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L INTRODUCTION

Planning Research Corporation. was retained by the Western Free­

way Council to condu.ct a study of alternate locations developed by the

California Division of Highways for the p:roposed Route 162 Freeway,

commonly called the Beverly Hills Freeway. The principal purpose of

the study wa.S to provide a comparative analysis of the econon"lic impact

of these alternate locations to be submitted to the State Highwily Engineer

and the California Highway Commission for their use in final route rec­

ommendation and adoption. The study consider s each alternate location

primarily in terms of (l) its service to nearby iamilie;;;. (2} its impact

on present and future land use and population growth, and (3) its present

and future impact on municipal tax revenues through land removed from

the tax rolls and through its impact on adjacent property values.

The alternate locations developed by the Division of Highw2_Ys a1'C

shown on the map in Exhibit 1. The axea to be tra.versed extends from

Ardmore Avenue on the east to the San Diego Freeway on the west, and

includes the City of Beverly Hills and parts of the City of Los Angeles.

The magnitude of this project is apparent from the lengths of the altel'­

n"l-te locations (which vary from 9.2 to 1 0.3 miles} and from preliminary

cost estimates for their completion (from $168 million up}. From 144:,000

to' 175,000 people reside, respectively, within a two-mile band centered

on each of the two basic alternate locations.

The two basic alternate locations (shoV\'n in red and blue in Ex­

hibit 1) are relatively close together between their eastern tet'minus at

Ardlllore Avenue and the eastern city limits of Beverly Hills (at approxi­

mately Doheny Drive}. From this point west to the San Diego Freeway

they diverge rather widely, with the red location following a path gen­

erally north or Sunset Boulevard and the blne location (with its green,

broken green, and broken blue variations) following alol1g or near Santa

Monica Boulevard.
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c Discussion and sl8tistlcs ca'e presented in this report fOl~ the basic

red and blue alternate locations and for segm.ents and variations of these

basic altenlatcs. A definition follows of the m.ore comm.only fOlL'1d terms:

Western portions of hasic alterna.te locations: That segment of
each aJ.ternatebetween theSan biego Freeway and Doheny D:rive
(eastern city limits of Beverly I-:Iills).

Bl-l.Ic alter.nate variations:

a. Basic blue variation: This variation is routed to the north
of Santa Monica Bou1evard at two sepa:;:ate points. Within
the city limits of Beverly Hills, it passes to the north (or
behind) churches located on the north side of Santa Monice.
Boulevard. West of Beverly Hills, it is again routed north
of Santa Monica Boulevard. At the western end, this latter
variation is commonly called the Ohio Avenue var~~tion.

b. Broken green variation: This variation occurs at the
western~ue-altel"nate, and routes this alternate
down Santa Monica Boulevard from the western city limits
of Beverly Hills to the San Diego Freeway.

L·
c. Green (solid) variation; This variation 8.gain occurs at the

western end of the orue alternate, and calls for o. location
south of Santa Monica Boulevard. It is cor.nrnonly called
the Missouri Avenue variation.

u

d. Broken Blue variation: This is a variation within the city
limits of Beverly HilTs. Its location remains on Santa
Monica Boulevard and passe~ south (in £:tont of) the churches
located on. the north side of Santa Monica Boulevard.

These segments and variations are the ones with the greatest basic

differences in economic impact and are, thel:e£ore, the ones cited rnost

frequently in the following sections.

A summary of the principal fi.ndings of this study will be found in

Section II, which immediately follows. Section III contains an analysis

of comparative population impact, and Section IV discusses the COmpal"a­

tive impact on properties and municipal revenues_
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II. SUMMARY

1. In te:rms of local service, population and populo.tioD growth

data indicate that at least 21 percent more people would be served by a

freeway located along the broken green variation of the blue alternate

(i. e., along S{'inta Monica Boulevard) than would be served by one lo­

cated along the red alteraaie. This percentage will rise substantially

in the future. M01'€OVer, from Doheny Drive west to the San Diego Free­

way, where there is a substantial geographic divergence between the two

alternates, the difference in people to .be served by the blue a.1ternate,

as opposed to thIS red, increases to 87 percent. 1£ attention is confitied

for these same segments (i. e., from Doheny Dl'ive to the San Diego

Freeway) to only that population living north of the Ted alternate an.d south

of the blue alternate, the difference in service in favoT of the blue alter­

nate increases to J33 percent.

Wit"l regard to comparative service at the western termini of the

two alternates, the population within a two-mile radius of the intersec­

tion of Santa MOllica Boulevarcl and the SoD Diego Freeway (the bhIe al··

ternate terminus) is 55,700 (or 100 percent) greater than the population

within a similar area around the intersection of Sunset Boulevard and

the San Diego Freeway (the red alternate t.erminus). Even the addHion

of the ultimate population increase 01 20,513 projected by the Lo:~ Angeles

City Planning Department fOi- that pal'l of th (;' Santa. Monica lvlountain

Area which is most relevant to the present adoption proceedings (i. e. ,

for an area north of Sunset Boulevard which extends app.:roxinl.ateJy two

miles west and two Iniles east frOln the intersection of Sunset Boulevard

and the San. Diego Freeway) does not change the significantly gre,;;>.ter

service to be provided by a freeway with the blue alternate terminus.

2. Zoning and deed restrictions along the western portion of

the red alternate (from the San Diego Freeway to Doheny Drive) p:cevent

more intensive land use o[ the present singlc-fa.mily unit development.

This is not true along the blue a.lternate or a.long the eastern portion of

the red alternate (between Doheny Drive and Ardmore Avenue). A

4



freeway along one of these latter locations would pass through areas in

which there is already a large number or apartIncnts or in which a con­

version to multiple-dwelling units is occi..ii"r.ing. Sucha freeway wou.ld

stimulate the present conversion trends and tend to shorten the time

span in which this conversio~would otherwise OCCU1', A freeway along

the wester" portion of the red alternate, however, can have no such ef­

fect since, in fact, there cannot be more intensive land development.

3. Overall, a freeway along the red alterna,tc would displace

172 more famDics than ct freeway along the broken green-broken blue

variation (i, e., a location entil'ely on Santa Monica Boulevard) of the

blue alternate. With regard to the we~tern portIons of these two alter­

nates {i. e., bet"veen the San Diego Freeway and Doheny D:rivel, the l'.:;d

alternate location would displace 45 fewer family units, which is a rel­

atively small difierence. Of consj,dera.bly nlOre significance is the fact

that this portion of the red alternate would displace 45 times as many

single-family units (402 along the western portion of the red alternate

a s compared with 9 along the Santa Monica Boulevard variation of the

blue alternate). It appears evident, therefore, that the immediate col­

lective community impact or disruption will be considerably less along

the blue alternate than along the red alternate.

4. Additional problems and costs occur either to the property

owner or to the state as a result of partial lots created by the right of

way. Either a new use suitable for the slualler land area luust be found

by the property owner, or the property must be sold (and at a probable

loss in value). If the state has acquired property title, then it is faced

with the additional burden and cost of disposing of the partial lot. Pre­

liminary right of way n'laps arc subject to variations in their final form;

therefore, it is not possible to cOlupare precisely the number of such

lots to be created by each alternate. A tabulation from these prelimi­

nary maps, however, indicates that the nUlnber of partial lots created

by a red alternate location would be on the order of 75 percent more

than the nUITlber created by a blue <llternate location.

5



5. Estimated acquisition costs of the Santa Monica Boulevard

variation of thE:: blue alternate are $5.3 million less than for the red al­

ternate. This cost difference is almost entirely accounted {or by the

difference in acquisition costs between the western portions of these

two a.lternates. This portion 'of the J:ed alternate has an estimated ac­

quisii:ion cost of $60.4 milli.on, as compared with $55.7 million for the

Santa Monica Boulevard variation of the blue alternaLe.

6. The annual loss in property tax revenues resulting fran, a

freeway along the red alternate would be a,ppl'oximately one-half million

dollars greater than the loss rcsulb.ng from a freeway along the Santa

Monica Boulevard variation of the blue aHerne.te. Such a loss is both

immediate (following right of way acquisition) and permanent. Given

a fixed tax rate and fixed property valuations, over a ten-year period

the red alternate locaboa would result in an increlTIental loss of $5

million lTIore than a Santa Monica. Boulevard location. Increo.sing tax

rates, increasing property values, and increasing assessed valuations

will have the future effect of increasing the difference in this loss.

