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APPENDIX A: APPENDLX TO CHAPTER 1 

1. DEVELOPMENT OF CORE STUDY CANDIDATE ALIGNMENTS 

As a result of the Congressional mandate described in Chapter 1, the Original 
Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) adopted in 1983 and evaluated in the FEIS no 
longer could be constructed. The Congressionally Ordered Re-Engineering (CORE) 
Study was formally initiated in January 1986 to review, identify, and adopt, 
through an extensive technical and public involvement process, 
modification/re-alignment of the LPA to meet Congressional requirements. The 
public involvement process is described in detail in Chapter 6. 

To promote discussion of modification/re-alignment of the Original LPA with the 
community, the SCRTD developed an initial set of six candidate alignments 
(Figure A-1, maps 1 through 6). These six initial candidates were presented in 
the "Milestone 1 Report: Public Consultation Plan," which was the topic of 
discussion at a series of eight public meetings held in various parts of the 
Regional Core in late January and early February of 1986 (see Chapter 6). Each 
of the six initial alignments was designed to provide rail transit service to 
the Regional Core and was configured to avoid the methane risk areas by either 
routing the system around the risk area or by using an aerial (above-ground) 
profile through the risk area. 

Based on comments received at the first series of public meetings, the six 
initial alignments were revised and expanded to include twelve alignments 
(Figure A-i, maps 7 through 14) for a coarse, first-level technical analysis. 
As before, the twelve alignments were designed to serve both the Wilshire 
Corridor and the San Fernando Valley; and they were configured to avoid the 
defined methane risk area or use an aerial profile through this risk area. 

The first-level screening of the candidate alignments included consideration of 
fifteen evaluation criteria grouped into four categories (Table A-i). Results 
of the first-level screening were documented in the "Milestone 3 Draft Report: 
Candidate Alignments and Stations for Further Study," dated March 1986, which 
was presented and discussed at community meetings held in March 1986. 

In response to comments received at the March community meetings, to advice 
provided by the Interagency Management Committee, and to review of the 
first-level analysis data for these twelve candidate alignments, the Los Angeles 
City Council and the SCRTD Board of Directors adopted a set of four candidate 
alignments for a second-level, more detailed analysis (Figure A-1, maps 15 
through 18). The four alignments selected for the second-level screening were 
considered the most feasible and effective for providing rail transit service to 
the areas that would have been served by the Original LPA, including service to 
the Wilshire Corridor and San Fernando Valley. Selection of the alignments 
enabled a more detailed comparison of these options in the second-level 
screening. 
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FIGURE A-1 (ConL) 
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TABLE A-i 

CORE STUDY 
EVALUATION CATEGORIES AND CRITERIA 

FIRST- LEVEL SCREENING 

Evaluation Categories Evaluation Criteria 

Land Use/Development Community Consultation 
Land Use/Local Plans 
Land Acquisition/Displacements 
Parking 

Service Patronage 
Accessibility 

Cost Capital Cost 
Operating Cost 
Cost Effectiveness 

Environment Traffic 
Cultural Resources 
Aesthetics/Visual 
Noise 
Air Quality 
Energy 

Source: SCRTD. 

In April 1986, the results of the subsurface testing program undertaken by the 
SCRTD for analysis of candidate alignments were summarized in 'Milestone 2: 
Subsurface Conditions Study." (A detailed discussion of the results of the 
subsurface testing program is provided in Chapter 3, Section ii). The more 
detailed, second-level analysis data regarding the impacts of the four 
candidate alignments under consideration were summarized in the April 1986 
"Milestone 3 Draft Summary Report: Second-Level Evaluation of Candidate 
Alignments and Stations." 3och of these documents were presented and discussed 
at public meetings held in April 1986 (see Chapter 6). 

In May 1986, the Interagency Management Committee performed a technical ranking 
of the four candidate alignments, which was summarized in the "Milestone 3 

Draft Interim Report Number 2: Initial Ranking of Candidate Alignments." 
This ranking was reviewed and discussed with the community at a series of 
public meetings in May 1986. Characteristics and impacts of possible operable 
segments for the four candidate alignments were summarized in the June 1986 
"Milestone 4 Draft Interim Report Number 1: Operable Segments Analysis;" and 
these data were presented and discussed at public meetings held in June 1986. 
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Following the June 1986 meetings, the focus of the CORE Study shifted to 

specific segments of the four candidate alignments under review, e.g., use of 
Vermont Avenue versus Western Avenue for the north segment of the New LPA, use 

of a subway to Pico/San Vicente versus an aerial alignment to Wilshire/Fairfax 
for the west segment, use of Hollywood boulevard versus Sunset Eoulevard, etc. 

In November 1986, the SCRTD broadened its community outreach program by 
establishing the 120-member CORE Forum, a group of community leaders with 
direct interest in the Metro Rail system. This group was convened to provide 
additional advice to the SCRTD on modification/realignment options. 

Through discussions with the CORE Forum and with the Interagency Management 
Committee, several additional candidate alignments were introduced during this 
time period. These alignments were called "mix-and-match" alignments, because 
they typically consisted of combinations of segments of the four alignments. 

In addition, the Interagency Management Committee made recommendations 
regarding the location of candidate stations in the Hollywood area. Figure A-i, 

maps 19 through 28, show the ten alignments that, in addition to the four prior 

alignments, were discussed and reviewed by the CORE Forum and the Interagency 
Management Committee during the months of November and December 1986. 

Following the December 1986 meetings of the CORE Forum and the Interagency 

Management Committee, five candidate alignments were selected to be addressed 

in the Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) required by the State 

of California. The following major concerns are reflected in the five candidate 
alignments. 

1. Each of the alignments would provide rail transit service to 
the Wilshire Corridor and the San Fernando Valley, consistent 
with the CORE Study objectives. 

2. Each of the alignments would reconnect the areas that would 
have been served by the Original LPA, consistent with the CORE 

Study objectives. 

3. Each of the alignments would avoid tunneling in the methane gas 
risk area, either by following a route around the risk area or 

by using an elevated rail system through the risk area. 

4. The recommendations made by the Interagency Management 
Committee regarding the location of stations in the Hollywood 

area have been incorporated into the set of candidate 

alignments. 

5. The five alignments represent a broad set of options in terms 

of system length, number of stations, system profile (aerial 

and subway), station locations and specific areas served, 

allowing for a comprehensive, technical analysis of the varying 

aspects of the alignments and their associated impacts, thus 

enabling a clear review by decision-makers of the advantages 

and disadvantages of each aspect and impact of the five 

candidate alignments. 

In preparing the Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report pursuant to the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the goal was to identify and 

evaluate extensions of the committed 4.4-mile line which serve the same areas 
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as the originally proposed 18.6-mile project while avoiding tunneling in the 
risk zones. The Draft SEIR, which was released February 13, 1987, narrowed the 
range of alternatives to five. 

A public hearing on the Draft SEIR was held on March 14, 1987. Following the 
public hearing, the Rapid Transit Committee (RTC) of the Los Angeles County 
Transportation Commission (LACTC) considered the Draft SEIR and the five 
candidate alignments. Although no preference was expressed for any of the 
candidate alignments, concerns were raised by the Committee relative to 
Candidate Alignments 1 and 3. Alignment 1 was determined to be substantially 
more costly than the Original (In the Draft SEIR, Alignment 1 continued west on 
Wilshire Boulevard using a cut-and-cover subway construction approach from the 
Wilshire/Western Station to a Wilshire/Fairfax Station. For this Draft 
SEIS/SEIR this alignment is now truncated west of the Wilshire/Western Station.) 
LPA, while Candidate Alignment 3 was judged inferior to all other options, which 
provide service on Wilshire Boulevard. On March 25, 1987, the full LACTC 
Commission approved the RTC recommendation and further stated that Candidate 
Alignment 2, 4 and 5 best conform to the LACTC evaluation criteria, which are 
restated as follows: 

Guideline #1: Service- -Alternatives must substantially conform to 
service provided by the Original Locally-Preferred Alternative (LPA) 
to major activity centers in Wilshire Corridor, Hollywood and San 
Fernando Valley. 

Guideline #2: Budget--Budget for not 
greater than that for Original LPA (18.6 miles of subway). 

Guideline #3: Implementation Feasibility- -Alternatives must provide 
operable segments which are productive (attractive to users) and have 
interim terminals with impacts acceptable to the surrounding 
community. 

On March 19, the City of Los Angeles Planning Commission conducted a workshop 
regarding the Draft SEIR with members of the Los Angeles City Council Traffic 
and Transportation (T&T) and Planning and Environment (P&E) committees. At a 
joint session of the T&T and P&E committees on April 3, 1987, the committees 
adopted a recommendation to the full Los Angeles City Council in support of 
Candidate Alignment 4, along with related recommendations. On April 15, 1987, 
the Los Angeles City Council adopted the joint committees' recommendation with 
amendments. 

On May 1, 1987, the SCRTD Board of Directors adopted the following Resolution: 

RESOLVED, that the Congressionally Ordered Re-Engineering 
(CORE) Study Candidate Alignment 4, as depicted on Figure 1-10 on 
page 1-43 of the Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact report 
published on February 13, 1987, shall be the alignment identified 
in the Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report as the New 
Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) for the Metro Rail Project; 
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RESOLVED FURTHER, that the designation optional for Station 15 
on Figure 1-10 on page 1-43 of the Draft Subsequent Environmental 
Impact Report shall be removed and Station 15 shall be identified 
without the designation in the Final Subsequent Environmental 
Impact Report; 

RESOLVED FURTHER, that the alignment segment west of Wilshire 
Boulevard and Western Avenue shall be studied with a decision to be 
made no later than December 1, 1988, which shall not be in 
conflict with federal law, following Southern California Rapid 
Transit District and City of Los Angeles additional ridership and 
traffic study and consultation with the public on that segment; 

RESOLVED FURTHER, that the recommendation of the Los Angeles 
City Council is hereby accepted regarding MacArthur Park and 
regional transportation needs. 

As explained above and in Chapter 6, this adopted resolution was preceded by an 
extensive public outreach effort. The resolution directs the preparation of a 
Final SEIR with a modified Candidate Alignment 4 as the preferred alignment. On 
July 14, 1987, the Urban Mass Transportation Administration (UMTA) issued a 
Notice of Intent to prepare a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 
(SEIS), consistent with the directives in Pub1ic Law 100-17 (April 2, 1987). 
Federal and state regulations encourage preparation of combined federal and 
state environmental documents. Therefore, this document has been prepared to 
comply fully with the requirements of CEQA and NEPA. This Draft SEIS/SEIR 
supersedes the prior Draft SEIR published in February 1987. 

The SCRTD Board will hold an additional public hearing on this Draft SEIS/SEIR. 
In addition to the extensive public input that has been received thus far, all 
comments to the Notice of Intent to prepare this SEIS/SEIR and all new 
information and public comments will be taken into consideration by the SCRTD 
Board. The Board also will carefully review the additional analyses and the 
impacts of options (which are different in some cases than those described in 
the February 1987 Draft SEIR) contained herein prior to directing the 
preparation of a Final SEIS/SEIR and selecting an LPA. 



PPFNTYX B 

PLi\S AND FROF1LE:S 



PlAN 
CUT! CovER TUNNEL 

380 

340 

1 
300 

280 

220 

till 11111 llhiJI ii I TII ill_______ 180 
1 

140 - I -- ----- ------ --- -------_ _- -----_____ --- -______ 
110 120 PROFI.E 

260 

220 

l80 

140 

-I-- 

H 

4i- 

I' 

iiji4ii 
-1 

1 

I- I-- I L.______ SOUTHERN CALORNIA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRT 0 METRO RAL PROJECT F!1_ CORE STUDY 
CANDI)ATE ALiGNMENTS 

12.3.4 1 5 
PLAN AND PROFLE 

STATION lOOsOOTOSTAIION i3osOo 

+- + 
I f 

I.-I ..... 



I, 

PLAN 
-- __.gffl&COVER __..___1!L_ _______ 

T 1 380 

! 

380 

i 
220 ------ - - 220 

180 

- 

140 1 

- -------------- - - - 

PROFiLE 
'70 180 

vti 

- 140 

--- SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA RAPIO TRANSIT LSThICT 0 C 
-- METRO RAft. PROJECT - 

- 

-----1 
-- -- - 

CANDIDAEAIGNMENTS 
r PP()ftE Al -i 

I 

DPS( ( 

-I 

_____ 
- 

H-I-- 
STATION IQ+QQ TO STATION lOStOO 2 

- _ -j!- 



380 

340 

300 

260 

220 

180 

*40 

P1AN 
TUNNEL CUT & COVER TUNNEL 

- 380 

- -- - 

i__ 
-I------- 

----- 40 

- 

-. I._T LJTTT TT 
T 

280 if______ 
- 

T 
- - ----- 140 

180 200 210 220 

I-- :-'-------- .*______ I 
-_----------_-_ -_-----_------------- 

I I SOUTHERN CAL*ORNIA RAPIO TRANSIT O4STR*CT -- 

-1 I METRO RAL PROJECT __ C°E STUDY 
iiii 4: r-n-i iiiii! 

('AUOIOATFAUGNMENTS 

----------I_-- I---1---I----I----4 
VL AN Nt) Pf*OUL.E 

- 8TAT0OTO81Aw22;O0 



PLAN MOS- 1 f-f4 OS-A 

TUNNEL CUT I COVER OPTIONAL TUNNEL OR CUT & COVER + TUNNEL 

-. .. --- .... ----.--l..- -I--- I 

380 

._. _ - ........... ____. 340 
I U, 

Rt) - -.----- --T .TTm i_... 

/__ 
260 

T±'°' '--- -- -- x 220 

;t) ---- _. . .. . .......... __. lao 

240 0 PU0FIE 260 O 280 
140 

[Ii I 
SOUTHERNCAORA0TRANSS1RT 

CAN MNTS 
I ..... _4_j_ _j. PLAN AND P1OFLE 

-'i- I- 9IAN81 STATION 226*00 TO STATION 285t00 



I 
PLAN 

TUiIEL CUT 6 COVER TUNNEL 

T 
i0- --L----1-------- 

- 
- - 220 

': 
'' 

------1L 
ioo 

uO 300 310 I0_ ________ 60 

______-_____________________ 
PROFLE 

:T 

I 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA RAPID TRANSIT (SIRKT 4 c1-c S1UDV 
"''' 0 

- I -- -- --1-4 I - DMJ0.PS0OU,HWA 3 3 4 
- -t 1_" METRO RAIL PROJECT CANDIDATE ALIGNMENTS 

II II 0.I 

I 11 1--I-- STATION 28tO0 TO 8TATK)N 320*00 AS SHOWN 

-ii± F1-. '-'I-L -- STATION 0100 TO STA1ION 30.00 



0 

Jw;) CUT £ OEF1 

320 
2 

(ins 

280 

40 ,--.--.__------.-- 

a _L 
200 ] r 

-- --.., -- -- 320 

230 

I 
- - 240 

-. _. 200 

L 160 ---- .---.----- -....--- 160 

OS-f3OS-B 
120 

EiotAILiiJ (AIt.3) 
120 

80 ---...- .... 80 
40 60 80 70 

PROFLE 

rV- 

..4 -4 - ... SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT C RE T DY jj METRO RAL PROJECT TD CANDIDATE ALIGNMENTS eJ 
----14 

j ________________________________________ - "'' PLAN AND PROFLE *8 IHOWN 
-.1. - -- 

Itlt _______ 

øN'PsOD.UiW* 1* 3 

9 MN 87 - - . . .. - 8TATN 30*00 10 STATN 80+00 



TI 

300 
PHOFtE 

310 

8EE PLAN ON 

(IIt £ (AVFR TUNHIL 

ri 
4 
0 

U 

I 

IOUTItERN CAL0RN*A AP1O TRAN8IT LSTRT 
METRO HAL PROJECT R-ro 

o0 

260 

220 

- ---- -- 160 

140 

----- 100 

- ---------- SO 

T CORE STUDY 
J CANDIDATE ALIGNMENTS SAP1 

12*14 
VtRMONT SRANCH PROF lIE 

STATION 265.00 TO STAHON 620.00 i1 

a 



I I 

:: :- 
£40 - 
200 

180 .-1 

120 --------- 

80 33 

- 

PtAN 
TIJNP4EL 

340 

is tr ri 
CUT * COVER 

-. 320 

L-- EEEE 280 

240 

--- 200 

J 

- --- --- ----- 
360 

40 40 40 40 

80 

LE_________________________ 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA RAPID TRANSIT STRKT 

SAFTRfl Pill PPA.IF(T 
CANDIDATE ALIGNMENT ____IAI 

PLAN AID AS S,OW$ 

STATION 320400 TO31ATION 370400 "' 



: 

'II:" 
L 

ij 1i( 

it r7j 

;.r 

ldI 

1 

'VI tt!J 

.1..'é4I - 
I P 

II 

( 



PLAN OS-A 4-1-3 OS-B 
TUNNEL +! 4, CUT & COVER 

4, 
TUNNEL 

480 
-- 480 

I 

440 .. __.. 

IOO........ ----------F------- 

240 
240 

420 430 440 450 
PROFILE 

........ 
- I SOUTHRN CALIFORNIA RAPID TRANSIT £STRKT CORE STUDY 

_____ 
4 - -.-i____ ________ METRO RAIL PROJECT CANDIDATE ALIGNMENT 32J1 

I 
DMJ PSOD;.I HA 

I 

1 

I 

--1 

EI}Th-H 
I-. 

PtAN AND PROFILE 

-... - - - 

A$$HOW$ 
1 

- 8TA11OH 4 IO'OO TO STA11ON 450+00 57 



Wr 

w- 

I :'4Ji81!1 .:;' t, Iu4( ;:-.. 

:b J!a 
!;Li : 

.4 - -. 

1L:i!c2I'I 
I]4J1JL 

:i It! I 

: ;iI1i i!t 
I! 

II tLj 
LLL.J4L.& 

c? I1! 
ic-iC 

;. ..-,. .,.. . 
''ii 

:: 

I iiTii ii 

I_'VJ ? 

ctei i 

4j1 
LUL. N - .. 

4- 



it{ tU 4}I1 3i!; %JIfl 134iLEJi4, j; r':: 't 



'ic e 
OS-A 4+3 OS-B J(#EKE 2 0&Y) 

a.,racovin 
4. 

T1,&I 

520 
-- 

480. 

- 
---------- ---- 

8 4 

440 

LLLLIIJi 

, FOCi(! 
1___._._=______.__ 

.11 

1 

520 

480 

440 

400 

360 

320 

- 

510 580 
280 

0 O 4( Q .) -r --i 
SOUTiIRp4 CAtWORNIA RAPiD TRANSIT IS1RT - 

1--- METRO RAIL PROJECT -w '.-s.. 

r I 
'-----' r4T' 

CANDIDATE ALIGNMENTS 35J 

1- 

PtAN AP PftOFM E 
AS SHOWN 

-- I ""9W.187 
5TA1 10 STAT 16 

I, 

I 

a 
A 



PLAN 

,, 

I) 

______ C & WV jp 

I 

560 
--..------.--.---.-----1------.--- 

C, 
- 

ILIT .11 1 ..II TIIII1.L1 
440 i- ------:!.. ______________ 440 

:ii1ii TTII.:: .. 

320! - -- ------------------- ------- ---.. - - ------- ------------- - ----------------- . 320 600 6 0 620 ' 

0 200 400 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA RAP TRANSIT STRKT CORE STUDY 
-. - 

-- METRO RAIL PROJECT rt CANDIDATE ALIGNMENTS 
- 

36J 
-' 

-- 
-- -- 

- ----- - 
------- ------ 

[T1TI 
--1--1---I--I- ----- 112 

ANAN0PRE A56,4OWN 
- 

I .. I 

___________ 
STATION 590 00 TO STATION 630 00 77 67) 



I- 
. 

p 

I 

- 1 

- 

1 

Ib 



,1. 

* 

JEI:III:F 
4O 

U) 

,uO 

U) 
bO 

-J 

x 
0 

20 

dO 

62( 

iji______ 

F' 
'°'I 11 II 

0 

830 840 850 870 880 4*1 
I- 

LI S0UTHEH CALIFORNIA RAPID IRANSIT DISTRICT 
I _______ 

ICANDIDATLALLGNMENTS 17* 

I I I I 1 PLAN ANt) PROFLE 
J.e. 8TAT1ON 821s00 TOSTAflOei 882t00 



, 

I $c &!T \ ; '1(4IS:9? 
Iq3 ¼1j 

f !ts 
1 t_J1 I MF j t.. b i 

I 4/k 



JLLL. 

