA (Circled #'s FROM (:))((:) (:)/40 FROM (:) + (:)
Refer to Column # s} CHART 1 CHART 2B
AGOURA HILLS 253 $14.65 3 3,706 $ 93 $ 47 $§ 140
ALHAMBRA 851 14.65 12,467 312 30 472
ARCADIA 1,281 14.65 18,767 469 240 709
ARTESTIA 397 14.65 5,816 145 74 219
AVALON 0 14.65 0 0 0 0
AZUSA 571 14.65 8,365 209 107 316
BALDWIN PARK 1,310 14.65% 19,192 480 246 726
BELL 495 14.65 7,252 181 93 274
BELLFLOWER 990 14.65 14,504 363 186 549
BELL GARDENS 1,220 14.65 17,873 447 229 676
BEVERLY HILLS 648 14.65 9,493 237 122 359
BRADRURY 45 14.65 659 16 8 24
BURBANK 1,450 14,65 21,243 531 272 803
CARSCN 2,032 14.65 29,769 744 381 1,125
CERRITOS 1,631 14.65 23,894 597 306 303
CLAREMONT 1,331 14.65 19,499 487 250 737
COMMERCE 643 14,65 9,420 235 121 356
COMPTON 2,169 14.65 31,776 794 407 1,201
COVINA 1,052 14.65 15,412 385 197 582
CUDARY 49 14.65 718 18 9 27
CULVER CITY 921 14,85 13,493 137 173 510
DOWNEY 2,477 14.65 36,288 907 464 1,371
DUARTE 282 14.65 4,131 103 53 156
EL MONTE 564 14.65 8,263 207 106 313
EL SEGUNDO 675 14.65 9,889 247 127 374
GARDENA 1,090 14.65 15,969 399 205 604
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COLUMN NUMBER

®

@

® O,

®

®

MAJOR ANNUAL ANNUAL TOTAL
MAJOR STREET MAJOR MAJOR ANNUAL
STREET REHABIL- COST OF STREET STREET MAJOR
PAVEMENT ITATION REHABIL- REHABIL- THIN RESURFACE STREET
AREA IN UNIT COST ITATION ITATION MAINTENANCE MAINTENANCE
$1,000 IN IN COST IN COST IN COST IN
AGENCY SO. YDS. $ $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000
FORMULA (Circled #'s FROM (M x 2 (3)r40 FROM @® + ()
Refer to Column #'s) CHART 1 CHART 2B
GLENDALE 2,993 $14.65 $ 43,847 $ 1,096 $ 561 $ 1,657
GLENDORA 338 14.65 4,952 124 63 187
HAWAIIAN GARDENS 116 14.65 1,699 42 22 64
HAWTHORNE 835 14.65 12,233 306 157 463
HERMOSA BEACH 349 14.65 5,113 128 65 193
HIDDEN HILLS 0 14.65 0 0 0 0
HUNTINGTON PARK 811 14.65 11,881 297 152 449
INDUSTRY 776 14.65 11,368 284 146 430
W JGLLIC 1,967 14.65 28,817 720 369 1,089
IRWINDALE 503 14.65 7,369 184 94 278
LA CANADA FLINTRIDGE 153 14.65 2,241 56 29 85
LA HABRA HEIGHTS 169 14.65 2.476 62 32 94
LAKEWOOD 1,236 14.65 18,107 453 232 685
LA MIRADA 604 14.65 8,849 221 113 334
LANCASTER 4,587 14.65 67,200 1,680 860 2,540
LA PUENTE 496 14.65 7,266 182 93 275
LA VERNE 616 14.65 9,024 226 116 342
LAWNDALE 552 14.65 8,087 202 104 106
LOMITA "0 14.65 3,077 77 19 116
LONG BEACH 7,097 14.65 103,971 2,599 1,330 3,929
LOS ANGELES 117,791 14.65 1,725,638 43,141 22,086 65,227
LYNWOOD 1,386 14.65 20,305 508 260 768
MANHATTAN BEACH 338 14.65 4,952 124 63 187
MAYWOOD 125 14.65 1,831 46 23 69
MONROVIA 332 14.65 4,864 122 62 184
MONTEBELLO 1,724 14.65 25,257 631 323 954
MONTEREY PARK 1,407 14.65 20,613 515 264 779
NORWALK 1,155 14.65 16,921 423 217 640
PALMDALE 2,297 14.65 33,651 841 431 1,272
PALOS VERDES ESTATES 997 14.65 14,606 365 187 552