7. Freeway locations do affect the va.lue of all types of adjacent

property through which they cue placed. Both the amount and direction

of these changes in value come about primarily as a result of changes

in land use, and reflect both the relocation of activity from previous lo­

cations and the new activity attracted that had not previously existed.

Where more intensive land use is permitted and desir~d, the change in

land value is almost invariably upward. In other words, new freeways

serve as economic stimula.nts only where other conditions are favorable

to econonlic developm ent.

In the case of residential properties, prices reflect not only the

intensity of land use but a combination of such other factors as conven­

ience to work and business activity, and social, cultural, esthetic, and

educational amenities. The presence of a new freeway m.ay have either

a positive or a negative effect on all or anyone of these forces affecting

land values. Where changing or more intensive land uses a:!'e pennitted,

propert}' values have increased. Where such changes in land use are
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not perm.itted, and where ihe social disturbance i~ gl'eai:, property values

do not increase and, in fact, may decrease.

The implications of the comparative impact on these forces by a

freeway a.long the alternates under consideration is clear. Along the

bluc aHerna.te or along the eastern portion of the red alternate (where

more intensive land use is permitted an.d is in fact occurring), the p:ccs­

ence of a new freeway 'Nill generally have a ~tilnub.ting effect en prope::.:ty

values (with the possible exception of a narrow bcwd approximating one

block on eithe1: side of the freeway), As these property values increase,

inCl.'cases in assessed valu.ations will follow with a resultant increase in

property tax flows.

The opposite effect, however, can be anticipated along the western

portion of the Ted alternate. Changing and more intense land use cannot

occur, so that the presence of a new freeway cannot exel·t a stirnulating

effect on. this force. Rather, the impact of a new heeway will fall upon

those social, 'cultural, esthetic, and other amenitie s which also have a di­

rect bearing on property values. There is little doubt that the influence

of a freeway located along the western portion of the red alternate will

be negative on these latter forces, and the resulting direction of property

values will be downward and dramatically downward for properties locat£:d

close to the right of way.

Total current property values in an area extending outward approxi­

mately 300 feet on either side of this portion of the red alternate (from

the San Diego Freeway to Doheny Drive), but not including the right of

wa.)', are on the oruer of $120 million. A decrease of only 20 percent

in property values in these relatively narrow bands would result in a

penalty cost to property owners on the order of $24. million, while a

30 percent decrease would result in a loss in value on the order of $36

million. This is a penalty which would nol be experienced by the prop­

erty owners adjacent to the western portion of the Santa Monica Boule­

vard variation of the blue alternate.

There would be an additional loss in property tax revenues on the

order of $600,000 annually arising from the loss in property values along

7



the western portion of ihe red route. The SUITl of this incremental loss

and the incrementa} loss of $500,000 occurring from rig11t of vray differ­

ences totals $1.1 m.illion amlUally. Thus, over a ten-year period the lo­

cation of a freeway along the red a.lternate would result in an increnH~ntal

loss of $11.0 million morc in property Lax revenues than a loca,tion alC"l11.g

the Santa Monica BoulevCl I'd variation of the blue Cllternatc.
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III. COMPARATIVE POPULATION HI/IFACT

A. Families To Be Displace~

One immediate impact of a new fl-eeway is, of course, the number

of families displaced by the new right of way. Generally, these dis­

placed farnilies do not represent a net loss in populo.tion to the metro­

politan area. They must, however, go through the disl"Uptions, hard­

ships, and costs associated with a move not of their own choosing. The

degree of impact of- such disruptions will vary with such factors, among

others, as family size, length of residence wilhin the cornmunily, prop··,
erty ownership, and financial position.

Data in Exhibit 2 reflect the number of families to be irnrnedlately

affected by the proposed alternate locations, These data, developed by

the California'Division of Highways, aTe shown by segment for the ba.sic

red alternate and by segment fOT thl'E)c variations of the basic blue alter­

nate. Within the C:ity 0: Beverly I-Ells, the number of units to be dis­

placed by a blue alternate location north of the churches is shown, This

is followed, fox each of the three variations of the basic blue alternate,

by an indication of the incremental units to be displaced by a location

south of the churches (1. c., one that remains on Sa,nta l\.10nica Bouleval'd

within the city limits of Beverly Hills. Other combinations using the

brown connectors result in the displacement of adc1iti.onal falnili.es ove:c

the numbers shown in Exhibit 2..

Overall, the broken green (Santa Monica Boulevard) vaJ:iation of

the basic blue alternate will cause the least number of fami les to be dis­

placed. As shown in Exhibit 2, this variation requires t.he displacement

of either 3,646 families or 3,663 families along its entirety, depending

on whether it is located north or south, respectively, of the churches in

Beverly I-Ells. This is either 189 or 172 fewer families than along the

red aJte rna te, which r equiy c s the sec ond lowe si total numb e r of familie s

to be displaced.

Also of note is the difference in the number and character of fam­

ilies to be displaced along the western portion of each basic alternate.

It is these portions (from the San Diego Freeway to Doheny Drive) which

9
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EXHIBIT 2 - DWELLING UNITS TO BE REMOVED BY ALTERNATE LOCATIONS

Multiple

Number Number Total Number
Single of of of Dwelling

Family Buildings Units Units
""--

Red Alternate

San Diego Freeway to Doheny Drive 402 14 89 49J.
Doheny Drive to Ardmore Avenue 701 616 2,643 3,344

Total 1 r 103 030 2,73't: 3,835

Blue Alternate

(a) Broken-Green (Santa Monica) variation:

San Diego Freeway to Moreno Drive 9 24 194 203
......

Moreno Dr. to Dohenv Dr. (North of0
Churches)(l) , 88 27 228 316

Doheny Drive to Ardmore Avenue 978 508
.

2,149 3,127
Total 1,075 559 2,571 3,646

Moreno Dr. t~ Doheny Dr. (South of
Cburches}(.1) - 88 + 9 + 105 + J.'7

Total 987 568 2,676 3,663
(b) Blue (Ohio) vCI.rlG'.tion:

San Diego Freeway to Moreno Drive 230 135 903 1,133
Moreno Dr. to Doheny Dr. (North of

ChuTches}(l) 88 27 228 316
Doheny DTlve to Ardmore Avenue 978 508 2,149 3,127

Total 1,296 b70 3,280 4,sTb'
Moreno Dr. to Doheny Drive (South of

Churches)(l ) - 88 +568 + 105 + 17
Total 1,20S 1,238 3,385 4,593
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EXHIBIT 2 (Continued)

(\ '\

Multiple

Number Number Total Number
Single of of of Dwelling

Family Buildings Units Units

( c) Green (Missouri) vG'.riation:

San Diego Freeway to Moreno Drive 106 184 748 85'~

Moreno Dr. to Doheny Dr. (North of
Churches)(l) 88 27 228 316

Doheny D:r-ive to Ardmore Avenue 978 508 2,149 3,1z'7
Total 1,172 719 3,125 4,297

Moreno Drive to Doheny Drive (So-u.th
of ChuTche s)( 1) - 88 +568 + 105 + 17......

1,28i...... Total 1,084 3,230 4,314

Note.: (1) A variation (broken blue) to this sector of the basic blue alternate within the City of
Beverly Hills runs south of the churches (i. e., remains on Santa Monica Boulevard) and,
depending on the type of construction, requires the removal of additional dwelling unts.
The incremental adjustment for this location is shown for each bhe alternate vCl.riation.
The number of units shown in the exhibit lor the broken blue location (south of the churches)
is for the combination depressed withwalls and tunnel construction. Construction with
depressed walls only requires the removal of an additional 98 family dwelling units ove:r
those removed with the combination construction.

Source: California Division of Highways.



have the widest geographic difference (see map in Exhibit 1). For ease

of conlparison, these data are summarized from Exhibit 2 in the follow­

ing table.

Red A]texnale

Dwe!.ling Unils Di~plac~~

Single Multiple
Family Units Total

c'

San Diego Freeway to Doheny Drive

Blue Alternate

a. Broken Green (Santa MonicCJ. Blvd):---

San Diego Freeway to Doheny Drive
(north of churches)

San Diego Freeway to Doheny Drive
(south. of chu:rchcs)

b. Blue (Ohio Avenue):

San Diego Freeway to Doheny Drive
{north of churche s}

San Diego Freeway to Doheny Drive
(south of churche s)

c. Green (Mis soud Avenue):

San Diego Freeway to Doheny Drive
(north of churches)

San Diego Freeway to Doheny Dl'lve
(south of churches)

402

97

9

318

230

194

106

89

422

527

1131

1236

976

1081

491

519

536

1449

1446

1170

118?