PLAN 
.fCtJT&COVER 

+ 
- 

700 

__- F14 I1I __ 1 _I4 

- 
I -lD UU 

-- -.-___-_______ -.- - ------__________ -- 480 930 940 950 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRKT C" STUDY METRO RAIL PROJECT 
CANDIDATE ALIGNMENTS 28 £ 1234 & S 

PLAN AND P9($ I E Al IHOWN 
SATION922.O0 TOS1ADON 952.00 



I 

-. -- -- 
680 ---- ---- ------------- ---------- ---------------- 880 

I 

1 1-1- 

::a -I- __ ____ ii:_T±TTi1I L1° 
520-' 1 

-______ *03% 

I- _____________________________ 4- 
480 -------- ------- ------------------ 

440 960 970 980 990 

FHOFLE 

[I 

I f 
'w METRO RAIL PROJECT mm II -- SOWHERN CALIFORNIA RAPID TRANSIT 0STRT 

L J T1.tM 9 JAN 87 

U I- 

EffzI:;I-I- 
E 

1000 ,, 

CORE S11JOY 
CANDIDATE ALIGNMENTS ![i 

1234*5 
PLAN AND PROFILE AS S&$OWN 

STATION 952*00 To STATION 1009.00 

I' 



S 

PLAN 08-8+ 
_ccgy___ p4 

;!f--=A-TIII _I±L1i1I 
.( *03% 

L!W000 .03% 15* s*çss 

& 

c 440 
1010 1020 1030 1040 1050 440 

-. 

PROFILE 

Jj 

_____-J I" I 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA RAPID TRANSIT £STRKT CORE STUDY 

- - - T _______ " 
k-.... I 

METRO HAL PROJECT 
CANDIDATE ALIGNMENTS 20A1 - - -f I 1.2,3,4 £ S - -_________ -_______ 

1 N A PftOfl AS $0$OWN 

.. I'Q -- 
8TATN 1009400 TO SAU0N 1057*64.68 



PLAN 
TUNNEL CUT £ COVER 

1 

IUPJNEL 

1 

CUT I 
OS-A430S-B 

COVER 

i 
i ii 240 

----i-_I 

160 ---- *OVTw 

120 

80 
40 50 

_j- JAN87 

50 70 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA RAPID TRANSIT tNSTRT 
METRO HAL PROJECT 

OJUPOOU,N*A 

TRANSITION 

320 

5 0 
' 280 

V 

UI 

120 

80 

I CORE STUDY ____- Si] CANDIDATE ALIGNMENTS 
2 £ 4 

-I 
A$HO PLAN AND PROFtE 

S1ATI1 30+00 TO STATEN 80.00 '"' 67 

V 



h ''á't1M) h 

S p 

'- &P 
11 i I dcZ, ;: ': ;;:: - 11 

,i 

L. 
! 

' 
.*.:I a. 

.f__;f.. p 

%j14j: '44r. 'S 

p. 

PLkN 1AAP4SI1KN AERIAL 

______________. __________ 
320 - -_ ___________________- 

?80o _______.____________ 1 _________ 

1 
_______. 0 

5t14'*4$C4t%SSi*W 

:----.-.-.----.. 
-i__! -_J - 

i - -.. ?00 .7- 
I- 

6Q. ... __________ 

90 100 

1 1111 i 
1"SJM187 

''zz 
I 
(-3 _____ ____ -.--. __. 

-. .. 
. ---.--.. - 

. 

______________ 
80 110 120 130 vtu PROFI_E 

S0UTHRN CALWOHNIA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRKT CORE STUDY METRO HAL PROJECT mD CANDIDATE ALIGNMENTS ''37JJ 
2,4 1 5 

PLAN AM) PHOFILE AS SHOwN 
STATIOI4 80'OO TO STATK 140t00 681 



AERIAL 

320--- 

L 
0 

280 

I -f- 
__ i 

-280 

i- 
240- --.. 

---240 

i 
I i i 

i U) 
I 

200 -- ----.zZ ---- -- 

160 - --- ----- -- _____------ --------- 

---..--____ 
-120 

80--- .----.----..- ----..-.----....- 
80 

1J 180 110 PFU 
0 Z0 ,c.o 

* 
IOUTHEAN CALWONN** RAPIU TRAN$IT °"' 0 CORE STUDY 1 

METRO RAL PROJECT CA?E1)ATh ALIGNMENTS 1''__38J 

W PlAN FIND PROFtE AS SiP)WN 

W' _____________ 

24 6 6 Ii... 

9JAN87 
STATION 140.00 TO STATION 180*00 

V A 



//fZ - 

AERIAL 
PLAN 

j_0 ----- -____________ ___________-_____________ _____________- 

280 

I 

?00 iiTTE 
1II IITIT1 

0 

0 
4- 

0 

- - - 
1O 200 pçp 210 220 

I 
- -I--4------ -'' - I I $OUTH(RN CALIFORNIA RAPID TRANSIT OISTRCT -1 1 

I 1 METRO RAL PROJECT 1 1 
I T1________________________ 

' _ JAN871 

320 

28C 

24C 

20C 

180 

120 

i_____ 
CORE STUDY ___ - 

CANDIDATE ALIGNMENTS 39J 
1 24 & 6 

PIAN AND çc *5 8t$Owk 

SIA11ON 18000 TO STATiON 227.50 70 



- 

I..-w ., j :i 4 

1ifi 

340 

300-: 

260 

220 

-______ 

1401 

I001__ ---- 

r3J 

- LII! . 
1; 

ituHNLPN 

- _ __ 
_ ___ __ F_±: 

3 340 350 ______ 
PROFILE _____ 

-fJi? ' METRO RAL PROJECT CANDIDATE ALIGNMENTS '' i - 

I 
I 

S0UTHE CAIWORNIA RAPID TRANSIT DISUUCT CORE STUDY 

______ 
OUIWW* 2,3 A 4 .. 

PLANANOPROFLE 

I'DMN8? 
STATION 320'OO TO 8TAIION 360.00 

* 



a 4 I 

ii 

-- -. -- - -- --. -- __RIAL 
440 

I0u 

I 

C-) 

5- 

240 

0o------. ----------- -__ 

I 

- 440 

8 

ii: 1:tiiii1iii i: 
320 

-- 280 

- .. -_ ----------- 240 

3() 39) 
---- ---- 

: 200 
0 00 40 50 ID 

PROFLE 

[JEJT1II-1 -------j 
I 

STRT CORE STUDY 
- ______- 

I CANDIDATE ALIGNMENTS 3J 
--I----I---±---+--+----- ---L--- __ -1 0490ItHI* 

2.3 & 4 t1I -I t I 
I.D..a 

I ps)p9()p 
t '.1'. -.i [9JAiifl -... STAIIOI+ 360i00 TO S1ATK)I5 410+00 



jj'! 

___ - 1IIlJ1I, vr. U ____ 

jj:j 



r 
, .- p 

-?:..- Pjb -t ' 

1Ii 
It1: ? 

: L r1r!1; 
kRi 

t14 ik .i 

LcI9 T!1 W 
15 

ii' iI!: -1i ;q 
.iI - 

JI1 

g'Fj *: 

!r1u-s 
-'- - -. 

- 

$IIIJflIj !'a 

lr: ,-:1w 
a- 

I! 
*r1 'iiI.b: 

j :-fl II: 

L!ULit .J.iLL*L 



'1 

________ 

ti 

1 _ 
c, t..'k 1 



7,'.,. 

'p - 



240 

200 

2 
160-- 

4 
I- 

120 ---V 44 
w 
z 
-J 

I- 
4 

40 

0 140 160 160 170 

PROFiLE 

ISOUTHERN CALIFORNIA RAPC TRANSIT DISTRICT 

J METRO RAIL PROJECT 
se p DA&JP4IU,NW4 

9JAN87 

.!. 
j "d 

-. 
,- 4 

240 

200 

160 

120 

4 
I- 
U, 

60 

40 

0 
180 

- 

CORE STUDY 
CANDIDATE ALIGNMENT 

PLAN AM) PROFILE *8 $isOM4 

AT1ON 135+00 TO STATION 190*00 



_Irf.J' 'h1IIV 
p 4 Y'1V -t' 

i ..J-:iiu.-. t 

. 
-" 

jN: 

- F 

I 

- -t' - - 

, 

r 1['q 
IIJi 

Pj'I. - 
t I -- -. -'S. . - -. 

-. 



: T ; 

/ ? It.; b 

I 

4 

" 
b 

7 

I 
4/d 

9" 
')dr 

I 





r 

'-,.. 

'i; 

wjç, 
r 



: 

1t 
.L1I 

LñdI D' Ji't3 2 
v I.e] 

_wI_ 
ki 

p. 
.. 



)I1 - 

(a!&. "I '.1%: 
.. Ii 

_.J_,lI 

p. - I 

'-i: :. 7j 

: 
' 

r :- :;" 
II 

-. 

JLI I., 

' 

I. 
-;ru' 

rk;1 IJb 
&mi 

-"' 

!IA 

j:i.. ..-- i.1t.'-. ;-. ' 

,.1. 
I,) ( - . 

_j 



vçj *'F?' 
r 

jpL,a.r ei1N 
ri r j 'I 4r$; 

44ç4ri - --'- '- - IuIH 

t4 



-i -- 

-- :s 

i 

:'i'' r1I. 

pljai. 

is iji 

[I & If 

Hr 
I 

I 1 

, 

j1 
! 

I 149 L *j r:ri1 I1p4y ' 11 

, ,k1k riI;pk-1i .M!"t 

tçIL 'Tb p. . 
! 41t 

I 
: 9J; 

P1'I 

i 



- -S.-- - 

I -.. 



'ii, I. ' :iiJJ t 
1); 

!ç 
'1 - 

,I/I. 1:bi( .4 ¶ 

1 'd' ..-i.r':lI '.-. 

, q'fr I 

$;! /; fp 
f I 

L4:" 

!, ' 

1 it!J 

M' 

1L 
Ia C 

£' A'' 
I LIk!# r 1T 



PLAN SLILAR TO 

TUNNEL 
CUT & COVER 

OSATOSB 

TRANSITION 

360 ____- --- 360 

---------------TF---- 
-----320 

260--- I- ; 
------4---- --j----- s- -280 

I 

0 

240 
--a TLiJiii 

240 

::i 
iii:::: 1T:IE:T:'Iz 

01% - 
-_______________________ 

120 

so 360 40 60 60 70 ___________ 
80 

_ I I 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRT 

METRO RAIL PROJECT 
CORE STUDY 

CANDIDATE ALIGNMENT 

8TA 340$00 TO STA 360t949 
STA37+44.97TO8TA60Oo 

f,, 
___ 

A$IOW 
I I 

I _ I _ 
I 

GMN$7 - I-1 



1 . i.I_. JIiil' #- a- 
J 

I 
I 

: ; !r (1 
Jp R4t ;: 

- ,, --&1 

L 
at11.nj' 

_ 1 



' F 'I41fl I----.-II. ru j 

d 

ij 
1 
£4 

LII 

I49!1E 3j&! 
1 J4 

rj' 2 

l4jr 111 

ij( 1J1$ 
Ji'H C itLItw. ii 

iL 1AJ!!. 

U.'' 
jI? 

L& LW]fI{t- 

V 'ii - I 

r7,p) !' 
jfJ1 

rt Wi!& 



a Ii1I ,r'r IL 

dP41 L1&i2 '1 11t 

Irt:i 
o' :L'1 

i%'C 
TI.1IltU it g 

j4' 
a'I 

iI!uiY d :J 
fl 9 1,-1' t4' -I. 

r.i - 

M 

*1$'. 
4 

'I 



__h' 
;; ;:; 

;!' 
flPLr 

4:k h1 kj,'if:Il'! :.: 
';'i I r r-z;j:- 

L' 
I 

tkl Ii, .11 L17Pni 
4j 

mj r ____ 

44jI 
_____ 

I4 



,ik' ' 

J; 

' !!Jb I'5iE I I 

:'. ;;. 

1i 

___ 
E!i. 

: 

iI' 
P L&" 

w! 

iri 
I 

-S. .- -u q. iis 

_i_ _ 
Tr1, 

1iI Eft 



APPENDIX C 

STATION LOCATION PLANS 

c-i 



I 

/ 
/1 

///!Li 
/ , ASA / ioA 

/ / I,7_ 
j 1_ ) /1 /7 

/ /1 
a L 

/cJ/b/ //_ N' ,- 

// 
/ \ \f 

/ ' / I II I 

r4R.t 

'r :17 
:: 

) 
'-- /1 1 

[ 
I 

I h-I f4I 
It., 

\ li_I 
USAIIII) 1* 
I4lK( f.a 

/ 
rLAzA 

/ 
MI 

I 
r I - 

/ (i/ 

/ -- - --. - 5ANTA AHA 

To 
- 

I--------- 

-r 

I 

'' 
1"Tc SOIflHEaN CALlFORNA HAPID TRANSIr 

METRO RAIL PROJECT 
CORE STUDY 

UNION 
STATION LOCATION PLAN 
CAJA1& ALH1 S I 2 3 4 5 

SUBWAY STAIIOP4 

""' - 

P.36 

AS 

51 

I -I 

f' 

____________________________ 
- 

DJNPP,NWA -________ 
I I-i- I I 

I_____________ I I r 1 

I 1.t" .. f... ... 
9JAN87 

4 4 I 



:!Ii 
Ma.i. JKT 

IATe c%:FC 

LAW tJ*-AY 
It 

I 

H 
L±1 

\ 
4AU- *: o1 FA1 

1 

HILL TEE1 

&tt 4 

i:- 'ii 

rOiJR cJF MALL o. c 
F LA(,b 

i---1 

- = --- ----- ---- SOUTHERN CALORNIA RAP TRANSIT STRT CORE STUDY - - 
METRO RAL PROJECT - ..-.-. -.--. 

CIVIC Au - - - -- - 

STATION LOCATION PLAN - - - - - - - 

CAI..)A1t A.(.tI4IS 2.3 4 
s 

SUBWAYSIAIsJpi - 52 



PHlG 1 
I I) 

41Z II) M 

; :;ij 
--J H--_____ 

IIIIEII I 

IdGJ______ 

-- 

ii 

CTAiI 

rt11I 

1E: 
- - 

t,.fY 

PIRIH$JG SOUAC 
PIJIiPINO 

n 

COl1r1CtAL 

II 
Is 

II 

II 

9" 

'Is 
Il 

II' 

HJ, 
, PorofD 

CALI5OINsA FAZA 

t 

Pt': J 
L.. 

r 
r 

__J 'j pr $OWHMAR CORE STUDY 
5th / HILL 

STATION LOCATION PLAN 
CANDLIATE AL4&*N1S 1. 2 4 6 

SU6WAY STATION 

A3 [ 

53 

F 11I tf I 

I 

-. 
I I 

rt 
t 

l.1s.N s.m i.., f "9JAN81 



// 

FTP' 

_JLJ1 I 

WiHi DOUVAP 

r 
11 --______ -_______ 

A r___ -f I 

I L 
I 

U_____ 

" 

J li PAWL14'H1G 

L= 

__________ _ 1 
- - 

I 

_______________ 

I H iI P(*iHOH 
Il-I'll 

I gorH;g' I 1.1 

bUSt-PIU. 

j. I 'I ciii 
-- 450-0 11 i 

3 r PL12A 
.1 

8g.cApWA1 PLAZA COMPIX 

L 

- ------------ .. ... -:..-. mi 

::IEIiiiIf[[f1 
FJAN87 

$OUINt* CALON*A APiO TRANSIT LS1RICT 
ETNO RAL PROJCT 

OJPlI1,NA 

(1 & 

CORE STUDY 
7th / FLOWER A3 

STATION LOCATION PLAN 
cAam.g)Aft 0.M(f$ % 3 4 A$ NOILO 

SLATIOP4 54 



I 

I 

// 

I 1i:--- 
r 

-_-T 1 

VRT p4TLRMAT CR OC A1I 
j ] 

K' 

____j 
f 

\ \ \. / : 

: 
I 

EXUNG 

- / 

" 

LT 

iIII±-I: 

11 

t 

MTAIL 

1 
11N TR1ET 

'I 

J 
SOUTHIRN CAL WOR*A RAPID TRANSIT S1RT CORE STUDY :::-.- 

ft 
I-4---I--- -r I 

_ ALVARADO A40 -- 

ttt 'tt I 

STATION LOCATION PLAN 

I I 

CA4)AI6A&.XtHISI 2.3.4.6 

9JAN87 
SU6WAY StATION 



WLSe4IR.E VD 

) 

] 
Ni LoMJT 'cTt4 

1 

'TJE 
- I I 

ACLU 

I StORI OFiC 

) 

3 oRI 

R401 jA 

[1 I 

frAY rii 
1 

"N 51J(TH Si-- 

LEGEND 

[iI 

SI 

SOUIHE8CALIfORP4tAHAPIOIHANS$I O4SIHMI CORE STUDY 
I I 

i i WILSHIRE / VERMONT Al 
I I 

I 1 I STATION LOCATION PLAN I I U U I 

AN 
cIM.)tIAII AAlffr4l5 4 

SI.8W AYSIA1IN i1t I - TT 



Wi I 

I. 

I 

'iL 

SifH ST*er 

/ (H 
H 

SOUTH LAHO 

I t ii. LPR5lTY 

\I 

1' 

I' 
400 

---------- 

j 

I I -, 

! 

::. 

L #p 
\\ 

_1 _______ ARJJN& 

r-i 

Li 

CO,4UE&JAL 

WLNiRE 8LVD 

SOUTHIRN CALORHlA RAPtO tRANSIT DISTRiCT 

I 
METRO HAL PROJECT WILSHIRE/VERMONT 

STATION LOCATION PLAN :: 



S UK FAC 
PA K PàH 

IovF 

4dQ 

iLL 

P'EMPR 
INSUKANC 

'U 

Q 
4 

1: 

Ui 
> 
4 

UI 

4 

1 i 

I 

EI 
UI 

A 

: 

cu 

L_ J [E.ENL & I 
BUILIH 

I' 
I, 'I___ I 

/ 

1 i 

____________ 1 1 _J L 
7-- 

--n ! ( / (1 '4:1 : I I '. 

1.! 

.--.-12 II i c.- 

I 
ii tusI.iAti coMLx 

L- 

FAK,UII6 
I 

i 

'0 
-- - .M 

$OUJH1 CAL*OA RAPO IAN$IT ssi*r CORE STUDY METRO RAL PROJECT 
WILSHIRE/NORMANOIE STATION M - I I 

I 1-tt-1--1 I.. STATION LOCATION PLAN 
* MOTD I 

i- 
-Fi 

r r L___ 
G AiA ft MUU(I! IS I. 1. 3 4. 5 - I a-'- 9JANS1 

I -_ _-__ - SIJ8WAY 1A1K)N 



L 
& 

I CHRT (-HuH 2 

I 

I 

Pe(R HATK*l 

PAXlHG 

_j 

LJMLi4L 

L] 
PAga(Jo (or 

/ ADoI11oi1M AREft / / / 
PEQO FO?- *J6 LAYO/EP 

i ,-1 / 
IA 

/ 
- M'.1LY 8L()é 

I ______ 
:;;% kT 
WILTE1 fl AfK OftC 

I 

U 

2 AHON CENTER 

IO4.D 9 

T1j' 
I 

---I - 11 $OuTN CALWORA APIO IAAN$I1 OS$TRT 1 
METRO HAL PROJECT 

J 

CORE STUDY 
WILSHIRE / WESTERN 

J 
STATION LOCATION PLAN 

I 
CAM*MIt ALtt4I I. L . 4. 6 

&UWAY61ATION 

1 
-i"'--'--- 

1 1 1 
I I I 

I 
... J......i. 

I 
I J 

""*$NOIt) 
- 

I 
- 

is.. J"JAH87 



I LiLJ LJ 

E HP flu D 
1 1 Ii 11 -___ -- 

II I n n 
H- nn. 

11L1E1 

- 
- - - - - 

[CAL FED 
[ 

t*$uo LOt 

-: 

STON1ft1 

LP 

SOUIHtAN CALlFORNA $AP IHANSI! OsS1RA 
METRO RA$- PROJECT F4TD 

DJN POO II 

LEGEND 

SIlO KA& SI 

SI.IS I 

CORE STUDY 
VERMONT / BEVERLY 

STATION LOCATION PLAN 
(A?4*i*It *lk..PIM&MI $ 

SU8W.I SIAJKJN 
00 



I II _____ 
L n L_J L. 

PI$IONTAL 141 

[II] _Io cj[I] 
LI [I 

2MOYQICE 

11 DEl 
.J 

'zrI 1° u 

VkMOWT A's/k. 

t 

ftONJL'1E 
4 

LEGEND 

[4e1 

= & kU &I I 

I *1 111k 

tk1 UI1 

-- SOUftERH CALiFORNIA AAP TRANSIt STH $ 
I CORE STUDY 

-- rii r- I METRO RAIL PROJECT RTQ I 

I VERMONT / BEVERLY FI 

-. 