PARAMOUNT o 14.65 0 5

PASADENA 3,575 14.865 52,374 1,309 670 1,979
PICO RIVERA 518 14.65 7,589 190 97 287
POMONA 1,597 14.65 23,398 585 299 884
RANCHO PALOS VERDES 1,185 14.65 17,507 438 224 662
REDONDO BEACH 1,337 14.65 19,587 490 251 741
ROLLING HILLS 0 14.65 0 0 0 Q
ROLLING H! LS ESTATES 380 14.65 5,567 139 71 210
ROSEMEAD 972 14.65 14,240 356 182 538
SAN DIMAS 883 14.65 12,936 323 166 489
SAN FERNANDO 619 14.65 9,068 227 116 343
SAN GABRIEL 192 14.65 2,813 70 36 106
SAN MARINO 795 14.65 11,647 291 149 440
SANTA FE SPRINGS 970 14.865 14,211 355 182 537
SANTA MONICA 1,774 14.65 25,989 650 333 983
SIERRA MADRE 521 14.65 7,633 191 98 289
SIGNAL HILL 457 14.865 5,695 167 86 253
SOUTH EL MONTE 493 14.65 7,222 181 92 273
SOUTH GATE 564 14.65 8,263 207 106 313
SOUTH PASADENA 627 14.65 9,186 230 118 348
TEMPLE CITY 8 14.65 117 3 2 5
TORRANCE 2,709 14.65 39,687 992 508 1,500
VERNON 1,113 14.65 16,305 408 209 617
WALNUT 872 14.65 12,775 319 164 483
WEST COVINA 2,824 14.65 41,372 1,034 530 1,564
WEST HOLLYWOOD 529 14.65 7,750 194 99 293
WESTLAKE VILLAGE 332 14.65 4,864 122 62 184
WHITTIER 1,853 14.65 27,146 679 347 1,026
TOTAL 84 CITIES 204,373 2,994,064 74,849 38,325 113,174
LOS ANGELES COUNTY 25,485 $14.65 373,355 9,334 4,778 14,112
TOTAL ALL AGENCIES 229,858 $3,367,420 $84,183 $43,103 $127,286

The cities of Hidden Hills and Rolling Hills are
not included in these calculations because they
possess only private streets which are not
maintained with public funds.
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COLUMN NUMBER <:> <:> <:> (:) (:)

ANNUAL ANNUAL
MAJOR LOCAL TOTAL REPORTED
STREET STREET ANNUAL ANNUAL ANNUAL
MAINTENANCE MAINTENANCE MAINTENANCE MAINTENANCE  MAINTENANCE
COSTS COSTS COSTS EXPENDITURES  SHORTFALL
N N N N N
AGENCY 1,000 $ 1,000 $ 1,000 $ 1,000 $ 1,000 $
FORMULA (Circled #'s FROM FROM OO, - ®
Refer to Column #'s) CHART 3B CHART 3A