(~
'c< ../

The western portion of the red alternate displaces 28 fewer fam-·

Hies than the western portion of the brohen green variation which runs

north of the churches, and 4.5 fewer families than the broken green varia.­

tion which runs south of the churches. (The red alternate and both bro­

ken green variations displace considerably fewer units tha.n either the

Ohio or Missouri variations of the western portion of the blue a1l.:ernate.")

A difference of either 28 or 45 families is relatively small. A much

more significant distinction is the one apparent from the differences in­

dicated as to the type of dwelling units to be displaced. Along the west-

ern portion of the red alternate, 402 single-farnily ·units are to be displaced.

12
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This is four tin1.es the 97 single-family units to be displaced along the

broken green variation north of the churches and almost 45 times the

9 single -family units to be displaced by a broken green va dation which

remains on Santa Monica Boulevard (i. e., south of the churches). The

opposite prevails with regard to multiple -family units. Only 89 such

units are to 1.>e displa.ced along the red alternate a.s compared with 4ZZ

or S27 olQne the broken green variation. Independently of any othcJ.'

socioeconomic characteristics that might be compared, it can be safely

generalized [roni these data that the P'oup of families to be displaced

by the broken green variation of the blue alternate aTe of a more mobile

nature (i. e., are not burdened by prop-;rty ownership) "'lith immediate

communily ties of p:L'obably shortel' duratior:... Ivro:::-co'vcT, because of

a smaller average fan1.ily size, they probably represent fewer num.bers

of people totally. It appears e\rident, therefore, that the immediate

collective community impact or disruption will be considerably less

along the broken green variation of the blue alternate than along the red

alternate. This is not to minimize the bU)'den which Inay fallon any

one family but rather to pl'ovide an insight as to the con1.parativc iTnpact

on all families along each alternate.

B. Local PoeulatLol1 To Be Served

Freeways are, of course, constructed in o1.'der to improve

traffic service, and one significant measure of the coniparative impa,ct

of alternate locations is the comparative r~umbeT of people residing ad­

jacent to each. It is these families who compl'ise the principa.J. market

to be served by the new fl-eeway.l The following paragraphs present data

lImproved service is, of course, also provided to through t~affic and
to traffic flowing to local employm.ent and commercial centers. In this
regard, a freeway along the blue alternate location would be inlmedi­
ately adjacent to downtown Beverly Hills and the new regional business
complex under development at Century City. It also \vould provide a
more direct access to Westwood Village, the smalleT commercial and
governrnental center in West Los Angeles and the Veteran's Hospital,
than would a freeway along the red alternate location,

l3

r
I
I·



c

l)

concerning the population to be served within a band wh'ich extends one

mile north and one mile south of the basic I'ed and blue alternates. Pop­

ulaHon data for the blue altenlate al'e for the broken green (Santa I'v1.onica

Boulevard) variation. Other variations to the blue alternate vary only in

an extremely mjnor way from the population data p:t'csented for the bro­

ken green variation.

Data are also p:resented concerning the comparative population

growth along each alternate. Such data provide a good measure of the

basic economic forces at work in shaping the direction, character, and

scope of developn'lent occurring in a given area (e. g., access, income,

housing costs, zoning, di stance to employrnent, cmd housing p1"eferenc e).

Fl"orn this analysis, an evaluation can then be made of the com.parative

impact of each alternate location on the direction and chal'acter of the

deve lOpluent all' e ady 0 c cur l' ing .

As shown in Exhibit 3, the local population to be served along the

blue alternate as of October 1963 totaled 174,681. This is 30,579 (or

21 percent) more than the 144,105 in a similar band along the red altel'­

nate. Thus, the local se-rvice to be provided by the blue alternate, as

measured in terms of local population density, is 21 pel'cent greater

than along the reel route.

The most significant difference in the local population to be served

occurs along the western portions of each alternate location (from the

San Diego Freeway to Doheny Drive), where the two alternates have

their widest geographic divergence. The da.ta in Exhibit 3 for October

1963 show a local population 0 f 57> 67 5 along the blue alternate - - alm.o st

twice the 30,860 along the western portion of the reel a1(;el'nate. This

compares with a difference of only 3,764 along the ea$tern portions

(from Doheny Drive to Ardmore Avenue) of these two altern<J.tes. It

emphasizes that the western portion of the blue I:oute will provide the

greatest im.provement in traffic service (87 percent greater than the

red alternate) to the loc al population.

This last point receives additional emphasis when only the popu­

lation residing within an area one mile north of the western portion of

the red alternate is compared with t.he population residinc; one mile

14
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EXHIBIT 3 - POPULATION WITHIN ONE MILE NORTH AND ONE MILE SOUTH OF THE RED AND
BLUE ALTERNATE LOCATIONS, 1960 A.ND 1963

Population

Red Alternate April 1960 Oc tobe r 1963 L11.crease

San Diego Freeway to Doheny Drive 27,940 30,860 2,920

Doheny Drive to Ardmore Avenue 106,205 113,245 7,040

Total 13~,145 144,105 9,960

Blue Alternate (Broken-Green variation)

San Diego Freeway to Doheny Drive 52,280 57,675 5,395
I-' Doheny Drive to Ardmore Avenue 110,612 117,009 6.397(Jl

Total 162,892 174,684 11,792

Note: The Blue Alternate data shown are for the green-dash variation. Other variations of the
blue alternate show insignificant differences (less than 600) with these figu::es.

Sources: U. S, Census, 1960; Los Angeles City P1an..11.ing Com.mis sian and Los Angeles County Plan­
ning Com.mission. Detailed population data by census tract are presented in the appendix.
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south of the western portion of the blue alternate. This eliminates the

area of overlap between the two alternates in which a proportion of

re sidents would re side about equidist<U1t from each alte Tnate. As of

October 1963, there were 28,818 people living within an area one mite

south of the western portion of the blue alternate. This is 16,460 (or

133 percent) more than the 12,358 resident.:: living n.ortb of the western

portion of the red alternate. Again, it is clear that the local market to

be served by the western portion of the blue alternate is considerably

larger than that to be served by the western portion of the red alternate.

The data in Exhibit 3 also show that the population along the entire

length of the blue alternate increased by a total of J 1,792 between April

1960 and October 1963. This is 1,832, or about 18 percent, more than

the increase of 9,960 which occul'red along the entire red alternate dur­

ing the same time period. The significance of the difference between

the western portions of the two alternates in ternlS of the opportunity for

greater local service improvement is again apparen.t. The jncl'E)ase of

5,395 along the western portion of the blue route between April 1960 and

October 1963 is almost twice the 2,920 increase along the red route.

Continuation of these trends OVel' time will, of course, greatly widen

the disparity in favor of the blue alternate, and particularly its western

portion, in terms of improved service to the local populo_tion. The forces

affecting these trends and the comparative impact of the two alternates

upon them are consi.dered in later paragraphs.

c. Popul~~ion Adjacent to the Western Termini

The pl'esent red and blue alternate locations under consideration

do not extend west of their respective intersections with the San Diego

Freeway.} Considera.ble discussion, however, has concerned the com­

parative service irnp:rovements to be provided present and future l"esi­

dents west of the San Diego Freeway. Two population comparisons,

therefore, were developed for those areas within an approximate one­

mile radius and within an appl"oximate two-m.ile radius of the intersec­

tions of the blue and red ctltcrnales with t.he San Diego Freeway. These

IWit1~ the exception of req'l.lirements [or ralup connectors with surface
streets.

16



C'

c

LJ

areas include-: portions of the Santa Mordca Mountaili Areapresently under

long-range study by a nLlmber of private and governmental groups as to

the desired and possible scope and character of ultirnate development.

Considerable diver.gence of opinion exists among these groups (-which

include property owners and adjCl_cent property owner groups, as well

as various govermnent pLuUling agencies) as to the scope and character

of an optima_l development. One factor 2_ppears certC'_iD. and this is that

complete or ultimate development, whatever its final character may be,

will occur only over an extended period of time.