-- _ _ II 
- 

---- _ I '.-::-... i STATION LOCATION PLAN 
I 

CAI14DAItI4.11TS1 4 

ALRIAL StAtION 
11 lUltIl _ II 

bi JAN H_k--I- 
_I--t--------t 

1-I ..t _ 



'In, 
COL& 

I 

I ENT1$T pec.g 

I AND 
LoPPH6 

1 

i1ICOLA$ 
I t TORf 

LL 
SSTEM 

EiZIIoIIli_._IIIII 

Li __ STATION 

MOII4 
fl$A1 kA 

P4W PPV4 Cfr4TIA 
wPy) ____ - 

I 

3 

1 

a 
.1 

4 
I) 

7 
0 
2 

a 

P'AA.44N LCf 

VERMONT AVE 

LEGEND 

[IIii 

ISOtJTHIRN CALIfORNIA RAPID TRANSIT LNSIRICE CORE STUDY I " -- - 
I- I METRO RAIL PROJECT RTO I 

VERMONT/SANTA MONICA PP.IA - 

i r-----i STATION LOCATION PLAN 
I 

- -- - -- 
I T1 

V JAN S P .-.. ,, LAM4AIL AIM.$MIpII I 

1JII WAY ST A I k Nd 

-. ,I - ]-;--; 



i- iü o ii:tO' DTrSTOfF4CI4 

:': ± __I LLF 
\fMONTklE 

r r 
I lTO*Y L- 

( 

I 
MaY41 

r40W 1*4OPIMa CENT 

- ________________ 

LEGEND 

:-444::L' 

4 4*8 4 

up 

L. 

1 

--= SOUIuERs CALWORNIA RAPID JRANSII D4SJRI CORE S 
1 

_______ 
METRO RAIL PROJECT 

VTI Li 1Li -- 
VERMONT / SANTA MONICA *16 

STATION lOCATION PLAN 

I 
I I I I I 

A4L4jp4( I 4 4 
AS #*OItt 

-. I.uI .. 1.-. I I JAP4 

AITIIIAI SI A110h - 



WI$TI*N AVE. 

FtSID(PJTIAL 

El0 

7- TQ*1 
HOTSL 

[ P1*1(11* 
I SmUCTV*t 

L]D 
LI 

LJLI 
i-m I.P 

H 

> 
-j 

UI 
I> 
Iw 

H 
A(1ILE r'-i 

[111111 

L.IJ 

D,, 
N fl 'U 

I TO*( C MM 
COMNI1(CIAL 

: ITI_ - - 

rrt 
COMMkR/ 

H Or4,c 

I I 1 

41W $HOP1I4b 

WI L*II A 
*PriT 
C14J*C.4 

U 

o 
RSID1HrIAI- 

LEGEND 

E1I. ::' 

1IIj 

UIIUU $1 

W'H 
I SOU1 CAUfOR*A NAPIB IIIANSII $$TH1 

-4 - 
I METRO HAL PROJECT STUDY - - Iiwiii.. ' WESTERN / BEVERLY Ad -F- 4T-- STAON LOCAON PLAN -'- r- r r-rT I L C.AIA ( 1'.t11t __ $ JAN11 - SUBWAY SlAlkiti tj4 



U m 
1 

1 
U 

IiTOCO.4MERcL1 

I 
WSTERH 

U 
F 

LEGEND 

L..r 

s 

4 

1-1 

--1 

I 

-- -- - - - 

.. -. -. 

- ............ 

___- 

F 
ftflt 

I 

i 

I 

SOUTHERN CAL$FORHA RAPfl) TRANSIT DISTRICI 

METRO RAtI PROJECT 
WESTERN SANTA MONiCA 
STATIONLOCAflONPIAN 

(ANIsEAIt i 

SUUWYjjI)T1 

ANIl 

_________i 

PI* 
-I 

9 JAN -LI 

I 



Is 

'or 

VEHONT AVE. 

I*I'-M. t.Jt 

I. 

G*n 

1LJ____ 
D 
LI I4 

SI 4xnJ 

IT1 ww 
ro &-P6p. 

INTRS1A1 LFIRST 

r 

IT 
I StTD( 

I 

CLDØ MCSPT 

PC. 

LEGEND 

Fa' 
[I '.:::: 

1141..ISI.... 

SOUTHERN CALIfORNIA RAPID TRANSIT L*SIKICI 4 
I CORE STUDY I' METRO HAlt. PROJECT 
I - - 

i 1 VERMONT .1 SUNSET Au 

L 
... 

..-.. I 

I 
STATION LOCATION PLAN 

CANUOATI A.5pfl 
SU8WAY SJATaDI4 

NPI 

66 
"I -.I_____ "'- a TANS? 



i I i i I I 

I_i . 

cn 
81-1)6 

r 

vERMOi4T AVE 

I- 
UI 
lfl 
2 

h.AJSEJ 
MOICAJ._ 

01 IL 
EN S 

HO6PlTJ- 

LEGEND 

1-_4- SOUIKERN CALIFORNIA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT CORE STUDY 
-I- _-_ METRO RAIL PROJECT FTU - 

-- VERMONT / SUNSET A'' I 
i 

- I STATION LOCATION PLAN 

t 

-"" 

CAPILDA)*I I()uLIs 2 3 
Al. FIIAI -!hI,,N 

1101)1 

.'.I-"I_.. 1-..I -I IAN., 



11 
ri 

L $4S COe.4M*CIAL 

LEGEND 

- 
: 4= ::: 

11 
[ 1 

- - - I_ I SOUIHIRH CAIIEORNIA RAPIIJ IRANSIT siici CORE STUDY 
I METRO HAL PROJECT m-D - 

- 

-- - 
I I I I 

HOLLYWOOD / WESTERN 
STATION LOCATION PLAN 

CAMAU 
SUBWAY S1AJJp 

AJ4 

- 

I 
- - - ---- - -1 t1-L L AH 1 



r 
pjLi L 

L A3I 
COMIC&L 

UILOIN 
4sroR( 

COMMCIAL 0 
4 LLIJI -__- 

4- 46Ou.tJ 

$-ê04$YW000 L-VD 
i . 

---- - 

[ LII LEGEND 

I5OuU4HN CAtIFORNIA RAPIC) )HANSIT osIricI CORE STUDY i METRO RAIL PROJECT RTD I - -I 

HOLLYWOOD / WESTERN AI 
. 

.,.... 
I ---I-- I f 

- 

STATION LOCATION PLAN A 
-1-- _- 

APIDI)AI1A,1I53 J 
AEFlAi SIAVION 



or 

4 

I4oLL'WQOP LVP 

H I____ 
O44SCIAL 

CO.C1AL L04 

1"I - 
TTI 

I 

S 
4 L!_J 

I sro cOMM$L. __ II ',ioa 

*CJD&MY 
E P1GWAO 

I- *ITAIJI.*HT 
(itwo-) I 

- POULE UEr o PAiL 
V-PoS Ni4P AREA 

LEGEND 

[iI 

I * 

I U, 

- 

...l1.111.d*.1411111 

F-F-I-- 

I SOUTb4tM CA&0RN1A HAP 1ANSIT 
I METRO RAL PROJECT 
F- 

CORE STUDY 
HOLLYWOOD VINE 

STATION LOCATION PLAN 
CAMJAIt A4844HI I 

SU&IwAY SIAON 

AlY 

AS N(,IiI' 

- 

--.1 
--I- 
--1--- 

----- 
------- __ I 

1.....,. 

I.I. 

.s 
J!.'. 

L... t I I 

_ 

- 1. .41. _J I 



Li L 
CRCN 

LLr__lj 
Iu HO9PIT)L 

A NHEX 

[Iii 

Cl 

::i±i (---1 
PE MANE N F 
HOPSTA* 
(1 1O'!) 

FE P-ltENt E 
HOPlThi- 
AlNEX 
( 44ZDF( 

4 

0 

2 

LJD 
Lit_ 

J 

U 

LEGEND 

-------------1 
SOUItIERN CALIFORNIA RAPID TRANSIt DISIRILI 0 E I METRO HAL PROJECT --.. 

1 1 1 IL 1 
SUNSET EDGEMONT AtL 

L_1L L. _____ STATION LOCATION PLAN 
cANuAIE ALw4M(p4I A NUll LI 

* 5 JAN 51 AIISAI. SIA1K* / i 



2 

UI 

TFOOQl 

,__±:F________________ 
--UNSET 

I- I -_____ ---- ----------- ------------------- 
/ 

I 1 ITDRY 

KWHY TV 
O4iA.NNEL 2! TUDO 

IA(. (1)1 

MOVIE THEATER 

1 

[1 [1] [1 [1 [1] LI LI 
bUILDEa5 EMPORIUM 

( 

RE5IOEP4TIAL 

] DL1LL 

SOUuIiRN CALIfORNIA RAPID IRANSII C)IS!RIf1 
UTnfl RAIl rlRflIcrT 

LEGEND 

CORE STUDY 
SUNSET / WESTERN 

STATION LOCATION PLAN 
CANJCiAIL AIt1p 4 
ALIIIA! STAIN 

bS IV 

AS IOUI 



LLIj_IS EEc.iorsA1 

LJ 
El 

ME 0K AL. 
BLO6 

Lii 

$(AEHTOL.OG'f 

BLDG 

SUNSET BLVD. 

KAjSEP. p uENrE. HOc4'rAL 

I 

R5lc'NflftL 

rThJ 
II 

LEE Lii 

PEcDHnAL 

fl 

------- --------------- 

LEGEND 

I +L..... .'.4 OGAt 

.*...o *. ILiTCII 
I A4A 

I 

I II I II e 

.1 1OUTpLRs CALIFORNIA RAPID TRANSIT OISTRKT CORE STUDY 
I I I I I 

METRO RAIL PROJECT -1 SUNSET/VERMONT TA 

_1-J I J fi 4 i.ui.* J tI'.S,t.'.I 

J 

IZ2= ALT. STATION LOCATION PLAN _ 
Al NOTED 

NIN t' 1N1JI I I I _ 
M 

. . -. ..'.-. . 
. AERIAL STATION 



I-STOWI COMMRC*.. I 

I iii- 

uNET bLVD 

- -- 

I4tH-J3k 
Ofi'ict 6WG 

UI 
1 

tA.RJ(O4A LOT 

gfI. 

Of 

C IN fP-AMA 
TheAr.. 

LI 

4 
1 

Ik'IIIIIIIiIuIIIiTlIIII 

3 

0 

HW HoPPIN CNT 

LEGEND 

[Ii' 

bss S I 

F [ SOUTHERN CALIfORNIA RAP IHANSII S1RT CORE STUDY 
1 I I METRO HAIL PROJECT I 

---t- - SUNSET! VINE A!J Iti ---------#- STATION LOCATION PLAN 
- 

I I CAAj1)A 1 L Al I1SIIL H A S H 

... SUBWAY SIA1 iON - 

/ -. ..I j-. I - Is.. I I 



I 5TOM CO.V4*CL. 

--LI_j[1J7 

CIH&MA 
ThL'T 

5UNST LVO 

Ii 

$OM 

H T R 

: 

LEGEND 

[iIi 

Fsou CALORNIA RAP IRANSII SI8f CORE STUDY 
METRO flAk- PROJECT SUNSET / VINE 

I 

I 

1 ----1------- 1-----------.-- --------t__-----_-- STATION LOCATION PLAN 
I -------------- --1- --1----------- ------------i:i: A(KiMMII 

utIw SAJK)N 
I 

14 
1-. -1 



U 
'I 

Jç ftL LE 

- 

MM FAC1D 
.01 

LOWE 

eK] 
Cl 

t , I JR iOM 140u1W0 P4CHMU' *jak2ac.& M RC I At TH LAIEJI 
14_ 

PAAMOu4T 3 5rOR- 
B1 L)& 

3 STOI1-1 

C44ERCIAL 

= iTi Iiiiiiiiiiiiiiii -- - 

I 

YWOOO bLVD ii I 

.............. : +:: 
I 

LEGEND 
1JSE 2- '31DR MOVAt4P h I -ltfl&'( COMMERLtAL 
C, t*4MEAi WAX -41 BAIIK 

MUUUM 
CAN 0I&l.lt 

I__I 
LU PAJt4NO 61LtCTu#E I A*Wt 

4 lt-R 

II 
i_.J CIAI. - U ______ 

ALLE1 
I GatAL 

F 

I 

I 

r- 
HOTbL PA$1N6 TWiCfl)R 

- - -,-. 
I 

SOUIHAN CALIFORNIA RAPID IRANSIT LSTRMI CORE STUDY 
________I METRO RAIL PROJECT irn 

- .,- 
I'II 

HOLLYWOODi HIGHLAND A.IU 

:... STATION LOCATION PLAN - - - - _____ 
(.AM)AI&ALhIj ASNUIII' 

-. --II - ---_ _ ... 
- I 

JANet SIAIIUi 



P.*AMQuP4t $.D. 

140L1 DAY ri PA*I1b TL1CTU INN L .-i 

fI($ 

A £ 

,N)r E E NI NO 
I #'A4N 

+ _______ _________ 
[ CIAL AU.IC. AVIN4 

(it c-i 

HIf4tI). 
II 

MOAJ1JJ 
M*LD 

I I W 
ii 

4 
J 

I MiEQ WAX 
L E G E N D I MUUM 

'U' 'Ti 
COMe4i t.JAL 

-J 

J 
0 

Ai1 I 

IIO4J5 

I POiti.i,44 
L..i&$(4 IO(*J&.. 

1...... i u. 

-------- 
I 

I 

I LTT fu: 
1THLTITTTIE LTII __ ____ 
I I I 

I $OUIH(RN CALIFORNIA RAPID RANSI1 (MSTRJ 
METRO RAIL PROJECT 

I CORE 
I 

HIGHLAND / HOLLYWOOD 
STATION LOCATION PLAN M)A T *4 CeöM I 4 

SU1JWAY SIAIIN 

- 
A W 

,. . 

- 

- 

I 

:1 I 

Ia' 1 
I 

I 

S-" 
h.- 

I 

JAN 1 1 
I 



4,.o. 

: 
re rt 

---- 

TT 

, 

:: 
' 

/ ;1 1----- 
£r< W2t-- _j_ 

I, O 
7i-±j1 :1 T D 

-- t -: 
._) 

4I?-Ct PAP.KII ALA I --- - - - ---- -- 

_ 

) 

D 

-' /7 I_ i,, 
I \ '. I 

IlA1 - 

c . 

-, 

7/-... 
/ /f \\ 

\' 

N'. 
,2 / 

) / / 

,1 

\\\ 
// c\ 

-_ 
_\_ '.' 

\\ 

\ 

\\, 
WSiNG 

L 

I -I IM SOUl HIAN CALWORN4A PAPID TAM$iT LSTR*I 
METRO RAL PROJECT 

CORE 
HOLLYWOOD BOWL 

STATION LOCATION PLAN 
C.ICLIA1E UI.1*NTS 1.2.4.6 

SUBWAY STA1ION 

-. 

-- 

NOU) 

ii 

I" 

I 

.. . - '-i. N87 
- - .j - 



/1 

I N . REIOENTL 

LUFF0 DvE - - 

p----- Trk(ç 

/ \ 
- 

-- 
.#. ------- 

1" 

;\L;;;::c: \ \ \ ( 

\ 

I' 

'F.: t I 
$OUTHtflN CALOA APIO CORE STUDY 

I 

METRO RAN. PROJECT 
UNIVERSAL CITY A44 

---I 

II 
k I STATIONLOCATION PLAN ' 

C*AT1 ALNJ$ 1.2.3.4, I 
u1..'. ' '.' I 1 

..... ..... - SUUWAY STATION 75 



\\\ \ 4- 4 
\ . -, 

CUMTON AVCt4U 

0L 
:' 

: 
I__i '\"''e \, ' ii 

11 

1 
I 

J i 

II Li 

£X*1 cdt DI.V() pioR 
- 

-- 
' 

' U T 

\ 
\ fl 

S?L1MAA$OflANN( 

111,11 r I ii is iii! iii 'i ii ill ii i,Ii tii ii 

jill 11 Ill I.l_L1 \!_I i_till I I ii ii iiii i 1:1 1111111111111111_it! 
\ \ I 

\ 

\ 
, 

\ irro RAIl. tAC 
I \ \ I 

I \ \ IcIS5RIPt 
Il 

'\2 T1 
CI$ANPLER SOULEVAR.Q 4 ('1"") 

£4 '4I42. $44&. 

I fl ____________ 
- ... -..... ------- . .. \ . '. A '- -.5- 

I I T b '''\\' I I I 

-1 1 1-14 sounii CALIRORNIA RAP$O TRANSIT DISIRMT CORE STUDY 
44ii MITIlO NAL PROJICY NO$TH HOU.Y WOOD 
_j_ -- STATION LOCATION PLAN 

I I --i----r 
CANOI)ATE ALJJI1$ 1,2. 3.46 

I -I 
SUBWAY STA1IOII 



a q? 

( 
Il) 

Lu 

U 

0 
/ / ,// f 

I 

, I 

I 

I 

HAR8OR INSURAMC 

AL BLO& 

S0UTHRPl CALIFOHRIA RAPID IRARSI DISIRSCV 

METRO RAIL D(01ECT 

/ 4# 

MOIEL 

MO Ri 
OFiC1 aLDG 

I 
II 
101 III 

ii 

LEGEND 

i::ei 

SOS I 10 

0 40 00 00 

CORE STUDY 
WILSHIRE / CRENSHAW ''I2 
STATION LOCATION PLAN 

L4.tOiOsAU Al P444t5 AS 1401114 

AFtUAI SiAIll 



- - - L_______ SOUTHERN CAIWORHIA RAPO TRANSIT SIAT CORE I METRO RAIL PROJECT 
-I--- 

---n-i,- 

1I WILSHIRE/LAUR[A Au -- - ____ ____-- STATIONLOCATIONpLAN 
- - - - -_________________ C*NtJA1 AU?4MfNJS 1 4, b 

AS NUII& 

1 I 

AERIAt SIAT)t 



QACH5 

PA 
IIIR 

AREA bOR. 1E'. LAYOVER I 

At) PAP( AtE) SLOE 1 

..rA-4.5 
kl.l() SLfrI t-E K)I Al ) 

[ 
L. 

[II] 
RESOENTIAL 

I JIL6 

LI 5111fl LIS L 
rRAPJAc STRFtT 

'1L I..::. 

ThF(l*L 

+u1.._ swP 

I- 
L________ SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA HAPSO IHANSPI (IRJ 

I 

l.l,lll I METRO RAM PROJECT 

rTT1 WILSHIRE .- FAIRFAX Al-I 

r 
STATION LOCATION PLAN 

i II _______ 
L-V___----_ 

' ,..,, 

i AL*A. ,ils s 

AIRIAL ST TlOH 

A l() LI. _________ 
I 

I 



DII L rLJLXLD 
AUTO 

0 
*t4DIPJ1-IAP _______ _____ o o ci 

'IONS 

DL? U 
STOLY co.iugciA1. LD 

- - - - __=-_a__._______ -i-- _- __-: _.._ 
_1l 

[ 
_J CRN$I4AW ØLVO. 

CcMiSAt. \\LL 
LJfl 

LI 
IEGEND 

o L D o Ii 
D[J \o noDo O 

\ RESIDENTIAL 

\\UBDLL]LrnDLI 
-1 1- 

1 SOU1HAN CALIPONNIA RAPID TRANSIt SiiCt CORE STIJ[)Y 1 1 II I 
1 METRO HAL PROJECT 

CRENSHAW / OLYMPIC 
- - 

A? IH -i--- 111 1- STATION LOCATION PLAN .. L.. _______ 
" 

r I TT 1 
- 

*4UAt At 

SUOWAY SIAJK)4 
I-.- -. ...... E..1.-t ..... 



o. 

I 

LIli 

$US 

:iiiITi1L LIL-- co 

1 ft / 

L 
6 

LEGEND 

[i 
:::::: 

.. Io I, * 

iN.\ 
.14___ Js S 

/ 24 
I $OUTHINN CALSFONN*A AAPSO TRANSIT ISTMKT 

I 
METRO RAIL. PROJECT 

L.. _________ 

CORE STUDY 
SAN VICENTE PICO 

STATION LOCATION PLAN A' NOIl 
C*N4)JAIE &twii*lI 1*1 3 ...... 

csISWAY cTAIJ 



APPENDIX D 

APPENDIX TO CHAPTER TEE: 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAl. CONSEQUENCES 

D-1 



SECTION 1: TRANSIT SERVICE ADJUSTMENTS 

The information provided in this section summarizes the changes to current bus 
line operations required with the beginning of Metrorail service. The bus line 
changes have been identified from the Modified Supporting Services Plan 
developed by the SCTRD. 