AGOURA HILLS $ 140 § 159 § 299 $ 0 § 299
ALHAMBRA 472 737 1,209 1,209 0
ARCADIA 709 586 1,295 497 798
ARTESIA 219 120 339 156 183
AVALON 0 22 22 4 18
AZUSA 316 338 654 165 489
=*"~JIN PARK 726 396 1,122 314 808
274 149 423 68 355
BELLFLOWER 549 355 904 127 777
BELT GARDENS 676 74 750 255 495
BEVERLY HILLS 359 374 733 535 198
o 4 24 11 35 0 35
BURBANK 803 1,058 1,861 957 904
CARSON 1,125 990 2,115 650 1,465
CERRITOS 903 492 1,395 243 1,152
CLAREMONT 737 541 1,278 193 1,085
COMMERCE 356 255 611 315 296
COMPTON 1,201 581 1,782 829 953
COVINA 582 465 1,047 128 919
CUDAHY 27 69 96 67 29
CULVER CITY 510 261 771 771 0
DOWNEY 1,371 74 2,119 631 1,488
DUARTE 156 228 384 3 381
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EL MONTE
EL SEGUNDO

GARDENA

GLENDALE
GLENDORA
HAWATIIAN GARDENS
HAWTHORNE
HERMOSA BEACH
HIDDEN HILLS¥*
HUNTINGTON PARK
INDUSTRY
INGLEWOOD

IRWINDALE
LA CANADA FLINTRIDGE

LA HABRA HEIGHTS
LAKEWOOD

LA MIRADA
LANCASTER

LA PUENTE

LA VERNE
LAWNDALE

LOMITA

LONG BEACH

LOS ANGELES CITY
LYNWOOD

MAN. \TTAN BEACH
MAYWOOQOD

MONROVIA
MONTEBELLO
MONTEREY PARK
NORWALK

PALMDALE

PALOS VERDES ESTATES
PARAMOUNT
PASADENA

PICO RIVERA
POMONA

RANCHO PALOS VERDES
REDONDO BEACH
ROLLING HILLS*

312
374

604
1,657
187
64
463
193

449
430
1,089

278
85

94
685
334

2,540
275
342
306
116

3,929

65,227
768
187

69
184
954
779
640

1,272
552
153

1,979
287
884
662
741

204
329
1,198
726
B3

336
154

228
241
639
79
301
186
858
526
750
292
366
167
116
3,836
23,697
303
338
137
435
427
424
817
374
301
336
859
531
1,661
528
336

1.7
578
933

2,855
913
147
799
147

0
677
671

1,728
357
386
280

1,543
860

3,290
567
708
473
232

7,765

88,924

1,071
525
206
619

1,381

1,203

1,457

1,646
853
489

2,838
818

2,545

1,190

1,077

0

g8
397
728
1,838
336
6
434
58

143

120

715

260
189

23
568
333
544
46
388
17
100
6,853
32,384
222
136
73
154
1,095
394
1,457

96
256
150

2,095

22
967
397
356

21
181

205
1,017
577
141
365
289

534
551
1,013
97
197
257
975
527
2,746
521
320
456
132
912
56,540
849
389
133
465
286
809

0
1,550
597
339
743
796
1,578
793
721

0
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9]
@ ANNUAL ANNUAL
MAJOR LOCAL TOTAL REPORTED
STREET STREET ANNUAL ANNUAL ANNUAL
MAINTENANCE MAINTENANCE MAINTENANCE MAINTENANCE MATNTENANCE
COSTS COSTS COSTS EXPENDITURES SHORTFALL
IN IN IN IN IN
AGENCY 1.000 $ 1,000 § 1.000 $ 1,000 $ 1,000 $
FORMULA (Circled #'s FROM FROM (:)4-(:) (:)-(:)
(Refer to Column #'s) CHART 3B CHART 3A
ROLLING HILLS ESTATES $ 210 $ 115 $ 325 $ 74 $ 251
ROSEMEAD 538 294 832 832 0
SAN DIMAS 489 473 962 241 721
SAN FERNANDO 343 146 489 306 183
SAN GABRIEL 106 349 455 149 306
SAN MARINO 440 240 680 172 508
SANTA FE SPRINGS 537 435 972 600 372
.11 A 983 563 1,546 1,124 422
SIERRA MADRE 289 158 447 0 447
SIGNAL HILL 253 138 391 1¢°- "6
SOUTH EL MONTE 273 149 422 159 263
SOUTH GATE 313 586 §99 4.5 443
SOUTH PASADENA 348 225 573 a 508
TEMPLE CITY 5 371 . . 159
TORRANCE 1,500 1,507 3,007 1,603 1,404
VERNON 617 0 617 567 50
WALNUT 483 263 746 46 700
WEST COVINA 1,564 853 2,417 762 1,655
WEST HOLLYWOOD 293 160 453 0 453
WESTLAKE VILLAGE 184 100 284 0 284
WHITTIER 1,026 723 1,749 817 932
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TOTAL 84 CITIES 113,173 60,691
LOS ANGELES COUNTY 14,112 8,986
UNINCORPORATED AREA