The cornparc.ltive population data in Exhibit 4 are for a semicircle

extending westward f:;.·Oi.n the termini (If the red and blue alternates,

with the San Diego Freew<:LY fonning the base lor both sernkirc1es. (See

map in Exhibit 5.) From the data in Exhibit 4, it is clear that an alter­

nate freeway location ending at or near the intersecting point 01 Santa

Monica Boulevard and the San Diego Fl'eeway will provide local sel'vice

improvements to approximately 100 percent more people than would an

altern.ate ending at or near the intcrsecti.on of Sunset Boulevard and the

San Diego Freeway.

A comparison of population growth rates in ther:;e two areas be­

comes of particular significance in considering the question of future

service req_'irernents as that portion of the Santa Monica 1,,1ountain Area

which falls within the red alternate semicircle is developed. Between

1960 and 1963, as shown in Exh ibit 4, the population adjacent to the blue

alte rnate te rminus inc r e as ed by rno re than S IX time 5 the inc re as e in

population adjacent to the red alternate terminus. Thus, even if the

population growth within the blue alternate semicixcle were to cease

altogether and the average annual increase in the red alternate se.mi­

circle were to triple, it would be fifteen years before the total population

was equivalent. The obvious point is that population growth adjacent

to the western terminus of the red alternate can increase dl"rirnati­

cally over its present trend and still, in a cOlnpara-tive sense, a free­

way with a blue a.lternate te:nninus will provide service to a considerably

larger population. To the extent that the present difference in population

17



·I\-../ EXHIBIT 4 - POPULATION V/ITI-lIN A ONE-MILE SEMICIRCLE
OF THE WESTERN TEH.MINI OF THE Al.TERNATE
LOCATIONS

Popula~ion Within One -Mile
Semicircle

G

W €: S te 1"11 T € nninu s of
Red Alternate

Wester~ Tern1inus of
Blue Alternate

April
1960

8,520

14,673

October
1963

9,158

18,758

Increase

638

4,085

()

Note: The San Diego Freeway is the base for each semicircle which
extends in a westerly dil'ection with a one-mile radius. See
map in Exhi.bit 5.

Source: D, S. Census, 1960 I Los Angeles City Planning Commission;
Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission. Detailed
population data by census track are presented in the appendix
of this report.
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growth trends continues, the d8grec of greater comparative local ser­

vice to be provided by a freeway with a blue alternate termjnus will

increase.

In order (;0 provide another nJ.casure of the relative ilnportance

of the ultimate development of that part of the Santa Monica Mountain

Area within a somewhat expanded but still relevant area to the Vlcstenl

terminus of the red altel'no.te, an additional analysis was made of pop­

ulation within a range of approximately four miles to the north of this

terminus. The population data shown in Exhibit 6 ene for an area en­

tirely north of Sunset Boulevard extending approx.imately two m-iles

e as t and two mile s \x,Te st 0 [ the red alte rnat e te rm.i nu s at the San Diego

Freeway. (This area is outlined on the map in Exhibit 5.) Present

population data and ultimate population projections for this area, as

shown in Exhibit 6, are those developed by the Los Angeles City Plan­

ning Department. Present population within this area totals 17,705,

and the ultimate population j s expected to be on. the order of 38,218, which

is an increase of 20,513 over sonle undefined but lengthy time period.

The absence of a more precisely defined time frame for this pro­

jected ultimate population makes it of doubtful value to the present se­

1ection of the red or blue alternate. One Ineaningful measure, however,

of its l"elative significance (independent of time consideratio:1.s) is its

size in relation to the present tutaJ population within a complete two­

mile circle around each of the western termini of the red and blue al­

ternate Ioeabons. These dat.a are shown in Exhibit 7.

As shown in Exhibit 7, the present population within a complete

two-mile radius of the western terrninus of the red alternate totals

54,012. This compares with a total of 109,712. in a similar area around

the west~rn terminus of the blue alten1.ate. It would be possible, there­

fore, currently t.o impose the entIre expected ultjmate population grovrth

of 20,513 projected for this pal"t of the Santa Monica Mountain A"l'ea to

the pre sent populc.tion of 54,012 within a two -mile radiu s of the we ste rn

texlninus of the red alternate, and the improvem.ent in local se:r.vice to

be provided by a Ted alternate location would still not approach that to

be provided by the blue alternate. The sum of these two preceding

20



../ EXHIBIT 6 - PRESENT AND ULTIMATE POPULATION 1l\1 THAT PART
OF THE SANTA MONICA MOlJNTAIN AREA WITHIN AP­
P.I:{OXIMATELY TWO MILES OF THE 'v'v'ESTEHN TEn.MINUS
OF THE RED ALTERNATE

Drainage 1962 Ultimate
Divides Population Population

20 1,765 5,379

21 1,140 2,885,
22. 1,650 1,720

23 2,135 4,482

24 470 5,667

25 2,480 3,022

26 5,250 5,610

27 965 5,713

(j 28 ) ,850 3,740---
17,705 38,218

Pl'ojected Increase: 20,513

Note: The drainage divides listed are those any part of which falls
Within a two-mile radius· of the western terminus of the red
alternate. Population data are for the entire drainage divide.

Source: Prelimi.nary General Plan, Santa Monica Mountain A rea Study,
Revised to AiH) 1963, Los Angeles City Plannin.g Department:
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EXHIBIT 7 - POPULA'IrON WITHIN A TWO-MILE CIRCLE OF' THE
WESTERN TERMINI OF THE RED J-\ND BLUE ALTERNATES

Populahon Vfithin A Two­
Mile Circle

{
'{,.~/

Western Terminus of
Red Alte rnate (Sunset
and the San Diego
Freeway)

Western Tel'n~inus of
Blue Alternate (Santa
Monica Boulevard and
the San Diego Freeway)

April
1960

47,762

99,968

October
1963

54,012

109.712

Inc rcase

6,250

9,744

G

Source: U. S. Census, 1960; Los Angeles City Planning Commission,
Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission. Detailed
data by census tract will be found in the appendix.
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popula.tion figures for the red alternate is 74,525, which is 35,187 less

than the existing population within a two-mile rad1us of the western

terminus of the blue route. In other words, even given the presence

of the ultimate population projected faT the most :relevant part of the

Santa Monica Iviow'ltain Area, a fJ.-c8way with a blue alternate western

term.inus (i. e., Santa Monica Boulevard and the San Diego Freeway)

will provide 32 percent gre<'1te:r local sE':rvice, a.s mea-slJ_red by adj;;l_cent

population density, than would a freeway with a red alternate western

terminus (i. e., Sunset Boulevard and the San Diego Freeway).

The greater -populaUon increase occurring in the vicinity of the

westen), terminus of the blue alternatE' is also apparent in Exhibit 7.

Between April 1960 and October 1963, population in this area increased

by 9,744 as compared to 6,250 in the similar area on the red alternate.

Continuation of these present trends, and any continued del;;l.ys in develop-
- - .-

rnent of the Santa Monica Mountain Area, will 'only serve to increase the
---. --

difference in favor of the blue alte:rno.te in terms of the greater service

improvement to be provided.

In summary, the absence of a more pI'ecise time frame for de-
------

velopluent of the Santa Monica MountainArea: makE: 8 its ultimate devel-
-----

opment of doubtful value to the present problem of route adoption between

Ardmore Avenue and the San Djego Freeway. Even given the assumption

of an ilnmediate development, the presence of the projected ultirnate pop­

ulation would n.ot affect the considerably greater (32 percent) se:r:vice im­

provement to be provided by a freeway terminating at or near Santa

Monica Boulevard and the San Diego Freeway.

D. ImpactOn Future Population Grovrth

A recent study] by the Los Angeles City PJanning Department in­

dicates that in general the blue altern.ate east of Fairfax Avenue (see nlap

in Exhibit 8) aTlc1 the red alternate west of Doheny Drive traverse areas

generally zoned and developed fO'r single-family use. On the other hand,

the red alterllat8 east of Doheny Drive and the basic blue alternate (and

i Beve 1"1)' !-Ells Freeway Route StUdy, Staff Report to the Dirc:ctor of
PIalliijng, Los Ange ~CltYJ?lannin"gDepartment, D12cember 20, 1963.
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its broken gn:;E;n an.c1 green val'iations) traverse areas generally zoned

for multiple -family usc s but which are pre sently laxgely developed with

lower density development than is possible with their re~pective zonings.