1.1 CANDIDATE ALIGNMENT 1 

The peak vehicle requirement for Alignment 1 would be 1,901 buses. The 
following changes to the current bus route system are applicable to this 
alignment: 

o Wilshire/Vermont Station - Fifty percent of the Line 204 
(Vermont Avenue) service would terminate at this station from 
the south, with service continuing on Vermont north of Wilshire 
at double the headways of the rest of the line. Half of local 
Line 18 (West Sixth Street - Whittier Boulevard) would 
terminate in the peak period at this station, rather than 
continuing to Sixth and Wilton Place. Local Line 51 would 
continue to terminate at Wilshire and Vermont. 

o Vermont/Beverly Station - Local line 201 (Silverlake Boulevard) 
would be terminated at the Vermont/Beverly Station with 
passengers destined along Vermont Avenue to transfer to Metro 
Rail or bus line 204 (Vermont Avenue). 

o Vermont/Santa Monica Station Line 304 (Los Angeles-Santa 
Mor..ica Limited) would terminate at the Vermont/Santa Monica 
Station. Line 11 (Temple Street - Los Angeles City College) 
would be terminated at the Vermont/Santa Monica Station, being 
extended from Monroe Street northwards. 

o Vermont/Sunset Station - Shortline terminal trips on Line 26 
(West Seventh Street - Virgil Avenue - Franklin Avenue) would 
be extended westerly along Sunset Boulevard to the 
Vermont/Sunset Station. Lines 180-181 
(Hollywood-Glendale-Pasadena) would be rerouted from the 
intersection of Hollywood and Vermont to terminate at this 
station. Shortline trips on Line 1 (Century City - Hollywood 
Boulevard - Sunset Boulevard - Downtown Los Angeles) would 
terminate at the Vermont/Sunset Station instead of at Hollywood 
and Highland, providing service into Downtown Los Angeles only. 

o Wilihire/Western Station - Lines 66 and 67 (East Olympic 
Boulevard - West Eighth Street) would be extended from their 
current termination at Eighth and Western along Western Avenue 
to the Wilshire/Western Station. Line 209 (Van Ness Avenue - 

Arlington Avenue) would be terminated at the Wilshire/Western 
Station, short of its current termination at Sixth Street and 
Wilton Place. Wilshire Boulevard service (Lines 21, 22, 

320, 322, and 426) would terminate at the Wilshire/Western 



Station as would Line 209 (Van Ness, and Arlington Avenue). 
Fifty percent of the Line 210 buses would terminate at this 
station. 

o Hollywood/Vine Station - Line 208 (Beechwood Shuttle) would 
terminate at the Hollywood/Vine Station. The 75 percent of 
peak service and two-thirds of off-peak service of Line 210 
(Crenshaw Boulevard - Vine Street) would pass through this 
station and terminate at Hollywood and Highland. Line 212 (La 
Brea Avenue - Hollywood Way) with service from Inglewood to 
Burbank Airport would be split into two lines, with one line 
providing service from Inglewood north to Hollywood and 
terminated at the Hollywood/Vine Station and one line providing 
service northeast from Hollywood to Burbank Airport, with a 
termination at the Hollywood/Vine Station. Line 217 (Fairfax 
Avenue - Hollywood) would be terminated at the Hollywood/Vine 
Station, short of its current termination at Yucca Avenue and 
Cower Street. 

o Universal City Station/North Hollywood Station - Bus route 
changes would follow those described in the FEIS, with removal 
of the 420 series express services that currently provide 
service from various parts of the San Fernando Valley through 
the Cahuenga Pass and into Downtown Los Angeles. These 
services would be replaced by limited-stop service from the 
same areas of the San Fernando Valley to one of the two 
stations at Universal City and North Hollywood, where these 
lines would terminate. 

The probable operable segment that would be constructed and operated first 
would have terminus stations at Vermont/Sunset and Wilshire/Western. These two 
stations would then have modified bus services from those described above, and 
changes would also be made to service at the Vermont/Santa Monica Station. 
Service changes identified for stations beyond Vermont/Sunset and 
Wilshire/Western would not be made under this scenario, and all such services 
would continue in service as at present. The revisions to the bus service would 
be as follows: 

o Verapnt/Santa Monica Station - Express lines 420, and 423 with 
service from the San Fernando Valley to the Los Angeles CBD via 
Hollywood would all terminate at this station, instead of 
continuing into the CED. Lines 11 and 304 would terminate at 
Veraont/Santa Monica, as in the full alignment described above. 

o Ve't/Set Saton - Express lines 424, 425, and 427 with 
service from the San Fernando Valley via the Hollywood Freeway 
to the Los Angeles Central Business District (CBD) would all 
terminate at this station, instead of continuing into the CBD. 
Shortline terminal trips on line 26 and lines 180 and 181 would 
terminate at this station as for the full alignment. Shortline 
trips on the line 1 would not terminate at this station but 
would continue into Hollywood to their present terminus at 
Hollywood and La Brea. Service on line 217 would be terminated 
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at this station, by extending service along Hollywood Boulevard 
to Vermont and then turning south on Vermont to the station. 

o Wilshire/Western Station - Wilshire Boulevard service (Lines 
21, 22, 320, 322, and 426) would terminate at the 
Wilshire/Western Station as would Line 209 (Van Ness, and 
Arlington Avenue). Fifty percent of the Line 210 buses would 
terminate at this station. Lines 66 and 67 would also 
terminate at this station, as for the full alignment. 

1.2 CANDIDATE ALIGNMENT 2 

The peak vehicle requirement for Alignment 2 would also be 1,901 buses. The 
changes to the current bus route system described for Alignment 1 are applicable 
to this alignment, because there is no distinction between aerial and subway 
alignments for the purposes of background bus design. 

The probable operable segment that would be constructed and operated first 
would have terminus stations at Hollywood/Vine and Wilshire/Western. These two 
stations would then have modified bus services from those described above. 
Service changes identified for stations beyond Hollywood/Vine and 
Wilshire/Western would not be made under this scenario, and all such services 
would continue in service as at present. The revisions to the bus service 
would be as follows: 

o Hollywood/Vine Station . Express lines 420, 423, 424, 425, and 
427 with service from the San Fernando Valley to the Los 
Angeles CBD via Hollywood and via the Hollywood Freeway would 
all terminate at this station, instead of continuing into the 
CBD. Lines 208, 210, and 212 would be terminated at this 
station as for the full alignment. Fifty percent of line 217 
service would be terminated at this station, with the remaining 
fifty percent continuing through Hollywood on Hollywood 
Boulevard and south on Vermont to the Vermont/Sunset station. 

o Wilshire/Western Station - Wilshire Boulevard service (Lines 
21, 22, 320, and 322) would terminate at the Wilshire/Western 
Station as would Line 209 (Van Ness, and Arlington Avenue). 
Twenty-five percent of peak hour and 33 percent of midday 
service of the Line 210 buses would terminate at this station. 
Lines 66 and 67 would also terminate at this station, as for 
the full alignment. 

L3 CANDIDAT& ALIGNMENT 3 

The peak vehicle requirement for Alignment 3 would be 1,889 buses. The 
following changes to the current bus route system are applicable to this 
alignment: 

o Wilshire/Vermont Station - Fifty percent of the Line 204 
(Vermont Avenue) service would terminate at this station from 
the south, with service continuing on Vermont north of Wilshire 
at double the headways of the rest of the line. Local Line 18 
(West Sixth Street - Whittier Boulevard) would terminate in the 
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peak period at this station, rather than continuing to Sixth 
and Wilton Place. Local Line 51 would continue to terminate at 
Wilshire and Vermont. 

o Vernt/Beverly Station - Local line 201 (Silverlake Boulevard) 
would be terminated at the Vermont/Beverly Station with 
passengers destined along Vermont Avenue to transfer to Metro 
Rail or bus line 204 (Vermont Avenue). 

a Vermont/Santa Monica Station - Line 304 (Los Angeles-Santa 
Monica Limited) would terminate at the Vermont/Santa Monica 
Station. Line 11 (Temple Street - L.A. City College) would be 
terminated at the Vermont/Santa Monica Station, being extended 
from Monroe Street northwards. 

o Vermont/Sunset Station - Shortlirie terminal trips on Line 26 
(West Seventh Street - Virgil Avenue - Franklin Avenue) would 
be extended westerly along Sunset Boulevard to the 
Vermont/Sunset Station. Lines 180-181 
(Hollywood-Glendale-Pasadena) would be rerouted from the 
intersection of Hollywood and Vermont to terminate at this 
station. Shortline trips on Line 1 (Century City - Hollywood 
Boulevard - Sunset Boulevard - Downtown Los Angeles) would 
terminate at the Vermont/Sunset Station instead of at Hollywood 
and Highland, providing service into Downtown Los Angeles only. 

o Wilshire/Western Station - Lines 66 and 67 (East Olympic 
Boulevard - West Eighth Street) would be extended from their 
current termination at Eighth and Western along Western Avenue 
to the Wilshire/Western Station. Line 209 (Van Ness Avenue - 

Arlington Avenue) would be terminated at the Wilshire/Western 
Station, short of its current termination at Sixth Street and 
Wiltori Place. Twenty-five percent of Line 210 (Crenshaw 
Boulevard, Vine Street) during peak period and 33 percent of 
midday buses will be terminated at Wilshire/Western Station. 
Wilshire Boulevard service (Lines 21, 22, 320, and 322) would 
terminate at the Wilshire/Western Station as would Line 209 
(Van Ness, and Arlington Avenue). 

o Hollywood/Vine Station - Line 208 (Beechwood Shuttle) would 
terminate at the Hollywood/Vine Station. Line 210 (Crenshaw 
Boulevard - Vine Street) would be terminated at the 
Hollywood/Vine Station, short of the current terminus at 
Hollywood and Highland. Line 212 (La Brea Avenue - Hollywood 
Way) with service from Inglewood to Burbank Airport would be 
split into two lines, with one line providing service from 
Inglewood north to Hollywood and terminated at the 
Hollywood/Vine Station and one line providing service northeast 
from Hollywood to Burbank Airport, with a termination at the 
Hollywood/Vine Station. 
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o Hollywood/Highland Station - Line 217 (Fairfax Avenue - 

Hollywood) would be terminated at the Hollywood/Highland 
Station, short of its current termination at Yucca Avenue and 
Gower Street. 

o O1yDic/Crenshaw Station - Lines 66-67 (East Olympic Boulevard 
- West Eighth Street) would be extended west along Eighth 
Street to Crenshaw Boulevard, where these lines would turn 
south to terminate at the Olympic/Crenshaw Station. Line 210 
(Crenshaw Boulevard) would remain as presently operated, except 
during the weekday peak period when fifty percent of the peak 
hour buses would originate southbound or terminate northbound 
at the Olympic/Crenshaw Station. Line 328 (Olympic Boulevard 
Limited) would be discontinued. 

o Pico/San Vicente Station Line 212 (La Brea Avenue) would be 
rerouted via Venice Boulevard and San Vicente Boulevard into 
the Pico/Sari Vicente Station. Line 333 (Venice Boulevard 
Limited) would be rerouted and terminated in an eastbound 
direction at the Pico/San Vicente Station. Because this change 
would result in duplicate service on Venice Boulevard, Line 436 
(Venice Boulevard Freeway Express) would be replaced by 
increased service on Line 333. Line 4l (Los Angeles/Westwood 
Freeway Express) would be converted to local feeder line from 
Westwood via Century City, Olympic Bodlevard, and San Vicente 
Boulevard. Santa Monica Freeway express services would operate 
from the West Los Angeles Transit Center (Washington Boulevard 
at Fairfax Avenue) via Fairfax Avenue, Venice Boulevard, and 
San Vicente Boulevard into the Pico/San Vicente Station, where 
eastbound operation would be terminated. 

o Universal City Station/North Hollywood Station - Bus route 
changes would follow those described in the FEIS, with removal 
of the 420 series express services that currently provide 
service from various parts of the San Fernando Valley through 
the Cahuenga Pass arid into Downtown Los Angeles. These 
services would be replaced by limited-stop service from the 
same areas of the San Fernando Valley to one of the two 
stations at Universal City and North Hollywood, where these 
lines would terminate. The probable operable segment that 
would be constructed and operated first would have terminus 
stations at Hollywood/Vine and Wilshire/Western, as for 
Aligent 2. The revisions to the bus service would be the 
sage as described for Alignment 2, above. 

1.4 CANDID&TE ALIGNMENT 4 

The peak vehicle requirement for Alignment 4 would be 1,881 buses. The 

following changes to the current bus route system are applicable to this 

alignment: 

o Wilshire/Vermont Station - Thirty-three percent of the Line 204 

(Vermont Avenue) service would terminate at this station from 

the south, with remaining service continuing on Vermont north 



of Wilshire. Fifty percent of local Line 18 (West Sixth Street 
- Whittier Boulevard) would terminate in the peak period at 
this station, remaining buses would continue to Sixth Street 
and Wilton Place. Local Line 51 would continue to terminate at 
Wilshire and Vermont. 

o Vermont/Beverly Station - Local line 201 (Silverlake Boulevard) 
would be terminated at the Vermont/Beverly Station with 
passengers destined along Vermont Avenue to transfer to Metro 
Rail or bus line 204 (Vermont Avenue). 

o Verwunt/Santa Monica Station - Line 304 (Los Angeles-Santa 
Monica Limited) would terminate at the Vermont/Santa Monica 
Station. 

o S*mset/Edgeaont Station - Shortline terminal trips on Line 26 
(West Seventh Street - Virgil Avenue - Franklin Avenue) would 
be extended westerly along Sunset Boulevard to the 
Sunset/Edgemont Station. Lines 180-181 (Hollywood-Glendale- 
Pasadena)would be rerouted from the intersection of Hollywood 
and Vermont to terminate at this station. 

o Sunset/Vine Station - Line 3 (Sunset Boulevard - Beverly Drive) 
would terminate eastbound at the Sunset/Vine Station. Line 210 
(Crenshaw Boulevard - Vine Street) would be terminated at the 
Sunset/Vine Station, short of the current terminus at Hollywood 
and Highland. Line 208 (Beechwood Shuttle) and 217 (Fairfax 
Avenue - Hollywood) would terminate at Sunset/Vine Station. 

o Hollywood/Highland Station - Line 26 (West Seventh Street - 

Virgil Avenue - Franklin Avenue) would terminate at this 
station. Line 208 (Beechwood Shuttle) would terminate at the 
Hollywood/Highland Station. Line 212 (La Brea Avenue - 

Hollywood Way) with service from Inglewood to Burbank Airport 
would be split into two lines, with one line providing service 
from Inglewood north to Hollywood and terminated at the 
Hollywood/Highland Station and one line providing service 
northeast from Hollywood to Burbank Airport, with a termination 
at the Hollywood/Highland Station. 

o Wilihire/Crenshaw Station - Twenty-five percent of peak period 
service on the Line 210 (Crenshaw Boulevard - Vine Street) 
would be terminated northbound at the Wilshire/Crenshaw 
Station. The remaining 75 percent of service would be 
continued north on Rossmore and Vine to be terminated at the 
Hollywood/Vine Station. 

o Wilshire/La Brea Station 
430, 431, 434, 436, 4 

surface streets east of 
Wilshire/La Brea station. 
Brea shuttle would also 
Station. 

- Santa Monica Freeway service (Lines 
37, 438, and 439) would be shifted to 
the West L.A. Transit Center to the 
A new line - Line 216 - the Park/La 
terminate at the Wilshire/La Brea 
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o Wilshire/Fairfax Station Wilshire Boulevard service (Lines 
21, 22, 320, and 322) would terminate at the Wilshire/Fairfax 
Station, with through service on Wilshire Boulevard being 
provided only by the Line 20. 

o Universal City Station/North Hollywood Station - Bus route 
changes would follow those described in the FEIS, 1983, with 
removal of the 420 series express services that currently 
provide service from various parts of the San Fernando Valley 
through the Cahuenga Pass and into Downtown Los Angeles. These 
services would be replaced by limited-stop service from the 
same areas of the San Fernando Valley to one of the two 
stations at Universal City and North Hollywood, where these 
lines would terminate. 

The probable operable segment that would be constructed and operated first 
would have terminus stations at Sunset/Vine and Wilshire/Western. These two 
stations would then have modified bus services from those described above. 
Service changes identified for stations beyond Sunset/Vine and Wilshire/Western 
would not be made under this scenario, and all such services would continue in 
service as at present. The revisions to the bus service would be as follows: 

o Stmset/Vine Station Express lines 420, 423, 424, 425, and 427 
with service from the San Fernando Valley to the Los Angeles 
CED via Hollywood and via the Hollywood Freeway would all 
terminate at this station, instead of continuing into the CBD. 
Lines 208, 212, and 217 would be terminated at this station as 
for the full alignment. 

o Wilshire/Western Station - Wilshire Boulevard service (Lines 
21, 22, 320, and 322) would terminate at the Wilshire/Western 
Station as would Line 209 (Van Ness, and Arlington Avenue) and 
Line 426 (San Fernando Valley, Wilshire Boulevard, and Los 
Angeles). Fifty percent of the Line 210 buses would terminate 
at this station. Lines 66 and 67 would also terminate at this 
station, as for the full alignment. 

1.5 CANDIDATE ALIGNMENT 5 

The peak vehicle requirement for Alignment 5 would be 1,883 buses. The 
following changes to the current bus route system are applicable to this 
alignment: 

o WilahirelVermont Station - Fifty percent of local Line 18 (West 
Sixth Street - Whittier Boulevard) would terminate in the peak 
period at this station, rather than continuing to Sixth and 
Wilton Place. Local Line 51 would continue to terminate at 
Wilshire and Vermont. 



o Western/Beverly Station - Local line 201 (Silverlake Boulevard) 
would be terminated at the Western/Beverly Station. 

o Western/Santa Monica Station - Line 304 (Los Angeles-Santa 
Monica Limited) would terminate at the Western/Santa Monica 
Station. 

o Sunset/Vine Station - Lines 26, 180, and 181 would all be 
terminated at the Sunset/Vine station, by routing the 180 and 
181 along Hollywood Boulevard from Vermont to Vine and turning 
the lines south on Vine to the station. Similarly, line 26 
will run south on Vine to the Sunset/Vine station. Line 208 
(Beechwood Shuttle) would terminate at the Sunset/Vine Station. 
The remaining service on Line 210 (Crenshaw Boulevard - Vine 
Street) would be terminated at the Sunset/Vine Station, short 
of the current terminus at Hollywood and Highland. Line 212 
(La Brea Avenue - Hollywood Way) with service from Inglewood to 
Burbank Airport would be split into two lines, with one line 
providing service from Inglewood north to Hollywood and 
terminated at the Sunset/Vine Station and one line providing 
service northeast from Hollywood to Burbank Airport, with a 
termination at the Sunset/Vine Station. Line 217 (Fairfax 
Avenue - Hollywood) would be terminated at the Sunset/Vine 
Station, short of its current termination at Yucca Avenue and 
Cower Street. 

o Wilshire/Western Station - Lines 66 and 67 (East Olympic 
Boulevard - West Eighth Street) would be extended from their 
current termination at Eighth and Western along Western Avenue 
to the Wilshire/Western Station. Line 209 (Van Ness Avenue - 

Arlington Avenue) would be terminated at the Wilshire/Western 
Station, short of its current termination at Sixth Street and 
Wilton Place. Seventy-five percent of line 207 would be 
terminated from the south at the Wilshire/Western station. The 
remaining 25 percent would continue north on Western to 
terminate at Franklin and Western. 

o Wilshire/Crenshaw Station - Seventy-five percent of peak 
period service on the Line 210 (Crenshaw Boulevard - Vine 
Street) would be terminated northbound at the Wilshire/Crenshaw 
Station. The remaining twenty-five percent of service would be 
continued north on Rossmore and Vine to be terminated at the 
Suns.t/Vine Station. 

o Wilshire/La Brea Station 
430, 431, 434, 436, 4 
surface streets east of 
Wilshire/La Brea station. 
Brea shuttle would also 
Station. 

- Santa Monica 
37, 438, and 4 
the West L.A. 

A new line - 

terminate at 
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o Wilshire/Fairfax Station - Wilshire Boulevard service (Lines 
21, 22, 320, and 322) would terminate at the Wilshire/Fairfax 
Station, with through service on Wilshire Boulevard being 
provided only by the Line 20. 

o Universal City Station/North Hollywood Station - Bus route changes 
would follow those described in the FEIS, 1983, with removal of the 

420 series express services that currently provide service from various 
parts of the San Fernando Valley through the Cahuenga Pass and into 
Downtown Los Angeles. These services would be replaced by limited-stop 
service from the same areas of the San Fernando Valley to one of the 
two stations at Universal City and North Hollywood, where these lines 
would terminate. 

The probable operable segment that would be constructed and operated first would 
have terminus stations at Sunset/Vine and Wilshire/Western. These two stations 
would then have modified bus services from those described above, and changes 
would also be made to service at the Western/Santa Monica Station. 
Service changes identified for stations beyond Sunset/Vine and Wilshire/Western 
would not be made under this scenario, and all such services would continue in 

service as at present. The revisions to the bus service would be as follows: 

o Western/Santa Monica Station - Express line 423 with service 
from the San Fernando Valley to the Los Angeles CBD via 
Hollywood would terminate at this station, instead of 
continuing into the CED. Line 304 would terminate at 

Western/Santa Monica, as in the full alignment described above. 

o Sunset/Vine Station - Express lines 420, 424, 425, 426, and 427 
with service from the San Fernando Valley via the Hollywood 
Freeway to the Los Angeles CBD would all terminate at this 

station, instead of continuing into the CBD. Shortline 
terminal trips on line 26 and lines 180 and 181 would terminate 
at this station as for the full alignment. Shortline trips on 
the line 1 would not terminate at this station but would 
continue to their present terminus at Hollywood and La Brea. 