TOTAL ALL AGENCIES $127,285 $69,677

*The cities of Hidden Hills and Rolling Hills are

not included in these calculations because they

possess only private streets which are not
maintained with public funds.

**Four cities show 0 pavement maintenance shortfall

for this reporting period.

173,864

23,0098

$196,962

71,666 102,198
4,000 9,098
$85,666 $111,296












GLOSSARY

Bypass Lane - One of the traffic lanes of a
metered freeway on-ramp reserved for buses
and carpools, to bypass the ramp stop light
when entering the freeway.

California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) - The state agency responsible
for construction and operation of the Cali-
fornia state highway and freeway system.

California Transportation Commission - The
state agency created in 1977 to program
federal and state transportation funds.

Call Boxes - Telephones installed along the
shoulder of freeways which stranded motor-
ists may use to call for help. In Los
Angeles, the phones are connected directly
to a California Highway Patrol dispatching
center.

Carpool - At least two people travelling in
a car, van or bus.

Carpocol Lanes - Lanes on a highway or free-
way which are restricted for use by vehi-
cles carrying two or mcre passengers.

Commuter Computer - A publicly-funded agen-
cy officially known as Commuter Transporta-
tion Services Inc. It provides matching
servic s for people wanting to carpool (or
vanpool) and consults with industry to
develop transportation system management
plans.

County Minimums - A provision of Senate
Bill 215, enacted in 1981, that requires
each county in the state to receive at
least 70 percent of its proportional share
of funds programmed in the TIP.

Fiber Optics - Fine glass fibers which
transmit light impulses carrying informa-
tion between computers or telephones.
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Major street - A street which typically
carries high volumes of traffic, serves
commercial areas, and has lane markings and
traffic signals. Engineers all major
streets arterials and secondary streets.
Major streets vary in width from two to
eight lanes.

Mobility - The ability to move quickly from
one place to another.

Park-and-Ride lot - A parking lot where
commuters may park their cars and either
catch a bus or rail transit line to work or
share a ride with another commuter in a
private automobile. Caltrans currently
operates many free park-and-ride lots
throughout the county.

Peak Hour or Peak Pericd - The time (cur-
rently up to four or five hours) in the
morning and afternoon/ evening of a tvypical
weekday during which the greatest number of
people are using the freeways and streets.
Peak period speeds listed in this report
are the average speeds for days when there
are no traffic accidents. According to
Caltrans, 50 percent of all congestion is
caused by traffic accidents, thus making
the actual speeds slower than those proj-
ected.

Proposition A - In Los Angeles County, a
1/2 percent increase in sales tax approved
by the voters in 1980 for public transit.
Of the Proposition A revenues, 25 percent
is returned to local jurisdictions for
local transit services, 35 percent is used
by LAC.. for development of countywide rail
transit system, and 40 percent is allocated
at the discretion of the LACTC.

Real-time - Up-to-the-minute.

Ridesharing - More than one person sharing
in the use of the vehicle to make a trip.

Right(s)-of-Way - Land or rights to land
used or held for transit or publicly dedi-
cated streets and roads.

Roadside Radio - Radio broadcast from an
emergency vehicle for a short distance.
Used to inform motorists of congestion.
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