These areas are, however., experiencing conversion to multiple-dwelling

unit development, and these changes are reflected in population growth

data p1'eviously presented in Exhibit 3.

The present b"~sic apartment area, as defined by the Los An.geles

City Planning Department, is outlined on the ITlap in Exhihit 8, and in­

cludes the Hollywood area of Los Angeles with a western extension to

appl'oxilnately Doheny Drive. The eastern part of the red alternate (i. e. ,

from Doheny Drive to Ardrn.ore Avenue) traverses this area. Also

shown are tho se areas in which zoning generally pe;t'mits lllultiple -family

development and in which the Los Angeles City Planning Department es­

timate s inc re ase s in multiple -dwelling unit: developlnent will continue

to occur.

Of pal-ticular signific ance is the fact that no multiple -dwelling unit

development is foreseen along the western portion of the red alter:nate

(i. e., from the 83..11 Diego Freeway to Doheny Drive). This land, as a

result of zoning, deed restri.ction, and the character of its present veTy

high-value, single-farnily development, is committed to remain as a

si.ngle-fam.iJ.y unit area. As a J:"esult, the presence of 2, freeway along

this portion of the red alternate cannot result in a 11.1.ore intensive land

use. In effect, the land along this portion of the red alternate is removeu

from any possibility of rnore intensive developnlent, with or without: the

presence of a freeway.

This contrasts sharply with the pre sent and potential intensity of

land use along the blue alternate and the eastern portion of the red al­

ternate. A freeway along 011.S of these locations would pass through areas

in which there is already a large number of apartments or in which a

conversion to multiple-dwelling units is occurring. A freeway travers­

ing one of these areas will clearly stimulate the present conversion

trends and tend to shorten the tirne span in which thi.s conversion would

otherwise occur. An excellent example of this effect on the intensity of
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land usc and the rat"e of copverslon n"lay be found along the Ventura Free­

way in the San Fernando Valley. Where pern"litted by zoning, a general

conversion. to multiple-dwelling units had begun prior to the f:::eeway de­

velopment. Since ils com.pletion, the construction of n"lultiple units ad­

jacent to the freeway has sharply increased.

In sU17unary, the presence of a freeway will. greatly increase the

rate of conversion in those al'eas in which a convel.'sion to more inten-

sive land use is already occurring through the construction of lnultiple­

dwelling units, and, in effect, such a freeway will stimulate the growth

of its own luarket (i. e., the population to be seTved). In contrast, a

freeway along the western portion of the red alternate can have no posi-
"

tive effect on the intensity of land use, since land along this route is

committed to its present single-family clevelopment. In addition, 1n­

tensity of land use is, of course, one of the single most, if not the most,

important determinants of land value, with m.ore intensive land use re­

sulting in higher property value s. Thus, <3, freeway along the eastern por­

tion of the red alternate 01" along the blue alternate will J by stimulating

more intensive land use, exert an upward force on FJ"operty values in

multiple dwelling unit areas. A freeway along the western portion of the

red alternate, however, can have no such effect since, in fact, there

cannot be luore inten;,;ivc land development. The co.m.para.tive effect of

these forces on land values, and hence on municipal tax revenues, is
-. - - .. -

discussed. more I fully in a later section of this report.
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IV. COMPARATIVE IMPACT ON PROPERTIES
AND MUNICIPAL, REVENUES

A. Right Of Way Frope-The s Re9-uire~

In addition to the number of families to be displaced, owners of

various types of property (e. g., residential, commercial, industrial,

vacant) required for a right of way will feel an immediate impact of a

new freeway. The number and type of properties xequired will also

affect the cost of right of way acquisition. and the amount of assessed

valuation removed horn local tax rolls.

The numbers of. pa:rcels required for the :dght of 'Nay aloTLg the

alternate locations are shown in Exhibit 9. These data, developed by

the California Division of I-Jjgh'Nays, are shown io1' the same scpuents

and alternate variations as were previously ShOW11 in Exhibit 2 concern­

ing the number of families to be displaced.

As was true with the number of families to be displaced, the bro­

ken green (Santa Monica Boulevard) variation (either in front of or be­

hind the churches in Beverly Hills) requires acquisition of the smallest

number of parcels. This variation of the basic blue alternate, and with

a location south of the churches in Beverly Hills, requires acquisition

of 1,832 parcels, which is 166 (or 8 percent) fewer parcels than the

1,998 parcds required for the red CJ,lterna.te. A comparison of only

the western portions of the two alternates (between the San Diego Free­

way and. Doheny Drive) shows that this segment of the b:roken green

variation of the blue altel'nate (with a location south of the churches In

Beverly Hills) requires a total of 234 parcels, whicl1 is 190 parcels (or

45 percent) less (and 190 fewer property owners) than the 424 required

by this segment of the red alternate.

From an ec onomic vievvpoint, both the value of the required prop­

erties and the prOblems and costs associated with partial lots created

by the right of way are, of COUTSC, more significant than ju.st compara­

tive numbers of totCJ.l po.reels. In the case of a partial lot, the owner is
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EXHIBIT 9 - RIGHT OF WAY PROPERTIES REQUL"CtED BY ALTERNATE LOCATIONS

Number of Parcels

Residential Industrial Commercial Vacant Misc. Total
-

Red Alternate:

San Diego Freeway to Doheny Drive 416 - - 7 1 424...
Doheny Drive to Ardmore Ave. 1,377 Z 176 16 3 1,574

Total 1,793 2" T"'7b 23 4 1,998

Blue Alternate:

(a) Broken Green (Santa Monica) variation:

San !Jiego Freeway to Moreno Dr. 33 6 97 7 7 150
Moreno Dr. to Doheny Dr. (North

N of Churches)(l) 115 - 23 - 4 142
00

Doheny Dr. to Ardmore Ave. 1,486 106 4 2 1,598-
Total T;b34 b -"27b IT TJ 1,890

Moreno Dr. to Doheny Dr. (South
of Churches){l) - 79 - +21 - - - 58

Total 1,555 7; 247 IT 13 1,832
--

(b) Blue (Ohio) variation:

Sa!'l. Diego Freeway to Moreno Dr. 365 - 60 6 3 434
Moreno Dr. to Doheny Dr. (NOrth

of Churches)(J.) 115 - 23 - 4 142
Doheny Dr. to Ardmore Ave. 1,486 - 106 4 2 1,598

Total 1,966
-

189 TO "9 2,174-

Moreno Dr. to Doheny Dr. (South
of Churches)(l) - 79 - +21 - - - 58

Total 1,887 -
210 TO 9 2,116-
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EXHIBIT 9 (Continued)

f"\
~

Number of Parcels

\'1

:)"

Residential Industrial Commercial Vacant Misc. Total

N
'-D

(c) Green (Missouri) variation:

Sar~ Diego Freeway to Moreno Dr.
Moreno Dr. to Doheny Dr. (North

of Churches)(l)
Doheny Dr. to Ardmore Ave.

Total

Moreno Dr. to Do)heny Dr. (Sou.th
of Churches)(l

Total

290

115
1,486
1,891

79
'1,812

16

IT

Tb

17

23
106
146

+21
167

2

4
7)-

b

4

4
2

TO

iTO

32.9

1.11-2
1,598
2,069

58
2,011

Note: (1) A variation (broken blue) to this sector of the basic blue alternate within the city of Beverly
Hills runs south of the 'churches (i. e., remains on Santa Monica Boulevard) and,. depending
on the type of construction, requires fewer right of way properties. The inc!"emental ad­
justment for this location is shown for each blue alternate variation. _ The number of units

- shown in the exhibit for the broken blue location (south of churches) is for the combina­
ti'on depressed with walls and tunnel construction. Construction with depressed wans only
required £01' the combination construction.

Source: California Division of Highways.
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faced with the pro::;pE:ct of E:ither finding some new use suitable for the

smaller land area or disposing of H, with a probable loss in value. On

the other han.d, jf the state has acquired the propel'ty title, then it is

faced with the additional burden and. cost of disposing of the partied lot.