Service on line 217 would be terminated at this station, by 

extending service along Hollywood Boulevard to Vermont and then 

turning south on Vermont to the station. 

o Wilshire/Western Station - Wilshire Boulevard service (Lines 

21, 22, 320, and 322) would terminate at the Wilshire/Western 

Station as would Line 209 (Van Ness, and Arlington Avenue). 

Fifty percent of the Line 210 buses would terminate at this 

station and seventy-five percent of the line 207 services would 

also terminate at this station, as for the full alignment. 

Lines 66 and 67 would also terminate at this station, as for 

the full alignment. 
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SECTION 2: LANI) USE CHARACTERISTICS 

The information provided in this section details the specific social and 
economic characteristics of each station area associated with the project 
options. The proportion of station area land devoted to the following five 
land use types was determined: 

o Residential 
o Commercial 
o Industrial 
o Public Facilities and Open Space, and 
o Vacant Land and Surface Parking. 

Also, the expected pattern of land use, as defined by the Community Plans, was 
identified. Information pertaining to the current zoning of land in the station 
areas also was developed for comparison and is included in the tables of the 
section. 

The particular commercial and residential qualities of the station areas are 
presented in a second table. Commercial space and employees are identified by 
planning area, station area, and candidate alignment. A similar presentation of 
data is provided for residential dwelling units and population. 

Station impact area land uses are presented in the Figures at the end of this 
Appendix Section 2. 
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TABLE 2-1 (T1NUXD) 

STAII( ABEA LAND USE TEAR 1986 (PT ' PAEL AREA IN ALIZ) LAND USE CAII) 

Cercial 
- R.sjdential Cin'1ty Regional In- 

Sin1.- P4i1ti- (Lou (High dua- 
Station Arsa Pily Fenily Intensity) Intensity) trial 

Public 
Pacifl- 
ties 
and 
Open 
Space 

Vacant 
and 
Surface 
Parking 

VCMTISAt!A PICA (Aligr.nts 1,2,3,4) 
o Land Us. 561 181 12 20% 52 

o Coenunity Plan 63% 11% 12% - 13% - 

o Zoning 712 232 62 

bI/SAJTA ?ICA (Aligx.nt 5) 
o Land Us. 572 29% 1% 3% 

o Cunity Plan 54% 14% 15% 9% 82 

o Zoning 652 35% - - 

SUU5LI/VT (Alignm.nts 1,2. 3) 
o Land Us. 211 21% - 46% 12% 

o Comity Plan 132 612 11% 9% 1% 5% 

o Zoning - 292 71% - 

(Alig.nt 4) 
o Land Us. 552 14% - 262 5% 

o Counity Plan 341 16% 102 - 7% - 

o Zoning 70% 30% - - - - 

LTXE/TERN (Alignm.nts 1,2,3) 
o Land Us. 632 282 - 3% 6% 

o Counity Plan 262 502 10% 4% 4% 72 - 

o Zoning - 672 33% - 

SLLRSET/TERN (Alignn.nt 4) 
o Land Us. 392 412 - 32 172 

o Coonunity Plan - 71% 12% 5% 4% 71 - 

o Zoning - 512 332 - 16Z - 

OOI.LTbIVINE (Alignm.nts 1,2.3) 
o Land Us. 10% 55% 22 33% 

o Counity Plan 191 35% 7% 24% 9% 7% 

oloning - 152 - 852 - - 

suifVIIE (Alignments 4,5) 
o Land Us. 14% 472 - 22 37% 

o Counity Plan 5% 36% 10% 24% 162 8% 

o Zoning - 15% - 85% - - 

(Alignments 4,5) 
o Land Us. 33% 292 17% 211 

o Ccity Plan 1% 20% - 59% - 102 - 

o Zoning 11 43% - 562 - - 

(ALtgrents 1,2,4,5) 
o Land Us. 13% - 87% - 

o Coenmity Plan 20% 9% - 71% 

oZoning 262 4% - 70% 

WTT_T5frleIA$ (Alisnts 2, 4, 5) 
o Land Us. 73% 9% - 5% 5% 

o Ccinity Plan 68% 202 12% 

oZonixig 60% 28% 82 5% 

- - continued 
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TABLE 2-1 (TINU)) 
STATI AREA LAND USE 'flJS, YEAR 1986 (T a PARL AREA IN GALI LAND USE CAI) 

Public 
Facili- Cerciai ties Vacant R.sid.ntial Cam1ty R.i.al In-' and and 

Sin&l.- Pilti- (L (Eih dua- Op Surf ac Statio Area Pi 1 F_j ly Intans ity) Intensity) trial Spec. Park in 
WTI_T/LA BREA (ALgnxoents 2,4,5) 
o Land Use 63% 22% - 1% 14% o Comity Plan - 61 17% 11% 10% - 
o Zoning 262 361 122 252 - 1% 

WTLrTV/YAThPAX (Alirim.nta 2,4 5) 
o Land Us. 59% 24% 12% 6% o Counity Plan - 60% 42 152 9% 12% o Z°inA 27% 46% 7% 182 - 2% 

.IC/iraAW (Ali.nt 3) 
o Land Us. 802 14% 3% 3% o Cinity Plan 36% 232 30! - - 8% - o loflin8 31% 31% 18% - - - - 

PI/SAN VITE (Aligruxi.nt 3) 
o Land Us. 67% 27! - - 6% o Co.mity Plan - 562 422 - - o Zoning - 57% 102 - 33% - 

IVSAL CITY (A1igti.nts 1,2,3,4,5) 
o Land U. 21% 35% 112 32% o Coenunity Plan 30% 122 10% 30% 162 
o Zoning 29% 15% 28% 62 - 22% - 

NTH (Aligx.nts 1,2,3,4 5) 
o Land Uaa 192 42% 17% 14% 8% 
o Counity Plan 16! 65% 6% 13% 
o Zoning - 26% 25% 352 132 - 

* Optional 

Source: SCRTD General Planning Consultant, T.cbnical Report on Land Use and 
Deve1on.nt Impacts, 1987. 
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TABLE 2-2 

CO1KERCIAL AND RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT IN 
REGIONAL CORE BY STATION AREA 

Commercial Residential 
Floor Area (1) Dwelling 
(1.000 sci.ft) Employees(2) Units(2) Population(2) 

CED PLANNING AREA 81,500 253,951 28,328 43,074 
o Union Station 

(All Project Options) 900 11,156 2,483 2,893 
o Civic Center 

(All Project Options) 7,500 23,107 865 1,431 
o Fifth/Hill 

(All Project Options) 16,500 26,609 1,459 1,795 
o Seventh/Flower 

(All Project Options) 14,000 49,043 2,928 4,941 

o All CED Stations 38,900 109,915 7,735 11,060 

WESTLAKE PLANNING AREA 23,800 82,626 38,560 92,414 
o Wilshjre/Alvarado 

(All Project Options) 1,400 9,123 6,775 13,886 

WILSHIRE PLANNING AREA 65,100 224,733 141,898 308,660 
o Wilshire/Vermont 

(Alignments 1-5) 4,500(3) 9,438 5,484 11,809 
o Wilshire/Normandie 

(Alignments 1-5) 3,800(3) 5,993 3,605 7,595 
o Wilshire/Western 

(Alignments 1-5) 2,900(3) 7,039 4,434 8,909 
o Vermont/Beverly* 

(Alignments 1,2,3,4) 800(4) 7,414 4,953 10,660 
o Western/Bever]y* 

(Alignment 5) 400(4) 2,934 3,084 6,717 
o Wilshire/Crerishaw* 

(Alignments 2,4,5) 800(3) 3,539 2,323 4,667 
o Wilshire/La Brea 

(Alignments 2,4,5) 1,600(3) 4,508 2,563 4,040 
o Wilshire/Fairfax 

(Aligruients 2,4,5) 3,000(3) 4,773 1,929 3,328 
o O1vv ic /Crsnshaw* 

(Alignment 3) 500(4) 2,003 1,753 4,326 
o Pico/San Vjcente* 

(Alignment 3) 700(4) 3,213 2,226 5,099 

- -continued 
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TABLE 2-2 (CONTINUED) 

COMMERCIAL AND RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT IN 
REGIONAL CORE BY STATION AREA 

Commercial Residential 
Floor Area (1) Dwelling 
(1.000 sg.ft.) Employees(2) Units(2) Potulation(2) 

Suimiary of Wilshire Planning Area by Alignment 
o Alignment 1 12,000 29,884 18,476 38,993 
o Alignment 2 17,400 42,704 25,291 51,008 
o Alignment 3 13,200 35,100 22,455 48,398 
o Alignment 4 17,400 42,704 25,291 51,008 
o Alignment 5 17,000 38,224 23,422 47,065 

HOLLYWOOD PLANNING AREA 39,700 128,715 114,466 216,502 
o Vermont/Santa 
Monica* 
(Alignments 1,2,3,4) 500 6,449 3,322 7,952 

o Western/Santa 
Monica* 
(Alignment 5) 800 2,890 2,623 6,140 

o Sunset/Vermont 
(Alignments 1,2,3) 1,100 6,175 2,396 5,249 

o Sunset/Ed.gemont 
(Alignment 4) 900 8,295 3,091 6,863 

o Hollywood/Western* 
(Alignments 1,2,3) 800 1,169 2,639 5,617 

o Sunset/Western* 
(Alignment 4) 1,000 2,013 2,805 6,345 

o Hollywood/Vine 
(Alignments 1,2,3) 2,400 7,590 3,083 5,249 

o Sunset/Vine 
(Alignments 4,5) 2,100 7,172 2,830 5,410 

o Hollywood/Highland 
(Alignments 3,4) 1,550 3,333 1,506 2,476 

o Hollywood Bowl* 
(Alignments 1,2,4,5) 15 625 730 1,327 

Suinarv of Hollvvood Planning Area by Alignment 
o Alignment 1 4,815 22,008 12,170 25,394 

o Alignment 2 4,815 22,008 12,170 25,394 

o Alignment 3 6,350 24,716 12,946 26,543 

o Alignment 4 6,065 27,887 14,284 30,373 

o Alignment 5 2,915 10,687 6,183 12,877 

UNIVERSAL CITY/NORTh HOLLYWOOD 
PLANNING AREA 22,700 74,308 80,039 172,739 

o Universal City 
(Alignments 1-5) 1,000 741 1,098 2,003 

- -continued 
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TABLE 2-2 (CONTINUED) 

COMMERCIAL AND RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT IN 
REGIONAL CORE BY STATION AREA 

Cojmnercial Residential 
Floor Area (1) Dwelling 
(1.000 sg.ft,) Eniployees(2) Units(2) Population(2) 

o North Hollywood 
(Alignments 1-5) 500 1,129 1,636 3,261 

o All Alignments 1,500 1,870 2,734 5,264 

DESIGNATED CTERS 
o Alignment 1 56,500 157,143 36,246 69,021 
o Alignment 2 61,100 166,424 40,738 76,389 
o Alignment 3 58,035 160,476 37,752 71,497 
o Alignment 4 62,150 171,459 42,686 80,640 
o Alignment 5 59,700 161,921 38,089 71,301 

ALL STATION AREAS 
o Alignment 1 58,615 172,800 47,890 94,571 
o Alignment 2 64,015 185,620 54,705 106,612 
o Alignment 3 61,350 180,724 52,645 105,151 
o Alignment 4 65,265 191,499 56,819 111,591 
o Alignment 5 61,715 169,819 46,849 90,152 

REGIONAL CORE 232,800 764,333 403,291 833,389 

*Statjon areas not designated as centers in the city's Concept Plan or in the 
county's General Plan (refer to Figure 2-6). 

(l)Includes office, retail, and hotel space. Total estimates for the planning 
areas were derived by Sedway/Cooke, assuming 250 sq. ft./employee for office 
space and 500 sq. ft./employee for retail space. 

(2)U.S. Census Bureau, 1980 Census. See SCRTD Technical Report on Land Use 
and Development (1987) for Census tracts in each planning area. 

(3)City of Los Angeles Department of Planning survey. 

(4)Assumes G15 FAR unless higli-rise in area. 

Source: SD General Planning Consultant, Technical Report on Land Use and 
Development Impacts, 1987. 
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SECTION 3; REINVESTMENT IN STATION AREAS 

This section provides a detailed assessment of the development potential 
existing within the station areas associated with the project options. 
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TABLE 3-1 

PARCEL AREA SUSCEPTIBLE TO REINVESTMENT 

Coercial_Parcel. Area Residential Parcel Area 

As Percent As Percent 
of Net of Net 
Parcel Parcel 
Area Area Development 
in 1/4 in 1/4 Intensity 
Mile Maximum Mile Permitted tation Area Acres Radius FARC 1) Probable(2) Acres Radius by Zoning (3 

UNION STATION 
(All Project Options) 21 28% 6 6 0 0% N/A CIVIC CENTER 
(All Project Options) 11 15% 6 6 1 1% N/A Fl FH/H ILL 
(All Project Options) 38 51% 6 6 0 0% N/A SEVENTH/FLOWER 
(All Project Options) 32 43% 6 6 0 0% N/A WILSHIRE/ALVARADO 
(All Project Options) 24 32% 6 3 13 17% 1,310 WI LSH IRE/VERMONT 
(Alignments 1-5) 30 42% 6 6 13 16% 1,450 WI LSHIRE/NORMAND I E 
(Alignments 1-5) 31 42% 6 6 12 16% 1,150 WILSHIRE/WESTERN 
(Alignments 1-5) 27 37% 6 6 18 24% 1,500 VERMONT/BEVERLY 
(Alignments 1,2,3,4) 6 9% 3 2 21 33% 1,950 WESTERN/BEVERLY 
(Alignment 5) 10 14% 3 2 56 81% 1,920 VERMONT/SANTA MONI CA 
(Alignments 1,2,3,4) 15 21% 3 2 53 73% 4,880 WESTERN/SANTA MONICA 
(Alignment 5) 12 18% 3 2 29 45% 2,330 SUNSET/VERMONT 
(Alignments 1,2,3) 23 32% 3 3 11 15% 1,020 SUNSET/EDCNT 
(Alignment 4) 15 22% 3 3 23 33% 2,110 
HOLLYWOOD/WESTERN 
(Alignments 1,2,3) 26 33% 6 3 22 28% 2,020 
SUNSET/WESTERN 
(Alignment 4) 18 28% 6 3 20 31% 1,890 
HOLLYWOOD/VINE 
(Alignments 1,2,3) 43 61% 6 6 7 10% 1,390 SUNS ET/VI NE 
(Alignments 4,5) 39 51% 6 6 9 12% 870 

- - continued 
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TABLE 3-1 (CONTINUED) 

PARCEL AREA SUSCEPTIBLE TO REINVESTMENT 

Commercial Parcel Area Residential Parcel Area 

As Percent As Percent 

of Net of Net 

Parcel Parcel 

Area Area Development 

in 1/4 in 1/4 Intensity 

Mile Maximum Mile Permitted 

Station Area Acres Radius FAR(l) Probable(2) Acres Radius by Zoning (3 

HOLLYWOOD/HIGHlAND 
(Alignments 3,4) 46 39% 6 2 7 17% 2,100 

HOLLYWOOD BOWL 
(Alignments 1,2,4,5) 0 0 - - 3 2% 700 

WILSHIRE/CRENSHAW 
(Alignments 2,4,5) 5 7% 1.8 1.5 14 19% 840 

WILSHIRE/LA BREA 
(Alignments 2,4,5) 20 27% 6 6 12 16% 1,500 

WILSHIRE/FAIRFAX 
(Alignments 2,4,5) 8 11% 6 6 25 33% 2,050 

OLYMPIC/CRENSHAW 
(Alignment 3) 11 14% 3 1.5 48 61% 800 

PICO/SAN VICENTE 
(Alignment 3) 2 3% 3 1.5 22 32% 700 

UNIVERSAL CITY 
(Alignments 1-5) 10 14% 13 6 4 5% 160 

NORTH HOLLYWOOD 
(Alignments 1-5) 35 47% 3 3 12 16% 950 

(1) Maximum FAR permitted by Community, District, or Specific Plan. 
FARFloor Area Ratio: The ratio of floor area of building 

excluding parking and mechanical equipment storage 

to buildable area of lot. 
(2) Likely development intensities based on current 

land use patterns, 

trends, and projected land uses in each station area. 
(3) Net dwelling units take into account units 

that would be displaced. 

Source: SCRTD/General Planning Consultant. 
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SECTION 4; COMMERCIAL AND RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT IMPACTS 

This section provides detailed tabulation of estimated potential cornniercial and 
residential development. The percent change in projected commercial and 
residential development activity from 1980 is computed for (1) the Null 
Alternative and (2) expectations "with" and "without" a concerted station area 
development relative to Maximum Impact Condition. 
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TABLE 4-1 

NET CHANGE IN COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT, 1980 - 2000 

(Commercial Floor Area) 

Candidate Aligrmiertts: 
Null Alternative Maximum Impact 
1000 Percent 1,000 Percent 
sg,ft. Growth sci.ft. Growth 

CBD PLANNING AREA 19,600 24 24,800 - 26,700 30-33 
o Union Station 

(All Project Options) 10 1 850 - 2,300 94-252 
o Civic Center 

(All Project Options) 1,900 26 2,400 - 2,800 31-37 
o Fifth/Hill 

(All Project Options) 7,700 46 9,500 -10,800 58-65 
o Seventh/Flower 

(All Project Options) 5,800 41 6,900 - 8,600 49-62 
o Summary of CED Plannin& 
Area 
All Project Options 15,410 40 19,650 -24,500 51-63 

W'ESTLAKE PLANNING AREA 1,700 7 2,200 - 2,700 9-11 
o Wilshire/Alvarado 

(All Project Options) 150 11 500 - 1,200 38-83 

MOS-1 STATION AREAS 15,560 39 20,150 -25,700 50-64 

WILSHIRE PLANNING AREA 11,100 17 17,700 - 19,900 27-31 
o Wilshire/Vermont 

(Alignments 1,2,3,4,5) 900 19 1,700 2,600 38-59 
o Wilshire/Normandje 

(Alignments 1,2,3,4,5) 1,800 47 3,200 - 3,400 83-90 
o Wilshire/Western 

(Alignments 1,2,3,4,5) 2,000 68 2,400 - 2,700 83-91 
o Verinpnt/Beverly* 

(Alignments 1,2,3,4) 20 2 80 - 750 10-94 
o Western/Beyerly* 

(Alignment 5) 20 5 20 - 700 5-166 
o Wilshjre/Crenshaw* 

(Alignments 2,4,5) 400 50 500 - 700 63-88 
o Wilshire/La Brea 

(Alignments 2,4,5) 200 13 1,300 - 1,500 81-94 
o Wilshire/Fairfax 

(Alignments 2,4,5) 1,800 63 3,300 - 3,800 110-128 
o Olympic/Crenshaw* 

(Alignment 3) 10 2 15 - 25 3-5 

o Pico/San Vicente** 

(Alignment 3) 10 2 75 - 112 11-16 
- - continued 
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TABLE 4-1 (CONTINUED) 

NET CHANGE IN COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT, 1980 - 2000 

(Commercial Floor Area) 

Candidate Alignments: 
Maximum Impact 

Null Alternative Condition 
1000 Percent 1000 Percent 
sg.ft, Growth sgft, Growth 

S!.arv of Wilshire Planning Area by Alignment 
o Alignment 1 4,720 39 7,380 9,450 62-79 o Alignment 2 7,120 41 12,489 -15,450 72-89 o Alignment 3 4,740 37 7,420 9,547 58-75 o Alignment 4 7,120 41 12,480 -15,450 72-89 o Alignment 5 7,120 42 12,420 -15,400 73-91 

HOLLYWOOD PLANNING AREA 
2,500 6 4,000 - 4,800 10-12 o Vermont/Santa Monica* 

(Alignments 1,2,3,4) 30 6 250 - 300 50-60 o Western/Santa Monica 
(Alignment 5) 30 3 250 - 300 31-38 o Sunset/Vermont 
(Alignments 1,2,3) 175 16 300 - 550 27-50 o Sunset/Edgetnorit 

(Alignment 4) 225 26 300 - 550 33-58 o Hollywood/Western* 
(Alignments 1,2,3) 30 3 20 - 80 3-10 o $unset/Western* 
(Alignment 4) 30 3 30 - 75 3-8 o Hollywood/Vine 
(Alignments 1,2) 550 23 1,000 - 1,600 42-67 o Hollywood/Vine (3 only) 200 8 450 - 750 19-31 o Sunset/Vine 
(Alignment 4 only) 350 17 650 - 975 31-46 o Sunset/Vine 
(Alignment 5 only) 550 26 1,100 1,800 54-84 o Hollvwoodlliighland 
(Alignments 3,4) 925 58 1,400 - 1,900 88-119 

o Hollywood I.vl* 
(Alignments 1,2,4,5) 5 40 3 - 6 20-40 

St1ary of ItollywoQd Planning Area by Alignment 
o Alignment 1 790 16 1,573 - 2,536 33-53 
o Alignment 2 790 16 1,573 - 2,536 33-53 
o Alignment 3 1,360 21 2,420 - 3,580 38-56 
o Alignment 4 1,565 26 2,633 - 3,806 43-63 
o Alignment 5 580 20 1,353 - 2,106 46-72 

- - continued 
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TABLE 4-1 (CONTINUED) 

NET CHANGE IN COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT, 1980 - 2000 

(Commercial Floor Area) 

Candidate Alignments: 
Maximum Impact 

Null Alternative Condition 

1,000 Percent 1,000 Percent 

sq ft. Growth sc.ft. Growth 

UNIVERSAL CITY/ 
NORTh HOLLYWOOD 
PLANNING AREA 5,400 24 5,500 - 6,600 24-29 

o Universal City 
(Alignments 1,2,3,4,5) 3,100 308 3,100 3,400 313-337 

o North Hollywood 
(Alignments 1,2,3,4,5) 1,000 193 1,500 - 1,900 298-397 

o S1n.Rry of Universal 
City/North Hollywood 
Planning. Area 
(Alignments 1,2,3,4,5) 4,100 273 4,600 - 5,300 307-353 

DESIGNATED CENTERS 
o Alignment 1 25,085 44 33,350 - 41,850 59-74 

o Alignment 2 27,085 44 38,550 - 47,150 63-77 

o Alignment 3 25,660 44 34,150 - 42,860 59-74 

o Alignment 4 27,860 45 39,000 - 48,425 63-78 

o Alignment 5 26,905 45 37,750 - 46,800 63-78 

o Null Alternative 15,560 39 29,920 - 34,510 74-86 

ALL STATION AREAS 
o Alignment 1 25,170 43 33,703 - 42,986 57-73 

o Alignment 2 27,570 43 38,812 - 48,986 62-77 

o Alignment 3 25,760 42 34,590 - 44,127 56-72 

o Alignment 4 28,345 43 39,863 - 50,256 61-77 

o Alignment 5 27,360 44 38,523 - 48,506 62-79 

o Null Alternative 15,560 39 29,920 - 34,510 74-86 

REGIONAL CCE 40,300 17 54,200 - 60,700 23-26 

*Station areas not designated as Centers in the City's Concept 
Plan or the 

County's General Plan. 

(l)Range reflects amount of development with and 
without a concerted 

effort by SCRTD and others to promote station area 
development. 

Source: FEIS; SCRTD/General Planning Consultant. 
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TABLE 4-2 

NET CHANGE IN RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, 1980 - 2000 

Residential Units 

2000 
Maximum Impact 

Null Alternative Condition 
Dwelling Percent Dwelling Percent 
Units Growth Units Growth 

CED PLANNING AREA 5,960 21 18,500 65 o Union Station 
(All Project Options) 420 17 0 0 o Civic Center 
(All Project Options) 320 38 5,280 610 o Fifth/Hill 
(All Project Options) 575 39 2,940 200 o Seventh/Flower 
(All Project Options) 890 30 3,110 106 o Summary of CBD Planning 
Area 
(All Project Options) 2,205 29 11,330 146 

WESTLAKE PLANNING AREA 6,110 16 22,400 58 o Wilshire/Alvarado 
(All Project Options) 660 10 2,170 33 

MOS-1 STATION AREAS 2,865 20 13,500 93 

WILSHIRE PLANNING AREA 18,180 13 58,310 41 o Wilshire/Vermont 
(All Alignments) 770 14 3,130 57 o Wllshire/Normandie 
(All Alignments) 760 21 1,640 45 o Wilshire/Western 
(All Alignments) 1,020 23 740 17 

o Verniont/Beverly* 
(Alignments 1,2,3,4) 510 10 3,510 71 

o Western/Beyerly* 
(Alignment 5) 540 18 800 26 o Wilshire/crenshaw* 
(Alignments 2,4,5) 350 15 330 14 

o Wilshire/La Brea 
(Alignments 2,4,5) 310 14 1,150 54 

o Wilshire/Fairfax 
(Alignments 2,4,5) 270 14 1,020 53 

o Olvmpic/Crerishaw* 
(Alignment 3) 250 14 630 36 

o Pico/San Vjcente** 
(Alignment 3) 280 12 1,080 49 

- - continued 
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TABLE 4-2 (CONTINUED) 

NET CHANGE IN RESIDENTIAL DEVELOP!(ENT, 1980 - 2000 

Residential Units 

2000 
Maximum Impact 

Null Alternative Condition 

Dwelling Percent Dwelling Percent 

Units Growth Units Gtpwth 

Si.ary of Wilshire Planning Area by Alignment 
o Alignment 1 3,060 12 9,620 35 

o Alignment 2 3,990 16 11,520 45 

o Alignment 3 3,590 16 10,730 48 

o Alignment 4 3,990 16 11,520 45 

o Alignment 5 4,020 17 8,810 38 

HOLLYWOOD PLANNING AREA 17,640 15 35,640 31 

o Vermont/Santa Monica* 

(Alignments 1,2,3,4) 250 7 1,110 33 

o Western/Santa Monica 
(Alignment 5) 140 6 690 31 

o Sunset/Vermont 
(Alignments L2,3) 240 10 480 20 

o Sunset/Edgemont 
(Alignment 4) 310 10 550 18 

o Ho11ppd/Western* 
(Alignments 1,2,3) 170 6 360 13 

o Sunset/Western* 
(Alignment 4) 180 7 570 20 

o Ho11-rood/Vine 
(Alignments 1,2,3) 480 16 2,430 79 

o Sunset/Vjne 
(Alignments 4,5) 375 13 1,860 66 

o Hol1oodiigh1and 
(Alignments 3,4) 1,700 .3 2,390 59 

o Ho11ood Bpwl* 
(Alignments 1,2,4,5) 180 25 100 13 

Sarv of llwood Planning Area by Alignment 

o Alignment 1 1,140 9 4,480 37 

o Alignment 2 1,140 9 4,480 37 

o Alignment 3 2,840 22 6,770 52 

o Alignment 4 2,995 21 6,580 46 

o Alignment 5 695 11 2,650 42 

- - continued 
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TABLE 4-2 (CONTINUED) 

NET CHANGE IN RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, 1980 - 2000 

Residential Units 

2000 
Maximum Impact 

Null Alternative Condition 
Dwelling Percent Dwelling Percent 
Units Growth Units Growth 

UNIVERSAL CITY/NORTh 
HOLLYWOOD PLANNING AREA 5,400 4 1,410 2 
o Universal City 

(Alignments 1,2,3,4,5) 130 12 0 3 o North io1lywood 
(Alignments 1,2,3,4,5) 20 1 60 3 

o Si.ary of Universal 
City/North Hollywood 
Planning Area 
(Alignments 1,2,3,4,5) 150 5 60 2 

DESIGNATED CENTERS 
o Alignment 1 6,865 17 24,150 59 
o Alignment 2 6,865 17 24,150 59 
o Alignment 3 7,985 15 24,370 46 
o Alignment 4 8,530 15 26,040 46 o Alignment 5 6,520 14 23,100 49 
o Null Alternative 2,865 20 13,500 93 

ALL STATION AREAS 
o Alignment 1 7,085 15 27,060 55 
o Alignment 2 8,145 15 30,030 55 o Alignment 3 9,445 18 31,060 59 
o Alignment 4 10,000 18 31,660 56 
o Alignment 5 7,730 16 25,020 53 
o Null Alternative 2,865 20 13,500 93 

REGIONAL CORE 50,330 12 136,260 34 

*Station areas not designated as Centers in the City's Concept Plan or the 
County's General Plan. 

Source: SCRTD/General Planning Consultant/SCAG-82B/SCAG-82M Growth Projections. 
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SECTIO5StTMNARY OF1AND USE IMPACTS 

This section contains a detailed discussion of the impacts associated with each 
of the five candidate alignments with respect to two primary measures: 

(1) Consistency with Local Land Use Plans and Policies 
(2) Acconmodatiorj of Growth in Station Areas. 

Specific mitigation measures for potential adverse land use and development 
impacts also as identified and discussed by station area. Land use impacts of 
the Null Alternative are reported in the EA. 

5.1 SUMMARY OF LAND USE IMPACTS BY ALIGNMENT 

The land use and development impacts of the five candidate alignments were 
assessed by comparing projected residential and commercial growth for the Year 
2000 Maximum Impact Condition in station areas to: 

o Adopted land use plans and policies to determine consistency; 
and 

o Amount of land in station areas susceptible to reinvestment to 
determine the extent of growth accommodation. 

If growth impacts were consistent with adopted plans and policies and could be 
accommodated in the station area, the impact was considered beneficial. 

5.1.1 Alignment 1 

5.1.1.1 Consistency with Local Land Use Plans and Policies 

The following summarizes the consistency of Alignment 1 with Community Plans and 
Policies: 

1. Number of stations in alignment- -16 

2. Number of City Centers served--lO (8 common to all 

alignments). 

3. Stations in City Centers- -12 (10 common to all alignments) 

4. Ntuib.r of Redevelopment Project areas served- -3 (3 common to 

all alignments). 

5. Stations in Redevelopment Project Areas- -6 (5 common to all 

alignments). 

The concentration of development at non-station centers in the Regional Core is 

considered a potentially adverse impact that can not be mitigated by any of the 

alignments. Only three stations on this alignment (Vermont/Beverly, 

Vermont/Santa Monica, and Hollywood Bowl) would not enhance the fulfillment of 

community objectives through local plans because they are not located in the 
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centers. The General Plan, however, does not preclude transit stations being located in non-centers or Redevelopment areas. All alignments would contribute to increased commercial services and employment opportunities at or near 
population centers. Likewise, all project options would support local land use and redevelopment plans. Alignment 1 may induce development at the Hollywood Bowl station which would be contrary to the Community Plan. However, the impact could be mitigated. 

5.1.1.2 Accommodation of Growth in Station Areas 

The number of stations unable to accommodate significant residential growth exceeds the number of stations that could do so for all candidate alignments Alignment 1 would have the following residential growth impacts: 

o Beneficial impacts- -2 stations (0 common to all alignments) 
o Adverse impacts- -8 stations (6 common to all alignments) 

In the Alignment 1 station areas unable to accommodate residential growth, pressure to rezone single-family areas to higher densities would occur at two stations- -Hollywood Bowl and Universal City. 

In contrast, the number of stations able to accommodate significant commercial growth exceeds the number of stations which could not do so for all candidate alignments. Candidate Alignment 1 would have the following growth impacts: 

o Beneficial impacts- -8 stations (6 common to all alignments) 
o Adverse impacts- -4 stations (3 common to all alignments) 

In Alignment 1, station areas unable to accommodate commercial growth, pressure to rezone residential parcels to commercial would occur at three 
stations- -Vermont/Beverly, Hollywood Bowl, and Universal City. 

Pressure on land values would occur in any station area unable to accommodate 
residential or commercial development. The greatest pressure would be expected 
to occur at the following stations of Candidate Alignment 1, where land 
susceptible to reinvestment is exceeded by both the commercial and residential 
growth projection: 

o Civic Center (common to all alignments) 
o Fifth/Hill (common to all alignments) 
o Seventh/Flower (common to all alignments) 
o Universal City (common to all alignments) 

Of these stations, the greatest impact would occur at stations where the 
predominate 1d use is single-family residential- -Hollywood Bowl and Universal 
City. 

Pressure on historic and cultural resources would occur where inadequate land 
exists to accommodate either residential or commercial growth in station areas 
containing historic or cultural resources. For Alignment 1, this potential 
impact would exist at the following stations: 

o Union Station (common to all alignments) 
o Fifth/Hill (common to all alignments) 
o Seventh/Flower (common to all alignments) 
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o Hollywood/Vine 

Incompatibility with existing land use may occur in predominately residential 
station areas that may experience major commercial growth. For Alignment 1, 

this potential would exist at the Vermont/Beverly station. 

In summary, the Alignment 1 adverse impacts of greatest concern (in station 
areas not common to all alignments) would occur at Hollywood Bowl, where 
inadequate land exists to accommodate combined and residential growth. 

5.1.2 Alignment 2 

5.1.2.1 Consistency With Local Land Use Plans and Policies 

The following summarizes the consistency of Alignment 2 with Community Plans and 
Policies: 

1. Number of stations in alignment--19. 

2. Number of City Centers served- -12 (8 common to all 

alignments). 

3. Stations in City Centers- -14 (10 common to all alignments) 

4. Number of Redevelopment Project Areas served- -3 (3 common to 
all alignments). 

5. Stations in Redevelopment Project Areas--6 (5 common to all 
alignments). 

The concentration of development at non-station centers in the Regional Core is 

considered a potentially adverse impact that could not be mitigated by any of 

the alignments. Only three stations on this alignment (Vermont/Beverly, 
Vermont/Santa Monica, and Hollywood Bowl) would not enhance the fulfillment of 

community objectives through local plans, because they are not located in the 

centers. The General Plan, however, does not preclude transit stations being 

located in non-centers or Redevelopment areas. Alignment 2 may induce 

development at the Hollywood Bowl station which would have a mitigatible adverse 

impact. Development at the Hollywood Bowl station would be contrary to the 

Community Plan. 
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5.L2..2 Accoodation of Growth in Station Areas 

The following are the residential growth impacts for Alignment 2: 

o Beneficial impacts- -2 stations (0 common to all alignments) o Adverse impacts- -8 stations (6 common to all alignments) 

In the Alignment 2 station areas unable to accommodate residential growth, pressure to rezone single-family areas to higher densities would occur at the following stations: 

o Wilshire/La Brea 
o Wilshire/Fairfax 
o Hollywood Bowl 
o Universal City. 

The following are commercial growth impacts for Alignment 2: 

o Beneficial impacts- -9 stations (6 common to all alignments) o Adverse impacts- -6 stations (3 common to all alignments) 

In Alignment 2 station areas unable to accommodate commercial growth, pressure to rezone residential parcels to commercial would occur at the following stations: 

o Wilshire/Crenshaw 
o Wilshire/Fairfax 
o Vermont/Beverly 
o Hollywood Bowl 
o Universal City (common to all alignments) 

Pressure on land values would occur in any station area unable to accommodate residential or commercial development. The greatest pressure associated with Alignment 2 is expected to occur at the following stations, where land susceptible to reinvestment is exceeded by both the commercial and residential growth proj ection: 

o Civic Center (common to all alignments) 
o Fifth/Hill (common to all alignments) 
o Seventh/Flower (common to all alignments) 
o Wilshire/Fairfax 
o Wilshire/La Brea 
o Vernt/Beverly 
o Hollywood Bowl 
o Universal City (common to all alignments) 

Of these stations, the greatest impact would occur at the following stations where the land use is predominantly single-family residential areas: 

o Wilshire/Fairfax 
o Wilshire/La Brea 
o Hollywood Bowl 
o Universal City (common to all alignments) 
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Pressure on historic and cultural resources would occur where inadequate land 
exists to accommodate either residential or commercial growth in station areas 
containing historic or cultural resources. For Alignment 2, this impact would 

occur at the following stations: 

o Union Station (common to all alignments) 
C Fifth/Hill (common to all alignments) 
c Seventh/Flower (common to all alignments) 
c Hollywood/Vine 
c Wilshire/La Brea 
o Vermont/Beverly 
o Hollywood Bowl 
c Universal City (common to all alignments) 

Incompatibility with existing land use may occur in predominately residential 
station areas that may experience major commercial growth. For Alignment 2, 

this potential impact would exist at the following stations: 

o Wilshire/Fairfax 
o Wilshire/La Brea 
o Wilshire/Crenshaw 
o Vermont/Beverly 

In summary, for Alignment 2, the adverse impacts of greatest concern (in station 

areas not common to all candidate alignments) would occur at Wilshire/Fairfax, 

Wilshire/La Brea and Hollywood Bowl station areas, where inadequate land exists 
to accommodate combined commercial and residential growth. 

5.1.3 A1iment 3 

5.1.3.1 Consistency With Local Land Use Plans and Policies 

The following summarizes the consistency of Alignment 3 with Community Plans and 

Policies: 

1. Number of stations in alignment- -18. 

2. Number of City Centers served- -11 (8 common to all 

alignments). 

3. Stations in City Centers--13 (10 common to all alignments). 

4. Number of Redevelopment Project Areas served- -3 (3 common to 

all alignments). 

5. Stations in Redevelopment Project Areas- -7 (5 common to all 

alignments). 

The concentration of development at non-station centers in the Regional Core is 

considered a potentially adverse impact that could not be mitigated by any of 

the alignments. The following four Alignment 3 stations would not enhance the 
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fulfillment of community objectives through local plans because they are not 
located in city Centers: 

o Vermont/Beverly 
o Vermont/Santa Monica 
o Crenshaw/Olympic 
o Pico/San Vicente 

The General Plan, however, does not preclude transit stations being located in 
non-centers or Redevelopment Project areas. 

5.1.3.2 Accommodation of Growth in Station Areas 

The following are the residential growth impacts of Alignment 3: 

o Beneficial impacts- -3 stations (0 common to all alignments) 
o Adverse impacts- -10 stations (6 common to all alignments) 

In the Alignment 3 stations areas unable to accommodate residential 
growth, pressure to rezone single-family areas to higher densities 
would occur only at one station- -Universal City, which is common to 
all alignments. 

The following are commercial growth impacts for Alignment 3: 

o Beneficial impacts- -9 stations (6 common to all alignments) 
o Adverse impacts--S stations (3 common to all alignments) 

In Alignment 3 station areas unable to accommodate commercial growth, pressure 
to rezone residential parcels to commercial would occur at the following 
stations: 

o Pico/San Vicente 
o Vermont/Beverly 
o Universal City (common to all alignments) 

Pressure on land values would occur in any station area unable to accommodate 
residential or commercial development. The greatest pressure associated with 
Alignment 3 would be expected to occur at the following stations where land 
susceptible to reinvestment is exceeded by both the commercial and residential 
growth proj ection: 

o Civic Center (common to all alignments) 
o Fifth/Hill (common to all alignments) 
o Seventh/Flower (common to all alignments) 
o Pico/San Vicente 
o Vermont/Beverly 
o Universal City (common to all alignments) 

Of these stations, the greatest impact would occur at only one 
station- -Universal City, which is in a single-family residential area. 
Universal City is common to all alignments. 
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Pressure on historic and cultural resources would occur where inadequate land 
exists to accommodate either residential or commercial growth in station areas 
containing historic or cultural resources. For Alignment 3, this potential 
impact woul4 exist at the following stations: 

o Union Station (common to all alignments) 
o Fifth/Hill (common to all alignments) 
o Seventh/Flower (common to all alignments) 
o Hollywood/Vine 

Incompatibility with existing land use may occur in predominately residential 
station areas that may experience major commercial growth. For Alignment 3, 
this potential impact would exist at the following stations: 

o Pico/San Vicente 
o Vermont/Beverly 

In Summary, the Alignment 3 impacts of greatest concern (in station areas not 
common to all alignments) would occur at Vermont/Beverly and Pico/San Vicente, 
where inadequate land exists to accommodate combined commercial and residential 
growth. 

5.1.4 Alignment 4 

5.1.4.1 Consistency With Local Land Use Plans and Policies 

The following summarizes the consistency of Alignment 4 with Community Plans and 
Policies: 

1. Number of stations in alignment- -20. 

2. Number of City Centers served- -13 (8 common to all 
alignments). 

3. Stations in City Centers--15 (10 common to all alignments) 

4. Number of Redevelopment Project Areas served- -3 (3 common to 
all alignments). 

5. Stations in Redevelopment Project Areas--7 (5 common to all 
alignments). 

The concentration of development at non-station centers in the Regional Core is 

considered a potentially adverse impact that could not be mitigated by any of 
the alignments. Only three stations on this alignment (Vermont/Beverly, 
Vermont/Santa Monica and Hollywood Bowl) would not enhance the fulfillment of 
community objectives throug1 local plans, because they are not located in 
Centers. The General Plan, however, does not preclude transit stations being 
located in non-centers or Redevelopment areas. Alignment 4 may induce 

development at the Hollywood Bowl Station and may induce excess commercial 
development in the Park Mile area at the Wilshire/Crenshaw Station both of which 
would have mitigatible adverse impacts. Development at the Hollywood Bowl 
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Station would be contrary to the Community Plan and excessive commercial 
development at Wilshire/Crenshaw would be in conflict with the Park Mile 
Specific Plan. The aerial alignment through Park Mile also may be in conflict 
with the Park Mile Specific Plan and potentially is an unmitigable adverse 
impact. 