With regard to the cOlnparalive number of partial 10!;s to be cre­

ated' it is not possible to be precise, since preliminary right of way

D1&PS arc, as PRe understands, subject to some- vo.T.;aUons in theiT. final

form. It is possible, however, to provide an order of magnitude com­

parison as to the l'elati.ve effect of each alternate location in c:r,~ating

partial lots. The following table compares the approximate number of

lots for which the pl'eliminary alteTna~;e locati.on maps indicate that

one-half or less of the individual lot is reql.l.Lrt::d ivr the resp'=ctive r'ghts

of way.

Approximate Number
of Half-Lots Require~

L'

Red Alternate

Blue Alternate (South of Churches)

(a) Broken green variation

(b) Basic blue variation

(c) G:;:een variation

240

137

194

163

u

(Source: Tabulation by PRe from California Division of

Highway Ma.ps)

The difference in the numbers of half-lots l"E-.qu-lTed between the

red alternate (240) and anyone of the three blue alternate variatior:s

shown is su(ficiently large to indicate strongly that a red alternate

right of way would, in its {inal design location, cT~af:e considerably

more partia 1 lots. A s compared with the brol<:cn green (Santa Monica

Boulevard) variation of the blue alternate, which requires the least

number oJ half-lots (137), these data s~lggest that the partial lots

creaf;ed by a red alternate location would be on the order of 75 percent

nlOre than those crea~ed by a blue alternate location.
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B. Right of Way Cost_~
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Estimated l'ight of '.flay acquisition costs, rotS developed by the

California Division of Highways, for the red alternate location and the

three variations of the blue alternate location are shown in Exhibil; 10.

The broken green (Santa Monica Boulevard) variation of the blue alter­

nate location has the le<l.st expen.sive right of way of all the locations

listed. Its estimated acquisition cost is either a $121.5 million OJ:

$127.2 million depending upon v.'hether it is located north or south,

respectively, of the chul"chc5 in Beverly Hills. These costs are, re­

spectively, $11.0 minion and $5.3 million less than t..11.e red alternate

-acqui-sitio;'·cost;f $132.5 million.
--- ,------.. ----

The principal cost difference between these two alternates is ac-

counted fOT almost entirely by the difference in acquisition costs of the

western portions (i. e., between the San Diego Freeway and Doheny

Drive). This portion of the red alternate has an estimated acquisition

cost of $60.4 million as compared with a cost of $50.0 million (north of

the churches) or $55.7 (south of the churches) for the similar po:r.tion

of the blue alternate. From Doheny Drive east to Ardluore, the acqui­

sition costs aJ:e quite close ($72.1 million for the eastern part of the red

aHenlate and $71.5 luiJEon for the eastern part of the blue alternate).

C. Impact or: Municipal Revenue s

One of the most significant measures of comparative impact

from an econom_~c vi_ewpoint is the effl?'~~._of alteEna~e_~~c~tions_on ~uni­

cip3.-l tax revenues. There are two aspects to this impact. The first

concerns the assessed value of land rem.oved £X'om the tax rolls and the

resultant loss of property tax revenues. This impact, which is a vert

real and measurable corom.unity cost, is both irnrnediate and permanent.

The second asp~ct concerns the impact of a freeway on adjacent pro­

perty values and, hence, on assessed valuations and property tax re­

venues. This impact rna y or may not be imrrlcdia.te, <l.nd its d: rectioD

may affect tax revenues upward or downward. This latter aspect is

discussed more fully in later paragraphs.
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EXHIBIT 10 - ESTIMATED RIGHT OF WAY ACQUISITION COSTS

Acquisition Costs
(Millions of Dol.lars)

Red Alternate

(

()

San Diego Freeway to Doheny Drive
Doheny Drive to Ardmore Avenue

Total

Blue Alternate

a. Broken Green (Santa Monica) variation:
Sa.n Diego Freeway to M.oTeno Drive
Moreno Drive to Doheny Drive (North
of churches)
Doheny Dr ive to Ardmore Avenue

Total

Moreno Drive to Doheny Drive (South
of Churche s)

Total

b. Blue (Ohio) variation:
San Diego Freeway to Moreno Drive
Moreno Drive to Doheny Drive (North
of churches)
Doheny Drive to Ardmore Avenue

Total

Moreno Drive to Doheny Drive (South
of churches)

Total

c. Green (Missouri) variation:
San Diego Freeway to Moreno Drive
Moreno Drive to Doheny Drive (North
of churches)
Doheny Drive to Ar-dmore Avenue

Total

Moreno Drive to Doheny Drive (South
of churches)

Total

Source: California Division of Highways.
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$ 6004
72.1

$132.5

$ 23.3
26.7

71.5

$121.5

+5.7

$127.2

$ 34.6
26.7

71.5

$132.8

+5.7

$138.5

$ 31.9
26.7

71.5

$130.1

+5.7

$135.8
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Exhibit 11 presents a. tabulalion of the assessed valuation which

would be removed from the tax rolls by the alternate locations. The

range varies from a. low of $15.3 rnilbon (north of the ch1,lrches) and

$15.5 ITlj.llion (south of the chuTches) for the broken green (Santa Monica

Boulevard) variation of the blue alternate to a high of $21.5 million for

the red alternate. (These values l'ather dJ.·amatically indicate the size

of one overaJ.l community cost resl1ltin.g hom rnetTopolitan freeway de­

veJ.opment.) Thus. a freeway along the red alternate would rernove

ir om the tax rolls an addiLional $6.0 1..0 $6.2 lnilJ ion, or app:roximately

40 percent, over the assessed valuation :removed by the broken green

variation.

The same percentage diffel'ent.ial betw12l2li. ~be l''::tl alteulate ano

broken green will apply cliTectly to the dollar tax flow. That is, the

reduction in actual property tax revenues caused by a free"vay along

the red alternate will be on the order of 4 0 percent greater than the Te­

dueUon in pl" ope rty tax r eve nue s resulting fr om a. £r c eway a long the br 0 ­

ken green variation. A comparative estimate of the dollar amount of

the tax revcnu~s to be lost by these two alternates can be dyrived by the

application of an average or typical tax rate of, -say, $8.00.
1

At this tax rate, the annuRI flow of property tax. revenue to be lost

as a result of a freeway along the red alternate would be on the o:r.der of

$1.7 million. This compares with an 2.nnua1 loss on the order 01 $1.2

million which would result [rom a freeway along the blue alternate. Thus,

a location along the red alteTn~te would result in a direct annual 10s3 in

property tax revenues of approxim.ately one-half million dollars more

(or as indicated earlier, approximately 40 percent), than a location along

the broken green variation. This is, of course, a permanent 10s5 in

cOlTITnunity property tax revenues. Given a fixed tax l'ctte and fixed prop­

erty valuations, over a ten-year period the red alternate location would

result in an incremental loss of $5 lnillion more than a location along

the broken green variation. Increasing tax rates,· increasi.ng property

1The c.urrent tax rate for most of Los Angeles City is $8.725, while cur­
rent tax rates in Beverly Hills vary from $5.501 to $7.608. Since most
of the affected property is in Los Angeles City, a typical rate of $8.00
has been selected for purposes of corn.parison.
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EXHIBIT 11 - ASSESSED VALUE OF LAND AND IMPROVEMENTS REQUIRED FOR ALTERNATE
RIGHTS OF WAY

1963-64 Assessed Valuations

'"

Red Alternate

San Diego Freeway to Doheny Drive
Doheny Drive to Ardmore Avenue

Totals

Blue Alternate

Land ~.E.rovements Total

$3,590,880 $ 5,560,920 $ 9,151,800
5,665,190 6,727,600 12,392,790

$9,256,070 $12,288,520 $21,544,590

0J
~

(a)

(b)

Broken Green (Santa Monica Boulevard)

San Diego Freeway to Moreno Drive $1,026,870 $ 1,002,360 $ ,2,029,230
Moreno Drive to Doheny Drive (North of

Churches) 1,392,862 1,086,460 2,479,322
Doheny Drive to Ardmore Avenue 4,591,458 6,218,000 10,089,458

Totals $7,011,190 $ 8,306,820 $15,318,010
~

Moreno Drive to Doheny Drive (South of
Churches) -222,549 +441,040 +218,491

Totals $6,788,641 $ 8,747,860 $15,536,501

Blue (Ohio) Variation

San Diego Freeway to Moreno Drive $1,632,723 $ 1,998,870 $ 3,631,593
Moreno Drive to Doheny Drive (North of

Chu!'ches) 1,392,862- 1,086,460 2,479,322
Doheny Drive to Ardmore Avenue 4,591,458 6,218,000 10,089,458

Totals $7,617,043 $ 9,303,330 $16,920,373

Moreno Drive to Doheny Ddve (South of
ChurcJ:es) -222,549 +441,040 +218,491

Totals $7,394,494 $ 9,744,370 $17,133,864
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. EXHIBIT 11 (Continued)
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__"l.~L63",:.24 A~~ssed y.aluations

\..

Land Improvements Totals

Blue Alternate (Continued)

(c) Green (Missouri) Variation

San Diego Freeway to Moreno Drive
Moreno Drive to Doheny Drive (North of

Churches)
Doheny Drive to Ardmore Avenue

Totals

Moreno Drive to Doheny Drive (South of
Churches)

\..-.l
U1 Totals

$1,142,425 $1,636,300 $ 2,778,725

1,392,862 !, 086, 460 2,479,322
4,591,458 6,218,000 10,089,458

$7,126,745 $8,940,760 $16,067,50S

-222,549 +441,040 +218,491

$6,904,196 $9,381,800 $16,235,996

Source: Tabulations by PRC from maps of the California Division of Highways and records of the
Los Angeles County Assessor and the State Board of Equalization. Where relevant, assessed
valuations of required portions of the railroad right of way are included. The values shown
for the Moreno Drive to Doheny Drive segment which passes south of the churches are for a
combination depressed with walls and tunnel combination.



(j

()

o

..

values, and increasing assesseci valuations will, of cou.rse, have the

effect of increasing the difference in this ,10135 a,s between the red al­

ternate and broken green variation of the blue alternate.

D. Impact _~.::.. Propel-ty Val~~

In addition to the direct effect on property tax revenues caused

by the removal of property from the tax rolls, a new free'way \·'lill exert.

an indirect effect on such revenues through its influence on adja.cent

property values. This influence, depending on its direction, will also

have either an adverse or favorable impact on the financial position

of the owners of adjacent property. h is, of course, impossible to

estimate with precision the compG.rativc dollo.r impact of alternate 10-
--. ------ ---

calions in f:his regard. It is, however, possible to define the forces

which affect property values and then to evaluate the effect of a freeway

on these forces, so that a relative measnre of the impact on property

values can be obtained. In order to make this evaluation, PRe made

a very extensive search of studies both locally and nationally which have

been concerned with the impact of freeways on property values.
1

In

addition, discussions were held with members of the Los Angeles County

Assessor's staff with regard to their experience, and a sampling was

made of changes in property values along selected freeways in Los

Angeles County.

The foHowing major findings are a result of these investigations:

1. Freeway routes do affect the values of all types of adjacent

property (residential, commercial, indu str ia1, vacant) through which

they are placed. Both the amount and direction of these changes in value

come about primar ily as a result of the types of changes in land use, and

reflect both the relocation of activity from p:>:evious locations and the new

activity attracted that had not previously existed. Where more intensive

land use is permitted and desired, the change in valu.es is almost in­

variably upward. The largest increases in land value appear to occur

to vaccwt land (committed to no particular use) and to industrial land.

ISee bibliography.
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These ,u'e followed, in orde:;:, by coml'ne:rcial p:.:opcrty and property

permitting multiple-dwelling unit development. Single-family resi­

dential property values are influenced the least.

2. The prke of residential property is determined by a com-

bination of such £<1.ctors as convenience to work and business activity,

and social, cultural, esthetic, and educational amenities. The presence

of a neVl freeway may have either a pos'it:ivC;' or negative effe<:,_r on these

latter forces affecting land values as well as upon the force resulting

from intensity of land use.

3. A recent analysis
l

of some 30 studies concerned with the

impact of property values (including <".reas in California) resulted in the

followilLg general conclusions regal-ding i:esidentia.l prop.::rty. The

general, although not universal, tendency is for residential properties

within the vicinity of a new freeway (except those in an adjacent band

of about one block) to increase in value faster than properties more

removed from the facility. Values of residential properties: however,

do not always exhibit immediate gains from highway hnprovements,

since a highway improvement is but one of many fa.ctors inD.uencing

land values. Highway proximity i.n some 'instances adversely affects

the usefulness of land for residential purposes.

Studies by the California Division of Highways and the Los

Angeles County Assessor l s office indicate that, in a residential area,

any downward property value is generally confined to a very narrow

band along a new freeway. These studies, however, have been almost

universally on middle-priced tract homes. PRe has found no evidence

whatsoever indicating that there is an increase in residential values

when the location of a nev,f freeway is placed through an area which is
- --~ ----

permanently committed to very high-value, single-family homes.

In swnmary, new freeways serve as economic stimulants only

where other conditions are favorable to economic development. The

1Final R~po7"t 01 the Highway Cost Alloc~tion St~ Letter from the
S8cretary of Commerce transmitting "Studies of the Economic and Social
Effects of Highway Improvement,lI 87th Congress, 1st Session, House
Document No. 72.
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degree and. direction of influence depend pr incipally on the type of land

use of th~ property prior to the freeway development. Whe!'e changing

or more intensive land uses are permitted, properly values have increased.

Where such changes in land usc are not permitted, and where (he social

disturbance is great, property values do not increase and, in fact, may

decrease.

Previous discussion has been given to the economic forces influenc­

ing the charc.cter and scope of development along the red and blue alter-'

nate locations. Particular emphasis was placEld on population growth

rates as a measure of these forces, and an analysis of trends in popula-
I

tion density along each route was presented. It was shown that the blue

alternate (see map in Exhibit 8) generally p?sses through an area which

is already experiencing a conversion to multiple-dwelling units (1. e., a

more intensive land use). A similar condition exists along the eastern

part of the red alternate (between Doheny Drive and Ardmore Avenue).

Along the western part of the red alternate (between the San Diego Free­

way and Doheny Drive), however, such conversion is not occurring a11d

cannot occur in the future.

The implications of the comparative impact on these forces by the

presence of a new freeway, and hence on property vel.lues, is clear.

Along the blue alternate or along the eastern portion of the reel alternate,

the presence of a new freeway will generally have a stimulating effect

on property values, with the possible exception of a very narrow band

(perhaps one block) along each side of the freewa.y. As these property

values increase, assessed valuations will follow with a resultant in­

crease in property tax flows.

The opposite effect, however, can be anticipated along the western

portion of the red alternate. Changing and more intense land use can­

not occur, so that the presence of a new freeway cannot exert a stiml~­

lating effect on these forces. The impact of a new freeway, therefore,

will fall upon those social~ cultural, esthetic~ and othel' alnenities

which residents ass06ate with the communities in which they live and

which have a direct bearing on property values. In the present case,

there appears little doubt that the influence of a freeway located along

38
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the western part of the red alternate on these factors will be nego,tivt:,

and the resulting direction of property values will be downward and

dramatically downward [or properties locai;cd close to the right or way.

The right of v/ay acquisition cost estimated by the California Divi­

sion of Highways (as shown in Exhibit 10) for that portion of the red alter­

nate between the San Diego Freeway and Doheny DTive is $60.4 million.

This cost is for a right of way which ave,:ages, as PRe understands, ap­

proximately 300 feet in width. The negative impact such a freeway would

have on the forces which determine property values in ihis area was de­

scribed in the preceding paragraphs. Because of the unique character

of th.~s area and the relatively large let sizes, this negative dfect will

be felt in a band along either side of the freeway which will at least

equal the right of way in width. Total current property values in these

two bands (which total 600 feet in width) will be on the order of twice

the estimated cost of the right of way, or approximately $120 rnillion.
- .

If property values along this band were to decrease by only 20 per-

cent, the penalty cost to property owner s would be on the ordel.' of $24

million, while a 30 pel."cent decrease would result in a loss in value on

the order of $36 million. For the reasons previously cited with rega.rd

to intensity of land use, this is a penalty which would not be experienced

by the property ownel'S adjacent to the wester.n portion of the broken green

variation of the blue alternate.