5.1.4.2 Accoinodation of Growth in Station Areas 

The following are the residential growth impacts for Alignment 4: 

o Beneficial impacts- -2 stations (0 common to all alignments) 
o Adverse impacts--il stations (6 common to all alignments) 

In the Alignment 4 station areas unable to accommodate residential growth, 
pressure to rezone single-family areas to higher densities would occur at the 
following stations: 

o Wilshire/La Brea 
o Wilshire/Fairfax 
o Hollywood Bowl 
o Universal City (common to all alignment) 

The following are commercial growth impacts for Alignment 4: 

o Beneficial impacts--il stations (6 common to all alignments) 
o Adverse impacts- -6 stations (3 common to all alignments) 

In Alignment 4 station areas unable to accommodate commercial growth, pressure 
to rezone residential parcels to commercial would occur at the following 
stations: 

o Wilshire/Crenshaw 
o Wilshire/Fairfax 
o Vermont/Beverly 
o Hollywood Bowl 
o Universal City (common to all alignments) 

Pressure on land values would occur in any station area unable to accommodate 
residential or commercial development. The greatest pressure associated with 
Alignment 4 would be expected to occur at the following stations where land 
susceptible to reinvestment is exceeded by both the commercial and residential 
growth proj ection: 

o Civic Center (common to all alignments) 
o Fifth/Mill (common to all alignments) 
o Seventh/Flower (common to all alignments) 
o Wilshire/Fairfax 
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o Wilshire/La Brea 
o Vermont/Beverly 
o Hollywood Bowl 
o Universal City (common to all alignments) 

Of these stations, the greatest impact would occur at the following stations 
where the land use is single-family residential: 

o Wilshire/Fairfax 
o Wilshire/La Brea 
o Hollywood Bowl 
o Universal City (common to all alignments) 

Pressure on historic and cultural resources would occur where inadequate land 
exists to accommodate either residential or commercial growth in station areas 
containing historic or cultural resources. For Alignment 4, this potential 
impact would exist at the following stations: 

o Union Station (common to all alignments) 
o Fifth/Hill (common to all alignments) 
o Seventh/Flower (common to all alignments) 
o Wilshire/Fairfax 
o Wilshire/La Brea 
o Wilshire/Crenshaw 
o Vermont/Beverly 

Incompatibility with existing land use may occur in predominately residential 
station areas that may experience major commercial growth. For Alignment 4, 
this potential impact would exist at the following stations: 

o Wilshire/Fairfax 
o Wilshire/La Brea 
o Wilshire/Crerishaw 
o Vermont/Beverly 

In summary, the Alignment 4 adverse impacts of greatest concern (in station 
areas not common to all alignments) would occur at Wilshire/Fairfax, Wilshire/La 
Brea and Hollywood Bowl, where inadequate land exists to accommodate combined 
commercial and residential growth which may adversely affect single-family 
residential areas. 

5.1.5 Aligent 5 

5.1.5.1 Consistency with Local Land Use Plans and Policies 

The following summarizes the consistency of Alignment 5 with Community Plans and 
Policies: 

1. Number of stations in alignment--17. 

2. Number of City Centers served- -11 (8 common to all 
alignments). 



3. Stations in City Centers--13 (10 common to all alignments). 

4. Number of Redevelopment Project Areas served- -3 (3 common to 
all alignments). 

5. Stations in Redevelopment Project Areas--6 (5 common to all 
alignments). 

The concentration of development at non-station centers in the Regional Core is 
considered a potentially adverse impact that could not be mitigated by any of 
the alignments. Only three stations on this alignment (Vermont/Beverly, 
Vermont/Santa Monica and Hollywood Bowl) would not enhance the fulfillment of 
community objectives through local plans because they are not located in 
Centers. The General Plan, however, does not preclude transit stations being 
located in non-centers or Redevelopment Project areas. 

Considering Western Avenue as a declining or stagnant area, Alignment 5 may 
stimulate development in this area with the station at Western/Beverly. 
Alignment 5 may induce development at the Hollywood Bowl Station and may induce 
excess commercial development in the Park Mile area at the Wilshire/Crenshaw 
Station both of which would have mitigatible adverse impacts. Development at 
the Hollywood Bowl Station would be contrary to the Community Plan and excessive 
commercial development at Wilshire/Crenshaw would be in conflict with the Park 
Mile Specific Plan. The aerial alignment through Park Mile also may be in 
conflict with the Park Mile Specific Plan and potentially is an unmitigable 
adverse impact. 

5.1.5.2 Accommodation of Growth in Station Areas 

The following are the residential growth impacts for Alignment 5: 

o Beneficial impacts- -2 stations (0 common to all alignments) 
o Adverse impacts- -9 station (6 common to all alignments) 

In the Alignment 5 station areas unable to accommodate residential growth, 
pressure to rezone single-family areas to higher densities would occur at the 
following stations: 

o Wilshire/La Brea 
o Wilshire/Fairfax 
o Hollywood Bowl 
o Universal City. 
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The following are commercial growth impacts for Alignment 5: 

o Beneficial impacts- -9 stations (6 common to all alignments) 
o Adverse impacts- -5 stations (3 common to all alignments) 

In Alignment 5 station areas unable to accommodate commercial growth, pressure to rezone residential parcels to commercial would occur at the following stations: 

o Wilshire/Crenshaw 
o Wilshire/Fairfax 
o Hollywood Bowl 
o Universal City (common to all alignments) 

Pressure on land values would occur in any station area unable to accommodate residential or commercial development. The greatest pressure associated with Alignment 4 would be expected to occur at the following stations where land susceptible to reinvestment is expected by both the commercial and residential growth projection: 

o Civic Center (common to all alignments) 
o Fifth/Hill (common to all alignments) 
o Seventh/Flower (common to all alignments) 
o Wilshire/Fairfax 
o Wilshire/La Brea 
o Hollywood Bowl 
o Universal City (common to all alignments) 

Of these stations the greatest impact would be expected to occur at the following stations with single-family residential areas: 

o Wilshire/Fairfax 
o Wilshire/La Brea 
o Hollywood Bowl 
o Universal City (common to all alignments) 

Pressure on historic and cultural resources would occur where inadequate land exists to accommodate either residential or commercial growth in station areas containing historic or cultural resources. For Alignment 5, this potential impact would exist at the following stations: 

o Union Station (common to all alignments) 
o Fifth/Hill (common to all alignments) 
o Seventh/Flower (common to all alignments) 
o Wilshire/Fairfax 
o Wilshire/La Brea 
o Wilshire/Crenshaw 
c Sunset/Vine 



Incompatibility with existing land 
station areas that may experience 
this potential impact would exist at 

o Wilshire/Fairfax 
o Wilshire/La Brea 
o Wilshire/Crenshaw 

use may occur in predominately residential 
major commercial growth. For Alignment 5, 
the following stations: 

In summary, the Alignment 5 adverse impacts of greatest concern (in station 
areas not common to all alignments) would occur at Wilshire/Fairfax, Wilshire/La 
Brea, and Hollywood Bowl where inadequate land exists to accommodate combined 
commercial and residential growth which may adversely affect single-family 
residential areas. 

5.2 MITIGATION OF POTENTIAL ADVERSE I.AND USE AND DEVELOPMENT IMPACTS 

5.2.1 Residential Development 

5.2.1.1 Union Station, Civic Center, Fifth/Hill, and Seventh/Flower 
(All Alignments) 

Residential development could be located on commercially-zoned land located 
within the CBD and Bunker Hill Redevelopment Project areas under the jurisdiction of the CRA or as a component of mixed-use projects in these station 
areas. 

5.2.1.2 Wilshire/Alvarado (All Alignments) 

Residential development could be acconunodated on commercially-zoned land in 
this station area. Commercial development projections in this station area are 
low and anticipated to require less than 25 percent of the available 
commercial land. Because of the demographics and character of the station area, 
a gradual transition from mixed-use to predominantly residential land use 
would be compatible with existing conditions. This transition could be 
accomplished through the use of a Specific Plan for this station area. In 
addition, the density of existing multi-family residential development could be 
increased to provide additional residential development capacity. 

5.2.1.3 Wilshire/Vermont, Wilshire/NorlLandie, and Wilshire/Western 
(All Alignments) 

The Wilshire Center could probably be developed as an intense residential and 
commercial center without significant spillover effects on existing residential 
areas, becae of the character of these three station areas (commercial, or 
mixed commercial and residential). In the Wilshire/Vermont station area, 
residential development could be accommodated on appropriately located 
coimnercially-zoned land because projected commercial development is estimated to 
require approximately one-third of the available commercial land. In the 
Wilshire/Norniandie station area, residential development could be dispersed 
throughout on commercially-zoned parcels (especially as mixed-use projects in 
conjunction with retail development) or it could be located on the southern 
portion of the Ambassador Hotel site. Projected commercial development in this 
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station area is estimated to require approximately 40 percent of the available land. In the Wilshire/Western station area, residential development could be 
accommodated on commercially-zoned land because projected commercial development is expected to consume less than half the available commercial property. 

5.2.1.4 Vermont/Beverly (Alignments 1, 2, 3, and 4) 

Potentially adverse impacts in this station area may result from concentrated growth in the Wilshire Center. Because there is limited commercially-zoned land in this station area, excess residential growth should be diverted to the Wilshire Center stations through use of a Specific Plan (see discussion of these station areas above). In some cases, rezoning of multi-family residential parcels in this station area to increase density could increase residential development capacity. 

5.2.1.5 Hollywood/Vine (Alignments 1, 2, and 3) 

The Hollywood/Vine station area is located in the part of Hollywood designated for intense commercial development in the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan; therefore, rezoning of commercial land for residential use would not be appropriate. Because the amount of land susceptible for residential development is limited and most is already zoned for the highest residential density, increased development capacity resulting from rezoning existing multi-family residential parcels will not add sufficient capacity to accommodate projected growth in this station area. Therefore, the best solution would be to divert residential growth to other station areas where it would be more appropriate. For Alignments 1, 2, and 3, growth can be diverted from Hollywood/Vine to 
Hollywood/Western. Areas located nearby the Hollywood/Western Station have been designated for high-density residential development by the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Project plan. Moreover, projected residential growth would require less than 40 percent of the residential land susceptible to 
reinvestment, and projected commercial and residential would require less than 
one-third of the total land susceptible to reinvestment. 

5.2.1.6 Sunset/Vine (Alignments 4 and 5) 

Like the Hollywood/Vine station area, the Sunset/Vine station area is located in the commercial heart of Hollywood. For the reasons stated previously for 
Hollywood/Vine, future high-density residential growth should be diverted from 
this station area to another area on the alignments. For Alignment 4, 
residential growth should be diverted from the Sunset/Vine station area to the 
Sunset/Western station area. For Alignment 5, growth should be directed to the 
Western/Santa Monica station area. 

5.2.1.7 Rollywood/Highiand (Alignments 3 and 4) 

This station is located in the area of Hollywood designated for intense 
commercial and residential development in the Hollywood Redevelopment Plan. 
Although rezoning commercial land for residential purposes may conflict with the 
Plan, encouraging residential components of commercial projects would be 
appropriate, because less than one-third of the commercial land susceptible to 
reinvestment is needed to accommodate projected commercial 
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growth. The limited amount of residential land susceptible to reinvestment is 
already zoned for the highest residential density; the diversion of residential 
growth to adjacent stations would be less desirable. 

5.2.1.8 Hol].ywood Bowl (Alignments 1, 2, 4, and 5) 

Impacts resulting from an insufficient supply of residential land in this 
station area would be difficult to mitigate. The existing very low density 
residential zoning and Community Plan designations reflect substantial public 
input, suggesting that increases in density of existing residential areas are 
not likely to be acceptable. Also, there is a negligible amount of commercially 
zoned land available for rezoning and no readily apparent alternative station 
area to which residential growth could be diverted. As a result, the only 
effective mitigation measure in this station area would be stringent growth 
controls reflected in a Specific Plan which would provide incentives for 
residential development to occur elsewhere (unspecified) in the Regional Core. 

5.2.1.9 UnIversal City (All Alignments) 

Impacts resulting from an insufficient supply of residential land in this 
station area would also be difficult to mitigate. The existing very low density 
residential zoning and Community Plan designations reflect substantial public 
input, suggesting that increases in density of existing residential areas are 
not likely to be acceptable. Because of significant existing and projected 
commercial development pressure, it is possible that the residential growth 
projections for this area would not be realized and that Universal City would 
develop primarily as an intense commercial center in the immediate vicinity of 
the station. 

5.2.1.10 Wilshire/La Brea (Alignments 2, 4, and 5) 

Because only 50 percent of the commercial land susceptible to reinvestment is 
projected to be needed for commercial purposes, residential components may be 
encouraged as part of commercial projects. The station area is located in the 
Miracle Mile Regional Center where intense commercial uses are recommended by 
the Wilshire District Plan. And, inadequate commercial land exists to 
accommodate growth in the adjacent Wilshire/Fairfax station. Therefore, the 
rezoning of surplus commercial land for residential purposes would not be 
recommended. Increasing density on existing residential parcels in this station 
area could increase residential development capacity slightly. However, for 
effective mitigation of the impacts of residential growth, it probably would 
be necessary to restrict density at this station through use of a Specific Plan 
and attempt to divert growth to other station areas such as Wilshire/Western. 

5.2.1.11 Wilshire/Fairfax (Alignments 2, 4, and 5) 

Residential development possibly could be accommodated in some areas by 
rezoning commercial parcels to residential uses. However, this station also 
would be projected to attract significant commercial growth and is in the 
Miracle Mile Regional Center where intense development is recommended by the 
Wilshire District Plan. As a result, there will be significant pressure to 
maintain these parcels in commercial use. Nevertheless, residential components 
would be possible as a 
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part of coercial projects. Rezoning existing multi-family parcels to a higher 
density would not be feasible in this station area because existing 
multi-family zoned properties are already in the highest density consistent with 
the Wilshire District Plan. Alteration of the Height District also may conflict 
with the Plan and single-family development. For effective mitigation of the 
impacts of residential growth, it probably would be necessary to restrict 
density at this station through use of a Specific Plan and attempt to divert 
growth to other station areas. 

5.2.1.12 Pico/San Vicente (Alignment 3) 

Residential development could be accommodated at this station by selectively 
increasing density of existing residential parcels susceptible to 
redevelopment. There is little commercially zoned land available for this 
purpose. Additional residential development capacity also is available at 
the Olympic/Crenshaw Station. 

5.2.2 Coercip1 DeveloDment 

5.2.2.1 Fifth/Hill, Seventh/Flower (All Alignments) 

Commercial development could be accommodated in these station areas through 
use of existing redevelopment/density transfer programs administered by the 
CRA, or by encouraging growth to locate elsewhere in the downtown area. 

5.2.2.2 Veriiont/Beverly (Alignments 1, 2, 3, and 4) 

Because of the limited amount of commercial property susceptible to 
redevelopment in this station area and the infeasibility of increasing 
commercial density in a predominantly residential area, commercial growth 
should be diverted to one of the Wilshire Center station areas 
(Wilshire/Vermont, Wilshire/Normandie, Wilshire/Western). Excess commercial 
development capacity exists at these stations and additional development would 
not lead to adverse impacts on residential areas. This could be accomplished 
through use of a Specific Plan. 

5.2.2.3 Hollywood Bowl (Aligruients 1, 2, 4, and 5) 

Impacts resulting from an insufficient supply of commercial land in this station 
area would be difficult to mitigate. The existing very low density residential 
zoning and Community Plan designations reflect substantial public input, 
suggesting that increased commercial activity in the station area is not likely 
to be acceptable. Also, there is a negligible amount of commercially zoned land 
available and no readily apparent alternative station area to which commercial 
growth could be diverted. As a result, the only effective mitigation measure 
in this station area would be stringent growth controls reflected in a Specific 
Plan which would provide incentives for commercial development to occur 
elsewhere (unspecified location) in the Regional Core. 
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5.2.2.4 Universal City (All Alignments) 

Commercial development in excess of available commercial land capacity could be 
accommodated in this station area through a set of growth controls designed to: 
(1) provide for an orderly phase-in of development in the immediate station area 
and (2) expand the station area to provide for growth outside the immediate 
station area along Ventura, Cahuenga, and Lankershim Boulevards. This was 
accomplished in the Preliminary Specific Plan for the Universal City Station 
developed by LADOP. 

5.2.2.5 Wilshire/Crenshaw (Alignments 2, 4, and 5) 

Commercial development in excess of capacity in this station area should be 
diverted to the Wilshire Center stations. The Park Mile Specific Plan, which 
is in effect in this station area, should ensure that development intensity is 
controlled and commercial development does not spill over into residential 
areas. 

5.2.2.6 Wilshire/Fairfax (Alignments 2, 4, and 5) 

Commercial development in this station area would be constrained by the 
proximity of stable residential neighborhoods to the north and south of Wilshire 
Boulevard. The potential impact from commercial development could be mitigated 
in the following ways: 

o One or two sites partially zoned R4-P (multi-family residential 
or parking), which presently are occupied by surface parking 
and adjacent to commercially zoned parcels, could be rezoned 
and developed commercially. This would facilitate strong 
commercial activity near the station, reinforcing the public 
activity centered at the County museum. 

o Development could be redirected to the Wilshire/La Brea 
Station area. There is a substantial supply of underutilized 
commercial land and limited market interest in development at 
the Wilshire/La Brea station, allowing for the possibility of 
relieving some of the development pressure at Wilshire/Fairfax. 

o There is continued development interest 
property at the intersection of Beverly 
which, if realized, could absorb some 
pressure from Wilshire/Fairfax. However, 
co.mity concern over the scope and sca 
development of this site. 

5.2.2.7 Pica/San Vicente (Alignment 3) 

in the CBS-Gilmore 
and Fairfax Avenues 
of the development 

there is significant 
Le of the potential 

Impacts resulting from an insufficient supply of commercial land in this station 
area would be difficult to mitigate. The existing residential uses, zoning and 
Community Plan designations for this area suggest that increased commercial 
activity in the station area is not likely to be acceptable. There is also only 
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a small amount of commercially zoned land available and there is no readily 
apparent alternative station area to which commercial growth could be diverted. 
As a result, the oniy effective mitigation measure in this station area would be 
stringent growth controls reflected in a Specific Plan which would provide 
incentives for commercial development to occur elsewhere (unspecified) in the 
Regional Core. 

5.2.3 Historic and Cultural Resources 

5.2.3.1 Union Station, Fifth/Hill, Seventh/Flower (All Alignments) 

Substantial tax incentives and current CR.A policies, including the following, 
have been successful in encouraging preservation of historic structures in the 
downtown area: 

o The average permitted floor-area-ratio for new construction is 
six to one (reduced from a floor-area-ratio of 13 to 1). This 
floor-area-ratio is exceeded by many historic structures, 
creating an incentive to preserve them. 

o When a historic building's floor-area-ratio is less than six, 
its unused density can be transferred to other sites in the 
CBD. 

o Low interast loans are available for rehabilitation. 

5.2.3.2 Wilshi.re/La Brea (Alignments 2, 4, and 5) 

Mitigation of impacts in this station area can be found in the FEIS, p.3-67. 

5.2.3.3 Hollywood/Highland (Alignments 3 and 4), Sunset/Vine (Alignments 4 
and 5) Hollywood/Vine (Alignments 1, 2, and 3) 

The Hollywood Redevelopment Plan affords a number of protections to historic 
structures not previously available. These protections tend to mitigate 
the potential adverse impacts caused by non-conforming historic structures 
because of designation changes, incompatibilities with adjacent development 
and pressures to redevelop historic resources as follows: 

o Continuation and improvement of existing, non-conforming uses 
if CPA finds such improvements would be compatible with 
surroundings and proposed development. 

o Reviw of any proposed demolition, building or grading 
pert, with postponement for up to a year while alternative 
solutions are investigated. 

o Recognition of the importance of the Hollywood Boulevard 
District and creation of an urban design plan to encourage 
preservation and restoration of significant resources in this 
area. The urban design standards and guidelines are to be 
developed within two years of adoption of the Redevelopment 
Plan. 



o Granting development bonuses which would increase the 
floor-area-ratio to six to one, or residential densities 
beyond those specifically identified in the Redevelopment 
Plan to achieve its goals. Among goals specifically cited 
that would be eligible for such action are the preservation 
and rehabilitation of significant architectural or historic 
resources. 

o Adoption of design and development guidelines to carry out 
the goals of the Redevelopment Plan. Design criteria 
would include architectural style and development standards 
which would address historic preservation and 
rehabilitation. 

5.2.4 Projected Growth and Existing Land Uses/Coiruunity Character 

5.2.4.1 Veront/Bever1y (Alignments 1, 2, 3, and 4) 

Excessive commercial growth in this station area would be incompatible with 
the essentially residential character of the area. In these cases, growth 
restrictions implemented through a Specific Plan coupled with incentives 
for concentration of growth in the Wilshire Center stations 
(Wilshire/Vermont, Wilshire/Normandie, Wilshire/Western) could accelerate 
the development of Wilshire Center as a major Regional Center. A coordinated 
set of Specific Plans for these stations could serve to preserve, develop 
and enhance the community character of all the station areas involved. 