This loss in property value along the western portion of the red al­

ternate will also affect assessed valuations and property tax flow, A de­

cline of $24 million to $36 million in property values would result in a

reduction in assessed valuation of between $6 million and $9 million. At

the midpoint decrease of $7.5 million, the annual flow of prOpel"ty tax

revenues along the western portion of the red alternate would decline by

approximately $600,000. To the extent that property values are nega­

tively affected beyond 300 feet On either side of this part of the red al­

ternate, or if the percentage decline in property values is greater. both

the penalty cost to property owners and loss in property tax revenues to

the community will be increased.
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This annual property tax loss of $600,000 is in addition to that loss

caused by the right of way itself. In an earlier discussion it was shown

that the incremental property tax loss caused by a freeway location along

the red alternate was approximately $500,000 mOJ.'e annually than the loss

which would result from a location along the blue alternate. The sum of

these two annual incremental losses for the red alteI'nate totals $1,100,000.

Again, this is a permanent loss in community pI"Operty tax revenues.

Given a fixed tax rale and fixed property valuations, over a ten-year pe­

riod the red alternate location would result in an incremental loss of $1'1.0

million more than a location along the broken green variation.

This computation ignores the general sti:mula.ting effect a freeway

along the broken green alternate is expected to have on adjacent prop­

erty values. These increasing property values will, of course, result

in higher assessed valuations and increased property tax revenues. The

effect of this force would be to increase the increlnental 108s difference

of $11.0 million previously cited which would resul.t from. a freeway along

the red alternate.
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C EXHIBIT Al - POPULAT.lON BY CENSUS TRACT WITHIN ONE MILE
NORTH AND ONE MILE SOUTH OF THE BLUE ALTER­
NATE LOCATION (BROKl:/\l GREEN VARIATION), 1960
AND 1963

__~:eulation Included

Census Percent
Tract Included April 1960 October 1963--_.- ---
1908 55 234"7 2364

1909 85 4932 5229

1917 100 , 3917 3955

1918 100 44'/5 4666

1919 95 4740 4874

1921 100 1696 1700

1922 100 4376 4407

1923 100 2331 2394

1924 100 5429 5692

(j 1943 25 411 507

1944 100 532.1 5652

1945 100 2669 2848

2115 100 3299 3434

2116 80 1888 1883

2117 15 744 793

2141 100 4475 4477

2142 100 2097 2094

2143 100 2182 2173

2144 100 4293 4290

2145 100 7499 7496

2146 100 2950 2993

2147 65 2199 2200

2148 95 2877 2915

2149 100 3287 3426

2151 25 1066 1067

2152 50 394 388
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EXHIBIT Al (Coutir1ued)

--- Population Included

Census Percent
Tract Included April 1960 October] 963

2153 50 751 746

2651 60 1524 2089

2652 100 3690 4682

2653 50 3809 3952

2655 100 4237 4555,
2656 100 3920 4156

2657 100 3937 4820

2671 100 4665 4854

2672 100 3261 3501

2673 30 984 1167

2677 30 729 784

" 26'18 75 2081 2077\..
2679 100 2896 2948

2692 20 483 498

2693 10 486 480

7001 90 7350 8585

7002 60 3910 4567

7003 65 2588 3023

7004 100 5018 5861

7005 100 5187 6058

7006 55 2987 3274

7007 60 2420 2652

7008 95 6030 6609

7009 25 2319 2542

7010 100 5736 6287--- ----
Totals 162,892 174,684

(,
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EXHIBIT Al (Continued)

Sources: (1) U. S. Cen sus of Population and Hou~ing, 1960. U. S. Bu­
reau of the Census

(2) Population Estin.ates and Housing Inventory, October 1,
1963, Research Section, 'Los A....Tlgeles City Planning
COlnrnission

(3) Population and Dwelling Units, Quarterly Bulletins, Los
Angeles COill1ty Regional Planning Commission
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EXHIBIT AZ - POPULATION BY CENSUS TRACT WITHIN ONE MILE

NORTH AND ONE MILE SOUTH OF THE RED ALTER­
NATE LOCATION, 1960 AND 1963

Census Percent
Population Included

Tract Included April 1960 October 1963---
1898 90 2069 2149

1899 75 3756 4244

1901 55 ' . 2111 2155

1906 10 302 307

1907 70 1680 1748

1908 100 4267 4299

1909 90 5222 5537

1917 100 3917 3955

1918 100 4475 4666

0 1919 100 4990 5130

19Z1 100 1696 1700

1922 100 4376 4407

1923 100 2331 2394

1924 100 5429 5429

1942 35 1715 1790

1943 90 1479 1826

1944 100 5321 5321

1945 100 2669 2848

2115 100 32.99 3434

2116 40 944 942

2141 75 3356 3358

2142 75 1573 1570

2143 75 1636 1630

2144 100 4293 4290

2145 15 1125 1124

2146 40 1180 1197

-,
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.J EXHIBIT AZ (Continued)

Population Included

Census Percent
Tract Included April 1960 Octobe r 1963-,---- --------
2148 30 908 921

2149 55 1808 1884

2611 30 1567 1964

2612 1940
,

215690

2621 85 , 3260 3328

2622 75 2518 2842

2651 50 1270 1741

2653 60 4571 4743

2654 60 2304 2488

7001 100 8167 9539

7002 100 6517 7612

(j' 7003 100 3981 4650

7004 100 50]8 5861

7005 100 5187 6058

7006 85 4616 5059

7007 100 4034 4421

7008 20 1268 1388---
Totals 134,145 144,105

()
Sources: See Exhibit AI.
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EXHIBIT A3 - POPULATION BY CENSUS TEACT WITHIN A ONE­
M1LE SEMICIRCLE OF THE WESTERN TERMINI OF
THE BLUE AND RED A.LTERNA TE LOCATIONS, 1960
AND 1963

Population Included
-

Census Percent April October
Tract Included 1960 1963_._- ---- --- ----

1. Blue Alternate Sem.icil"C.le

2643 15 997 1,117

2673 70 , 2,295 2,772

2674 55 1,338 4,058

2675 60 2,779 3,5) 4

2676 65 1,668 1,775

2677 70 1,702 1,828

2712 3 119 114

C../
7011 70 ~-~ _32-~~_~

Total Blue Ahe rna te 14,,673 18,758

2. Red Alternate Sernicircle

2623 30 2,454 2,684

2641 50 2,642 3,001

2654 40 1,536 1,658

7011 30 1,888 1,815

Total Red Alternate 8,520 9,J.58

Sources: Sec Exhibit AI.

(
........)
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EXHIBIT A4 - POPULATION BY CENSUS TRACT WITHIN A TWO-·
MILE RADIUS OF THE W ESTERN TERMINUS OF THE
RED ALTERNATE, 1960 AND 1963

Census Percent
Population Included

Tract Included April 1962 October 1963----
2621 40 1,534 1,588

2622 40 1,343 1,567

2623 40 906 1,057

2624 5 1,648 1,675.
2651 30 762 1,064

2652 90 3,321 4,229

2655 70 2,966 3,201

2656 30 1,176 1,253

2641 100 5,285 6,033

2642 80 1,782 1,933

(~
2643 80 5,319 5,972

'--

2653 100 7,618 7,933

2654 100 3,840 4,151

2673 20 656 784

2674 65 2,874 4,821

2628 10 439 458

7011 100 6,293 §,293

Totals 47,762 54,012

Sources: See Exhibit AI,

()
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c EXHIBIT A5 - POPULATION BY CENSUS TRACT WITHIN A TWO­
MILE RADIUS OF THE WESTERN TERMINUS OF THE
BLUE ALTERNATE, i 960 AND 1963

Population lnch:ded

Census Percent ApJ<il October
Tract Included 1960 1963

7 all 100 6293 6293
2652 100 3690 4699
2656 100 3920 4176
2016 70 , 4:726 4906
2643 80 5319 5972
2642 30 668 725
2623 5 409 455
2654 90 3456 3736
2653 90 6856 7140
2651 30 762 1064
2657 90 3543 4248
2712 100 3969 3805
2711 100 1725 4567

(j
2713 100 3349 3071
2671 90 4199 4398
2679 80 2317 2360
2693 70 3399 3355
2717 30 1771 2063
2716 40 1293 1293
2715 30 993 1031
7023(1) 40 2645 2745
7018(1 ) 50 54-46 5753
7017(1) 50 2853 2962
2672 100 3261 3520
2673 100 3279 3918
2674 100 4422 7417
2675 100 4632 5891
2676 100 2.567 2763
267'1 100 2431 26J.6
2678 100 2775 2767- --

Totals 99,968 109,712

()
Sources: See Exhibit A 1.
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