5.2.4.2 Wilshire/Crenshaw (Alignments 2, 4, and 5) 

Preservation of the character of this station area can be accomplished 
through the Park Mile Specific Plan. 

5.2.4.3 Wilshire/La Brea (Alignments 1, 2, 4, and 5) 

Commercial growth projected for this station can be accommodated on 
existing commercially zoned land susceptible to reinvestment. However, the 
possible diversion of commercial development from the Wilshire/Fairfax station 
and an inadequate supply of residential land to accommodate growth will 
require the preparation of a Specific Plan to divert residential growth to other 
stations and to increase residential zoning density at selective locations. 

5.2.4.4 Wilshire/Fairfax (Alignments 1, 2, 4, and 5) 

The discusaioa of mitigation measures for the Beverly/Fairfax station in the 
FEIS, pages 3-67 to 3-68, is applicable to the preservation of community 
character in the Wilshire/Fairfax station area. As discussed in the previous 
sections, it is likely that the Wilshire/Fairfax station will experience 
significant residential and commercial development pressure that will 
not be easily mitigated. Therefore, special measures may be required to 
ensure that development does not adversely impact the character of the 
stable residential neighborhoods surrounding the station. 
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5.2.4.5 Pica/San Vicente (Alignment 3) 

The station area is unable to accommodate either projected commercial or residential development. Accordingly, special measures will have to be developed as part of a Specific Plan process to divert this growth to other stations. 

5.3 SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES BY ALIGNMENT 

5.3.1 Alignment 1 

For all alignments, the Metro Rail may attract growth to the Regional Core that may locate at City Centers not served by a rail station. This is treated as an unmitigable adverse impact that may occur regardless of the alignment chosen. 

The development of residential projects on commercially zoned land is recommended to accommodate excess residential growth when the supply of land susceptible to reinvestment (both residential and commercial) exceeds the combined commercial and residential growth demand. On Alignment 1, this mitigation measure is proposed for six stations - - Union Station, Civic Center, Wilshire/Alvarado, Wilshire/Vermont, Wilshire/Normandie and Wilshire/Western -- which are common to all alignments. 

The diversion of commercial and/or residential development to other stations is proposed when the commercial and/or residential growth exceeds the total land available or when the development of residential projects on excess commercially zoned land is not desirable. For Alignment 1, this mitigation measure is proposed for six stations (three being common to all alignments): 

o Fifth/Hill and Seventh/Flower where excess residential 
development is to be accommodated on commercially zoned land 
within the station areas and excess commercial growth is to be 
transferred to other stations (common to all alignments). 

o Vermont/Beverly where excess commercial and residential growth 
may be transferred to the Mid-Wilshire stations and where 
selective rezoning of multi-family parcels to higher densities 
may be appropriate. 

o Hollywood/Vine where excess residential growth may be 
transferred to the Hollywood/Western station and where 
development of residential projects on excess commercially 
zoned land may conflict with the intent of the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Proj ect. 

o Hollywood Bowl where both commercial and residential growth 
must be diverted. 

D-70 

I 



o Universal City where excess residential growth may be 
accommodated as a component of commercial projects or diverted 
to other stations and where excess commercial growth is 
diverted to other stations or appropriate adjacent areas 
(common to all alignments). 

Maintaining stable land values is considered an unmitigable adverse 
impact on all alignments where inadequate land exists to accommodate 
residential and/or commercial demands. 

The use of preservation incentives and transfer of development rights is 
proposed where excess commercial and/or residential demand may adversely affect 
historic structures. For Alignment 1, this mitigation measure is suggested for 
Union Station, Fifth/Hill, and Hollywood/Vine. 

In suary, all adverse impacts are considered mitigatible except land value 
stability and growth at Centers without stations, which are two common 
problems to all alignments. 

5.3.2 Alignment 2 

Refer to Alignment 1 for the discussion of mitigation measures used on stations 
common to all alignments. 

At the Wilshire/Crenshaw Station on Alignment 2, the Park Mile Specific Plan is 
considered adequate to divert excess commercial development to other areas and 
to protect abutting residential areas from commercial spillover. 

The diversion of commercial and/or residential development to other stations is 
proposed when the commercial and/or residential growth exceeds the total land 
available or when the development of residential projects on excess commercially 
zoned land is not desirable. For Aligrwient 2, this mitigation measure is 
proposed for eight stations (three being common to all alignments). 

o Vermont/Beverly where excess commercial and residential 
growth may be transferred to the Mid-Wilshire stations and 
where selective rezoning of multi-family parcels to higher 
densities may be appropriate. 

o Hollywood/Vine where excess residential growth may be 
traxsferred to the Hollywood/Western station and where 
development of residential projects on excess commercially 
zond land may conflict with the intent of the Hollywood 
Redsvelopment Proj ect. 

o Hollywood Bowl where both commercial and residential growth 
must be diverted. 

o Wilshire/La Brea where excess residential growth could be 
fully accommodated as a component of commercial projects and 
through selective rezoning to high densities but may have to 
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be partially diverted to the Wilshire/Western station due to 
spillover commercial pressure from the Wilshire/Fairfax 
station. 

o Wilshire/Fairfax where commercial and residential growth must 
be diverted. 

The use of preservation incentives and transfer of development rights is proposed where excess commercial and/or residential demand may adversely affect historic structures. For Aligrinient 2, this mitigation measure is suggested for Union Station, Fifth/Hill, Hollywood/Vine and Wilshire/La Brea. 

Alignment 2 includes an aerial section through Park Mile which is considered a potentially unmitigable adverse impact relative to consistency with the Park Mile Plan. The aerial section through Park Mile is common to Alignments 4 and 5. 

In summary, all adverse impacts are considered mitigatible except land value stability and growth at Centers without stations, which are two common problems to all alignments, and the aerial section through Park Mile. 

5.3.3 Alignment 3 

Refer to Alignment 1 for the discussion of mitigation measures used on stations common to all alignments. 

For the Hollywood/Highland station, which is unique to Alignments 3 and 4, excess residential demand must be accommodated as a part of commercial projects, because adjacent stations cannot handle or are considered less appropriate for residential development. 

The diversion of residential and/or commercial development to other stations is proposed when the commercial and/or residential growth exceeds the total land available, or when the development of residential projects on excess 
commercially zoned land is not desirable. On Alignment 3, this mitigation measure is proposed for six stations (three being common to all alignments): 

o Vermont/Beverly, where excess commercial and residential growth 
may be transferred to the Mid-Wilshire stations, and where 
selective rezoning of multi-family parcels to higher 
densities may be appropriate. 

o Hollywood/Vine, where excess residential growth may be 
transferred to the Hollywood/Western station, and where 
development of residential projects on excess commercially 
zoned land may conflict with the intent of the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Proj ect. 

o Pico/San Vicente, where excess residential growth may be 
accommodated through selective rezoning of multi-family parcels 
to higher densities and diversion to Olympic/Crenshaw, and 
where all excess commercial growth must be diverted to other 
stations. 
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The use of preservation incentives and transfer of development rights is 
proposed where excess commercial and/or residential demand may adversely 
affect historic structures. For Alignment 3, this mitigation measure is 
suggested for Union Station, Fifth/Hill, Hollywood/Vine and 
Hollywood/Highland. 

In summary, all adverse impacts are considered mitigatible except land value 
stability and growth at Centers without stations, which are two common 
problems to all alignments. 

5.3.4 AligTuIent 4 

Refer to Alignment 1 for the discussion of mitigation measures used on stations 
common to all alignments. 

At the Wilshire/Crenshaw station on 
5), the Park Mile Specific Plan 
commercial development to other areas 
from commercial spillover. Similar t 
Alignment 4 through the Park Mile 
impact relative to consistency with 

Alignment 4 (also Alignment 1 and 2 and 
is considered adequate to divert excess 
and to protect abutting residential areas 

, Alignments 2 and 5, the aerial section of 
may be considered an unmitigable adverse 
the Park Mile Specific Plan. 

For the Hollywood/Highland station, which is unique to Alignments 3 and 4, 
excess residential demand must be accommodated as a part of commercial 
projects because adjacent stations cannot absorb or are considered less 
appropriate for residential development. 

The diversion of commercial and/or residential development to other stations is 
proposed when the commercial and/or residential growth exceeds the total land 
available, or when the development of residential projects on excess 
commercially zoned land is not desirable. On Alignment 4 (same number as 
Alignments 1 and 2), this mitigation measure is proposed for eight 
stations (three being common to all alignments): 

o Vermont/Beverly, where excess commercial and residential 
growth may be transferred to the Mid-Wilshire stations, and 
where selective rezoning of multi-family parcels to higher 
densities may be appropriate. 

o Sunset/Vine, where excess residential growth may be 
transferred to the Sunset/Western station, and where 
dev.lopent of residential projects on excess commercially 
zonad land may conflict with the intent of the Hollywood 
Red.v.lopment Proj ect. 

o Hollywood Bowl, where both commercial and residential 
growth must be diverted. 

o Wilshire/La Brea, where excess residential growth could be 
fully accommodated as a component of commercial projects and 
through selective rezoning to high densities, but may have to 
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be partially diverted to the Wilshire/Western station due to 
spillover commercial pressure from the Wilshire/Fairfax 
station. 

o Wilshire/Fairfax, where commercial and residential growth 
must be diverted. 

The use of preservation incentives and transfer of development rights is proposed where excess commercial and/or residential demand may adversely affect historic structures. For Alignment 4, this mitigation measure is suggested for Union Station, Fifth/Hill, Wilshire/La Brea, Sunset/Vine and 
Hollywood/Highland. 

In su1ary, all adverse impacts are considered mitigatible, except land value stability and growth at Centers without stations, which are common problems to all alignments. 

5.3.5 A1ignmeit 5 

Refer to Alignment 1 for the discussion of mitigation measures used on stations common to all alignments. 

At the Wilshire/Crenshaw station on Alignment 5 (also Alignment 1, 2 and 4), the Park Mile Specific Plan is considered adequate to divert excess commercial development to other areas, and to protect abutting residential areas from commercial spillover. Similar to Alignments 2 and 4, the aerial section of Alignment 5 through Park Mile may be considered a potentially unmitigable adverse impact relative to consistency with the Park Mile Specific Plan. 

The diversion of commercial and/or residential development 
is proposed when the commercial and/or residential grow 
land available, or when the development of residential 
commercially zoned land is not desirable. On Alignment 
Alignments 1, 2 and 4), this mitigation measure is 
stations (three being common to all alignments): 

to other stations 
th exceeds the total 
projects on excess 
5 (one less than 

proposed for seven 

o Sunset/Vine, where excess residential growth may be 
transferred to the Sunset/Western station, and where 
development of residential projects on excess commercially 
zoned land may conflict with the intent of the Hollywood 
Redevelopment Proj ect. 

o Hollywood Bowl, where both commercial and residential growth 
must be diverted. 

o Wilshire/La Brea, where excess 
fully accommodated as a component 
through selective rezoning to high 
be partially diverted to the Wil' 

spillover commercial pressure 
Station. 
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o Wilshire/Fairfax, where commercial and residential growth must 
be diverted. 

The use of preservation incentives and transfer of development rights is 
proposed where excess commercial and/or residential demand may adversely affect 
historic structures. For Alignment 5, this mitigation measure is suggested for 
Union Station, Fifth/Hill, Wilshire/La Brea, and Sunset/Vine. 

In summary, all adverse impacts are considered mitigatible except land value 
stability and growth at Centers without stations, which are common problems to 
all alignments, and the aerial section through Park Mile (similar to Alignments 
2 and 4). 
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SECTION 2: PUPL:C MLEETING NOTIFICATIONS 

Public meeting notices were published in the following 36 newspapers: 

o Los Angeles Times 
o Los Angeles Herald Examiner 
o Century City/Westwood Post 
o Pico Post 
o West Hollywood Post 

Meredith Newspapers 
o City News 
o City Press 
o Griffith Park News 
o Hollywood Independent 
o Los Feliz Hills News 
o Northwest Leader 
o Parks ide Journal 
o Sun Living 
o Westlake Post 
o Wilshire Independent 
o Wilshire Press 

Central News - Wave Newspapers 
o Angeles-Mesa Wave 
o Culver City Wave 
o Hawthorne Wave 
o Iriglewood Wave 
o Southeast Wave-Star 
o Southside Journal 
o Southwest News-Wave 
o Southwest Wave 
o Southwest Topics-Wave 
o Southwestern Sun 
o Tribune News Wave 

ak T prea News 

Armenian: Nor Gyank - New Life 

Black Newspapers 
o Herald Dispatch 
o Los Angeles Sentinel 

Jewi5b: B'nai B'rith Messenger 

Chinese: International Daily News 

Filipino: Philippine News 
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Japanese: R.afu Shimpo 

Korean: The Korea Times 

Spanish: La Opinion 

E-4 



SECTION 3: COMMUNITY PARTICIPANTS 

The following diverse groups represent homeowners, business and service 
organizations, and elected officials and public agencies who have participated 
in the public consultation meetings process: 

o Homeowners/Residents 

Miracle Mile Residential Association 
812 South Masselin Avenue 
Los Angeles, California 90036 

Carthay Circle Homeowners Association 
6131 Barrows Drive 
Los Angeles, California 90048 

Beverly-Wilshire Homes Association 
8443 West Fourth Street 
Los Angeles, California 90048 

Windsor Square Association 
157 North Larchmont Boulevard 
Los Angeles, California 90004 

Detroit Neighbors Association 
843 
Los Angeles, California 90046 

Beverly-Wilshire Homes Association 
101 S. Edinburgh 
Los Angeles, California 90048 

Boulevard Heights Homeowners 
726 South Bronson 
Los Angeles, California 90005 

Fremont Place Association 
108 Fremont Place 
Los Angeles, California 90005 

Hancock Park Homeowners 
157 North Larchmont 
Los Angeles, California 90004 

Lorraine Boulevard Association 
678 South Lorraine 
Los Angeles, California 90005 

Ridgewood-Wilton Neighborhood Association 
156 South Wilton Place 
Los Angeles, California 90004 

South Brooks ide Homeowners 
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920 Longwood 
Los Angeles, California 90019 

Wilshire Homeowners Alliance 
627 South Hudson 
Los Angeles, California 90005 

Windsor Square Association 
157 North Larchmont 
Los Angeles, California 90004 

Oxford Square Association 
875 Victoria Avenue 
Los Angeles, California 90005 

Hillside Homeowners Federation 
16611 Park Lane Circle 
Los Angeles, California 90049 

Hollywood Hills Homeowners 
6733 Wedgewood Place 
Los Angeles, California 90068 

Whitley Heights Homeowners 
6711 Whitley Terrace 
Los Angeles, California 90068 

o Business Community 

Wilshire Boulevard Property Owners Coalition 
849 South Broadway 
Los Angeles, California 90014 

The Stakeholders 
2500 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 740 
Los Angeles, California 90057 

CALFED, Inc. 
5670 Wilshire Boulevard 
Los Angeles, California 90036 

May Company California 
6160 North Laurel Boulevard 
North Hollywood, California 91606 

Building Owners and Managers Association 
700 South Flower Street 
Los Angeles, California 90017 

Ratkovitch, Bowers & Perez 
617 South Olive Street 
North Hollywood, California 90014 

Wilshire Chamber of Commerce 
3875 Wilshire Boulevard 
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Los Angeles, California 90010 

C.W. Cook Co. 
Civil Engineers 
ll835 West Olympic Boulevard 
Suite 375 
Los Angeles, California 90064 

Hyatt Wilshire Hotel 
3515 Wilshire Boulevard 
Los Angeles, California 90010 

Real Estate Brokers 
110 North Sycamore Avenue 
Los Angeles, California 90036 

Bank of America 
3442 Wilshire Boulevard 
Los Angeles, California 90010 

A.F. Gilmore 
P.O. Box 480314 
Los Angeles, California 90048 

Russell & Associates 
2500 Wilshire Boulevard, No. 740 
Los Angeles, California 90057 

Morgan Adams, Inc. 

1545 Wilshire Boulevard 
Los Angeles, California 90017 

Coidwell Banker 
5550 Wilshire Boulevard 
Los Angeles, California 90036 

CBS 
7800 Beverly Boulevard 
Los Angeles, California 90036 

U.S. Borax 
P.O. Box 75128 
Sandford Station 
Los Angeles, California 90075 

o Institutions /Organizators 

Los Angeles County Museum of Art 
5905 Wilshire Boulevard 
Los Angeles, California 90036 
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Los Angeles Urban League 
Crenshaw Revitalization Liaison 
3450 Mount Vernon Drive 
Los Angeles, California 90008 

Hollywood Arts Council 
1313 North Vine Street, No. 121 
Los Angeles, California 90028 

Hollywood Coordinating Council 
1716 Cahuenga Boulevard 
Los Angeles, California 90028 

Hollywood Chamber of Commerce 
6290 Hollywood Boulevard, No. 525 
Hollywood, California 90028 

Hollywood Community Police Council 
1358 North Wilcox Avenue 
Los Angeles, California 90028 

A&M Records 
1416 North La Brea Avenue 
Los Angeles, California 90028 

Mann Theater Group 
9200 Sunset Boulevard, No. 301 
Los Angeles, California 90069 

Dearborn Homeowners Association 
2563 Dearborn Avenue 
Los Angeles, California 90068 

Jewish Federation Council 
6505 Wilshire Boulevard 
Los Angeles, California 90048 
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SECTION 4: CORE FORUM PARTICIPATION 

The CORE Forum membership is as follows: 

Mr. David Abel 
David Abel & Associates 

Ms. Caroline Ahmanson 
Beverly-Wilshire Hotel 

The Honorable Richard Alatorre 
Councilrnember, City of Los Angeles 

Mr. George Allen 
Wilshire Chamber of Commerce 

The Honorable Michael Antonovich 
Board of Supervisors, County of Los Angeles 

Mr. Richard Atkins 
Hollywood Heritage 

The Honorable Jacki Bacharach 
Councilmember, City of Rancho Palos Verdes 

Steven Bangs 
Hollywood Heights Association 

Mr. Joel Baker 
Century City Chamber of Commerce 

Mr. Neil Barry 
Mid-City Chamber of Commerce 

Ms. Rita Barschak 
League of Women Voters 

The Honorable Anthony Beilenson 
U.S. Congress 

The Honorable Howard Berman 
U.S. Congress 

The Honorable Ernani Bernardi 
Couricilmember, City of Los Angeles 

The Honorable Hal Bernson 
Councilmember, City of Los Angeles 

The Honorable Tom Bradley 
Mayor, City of Los Angeles 

The Honorable Marvin Braude 
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Couricilmember, City of Los Angeles 

Mr. Loren Brown 
Sales/Marketing, Los Angeles Midtown Hilton 

Mr. William Callender 
Calfed, Inc. 

Mr. Marshall Caskey 
Marshall Caskey, Attorney 

Mr. Kenneth K. Chang 
Delta Partnership Pacific Ltd. 

Ms. Sandi Chester 
Hollywood Presbyterian Medical Center 

Mr. William Christopher 
Miracle Mile Residential Association 

Mr. Nathan L. Chroman 
Transportation Commissioner, City of Los Angeles 

Ms. Lyn Maceweri Cohen 
Miracle Mile Residential Association 

Ms. Gwen Coleman 
Los Angeles Urban League 

Mr. Keith Comrie 
Chief Administrative Officer, City of Los Angeles 

Ms. Karen Constine 
Kaiser Permanerite Contrex Building 

Mr. Ron Cox 
Wilshire Center Community Involvement Association 

The Honorable Deane Dana 
Board of Supervisors, County of Los Angeles 

Ms. Anne Del Valle 
North Hollywood Project Area Committee 

The onorable Julian Dixon 
U.S. Congress 

Mr. John Dyer 
SCRTD 

The Honorable Edmund D. Edelman 
Board of Supervisors, County of Los Angeles 

Mr. Geoffrey Ely 
Building Owners and Managers Association 
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The Honorable Robert Farrell 
Couricilmeinber, City of Los Angeles 

The Honorable John Ferraro 
Couricilmember, City of Los Angeles 

Commissioner Betty Fisher 
Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission 

The Honorable Joan Milke Flores 
Councilmember, City of Los Angeles 

Mr. Frank Foster 
Apartment Association of Greater Los Angeles 

Mr. Paul 0. Freedman 
Beverly-Fairfax Chamber of Commerce 

Mr. Daniel P. Garcia 
Los Angeles Planning Commission 

Mr. Steve D. Gavin 
Greater Los Angeles Transportation Commission 

Ms. Barbara Goer, 
KCET-TV 

Mr. Richard Goette 
Oxford Square Homeowners Association 

The Honorable Kenneth Hahn 
Board of Supervisors, County of Los Angeles 

Mr. Mark Hall 
Archiplan 

Mr. James Hankla 
Chief Administrative Officer, County of Los Angeles 

Mr. Stanley Hart 
Sierra Club 

Mr. Anthony Hays 
Boi..lvard Heights Homeowners Association 

Mr. Henry Hilty 
A.F. Gilmore Co. 

Mr. Donald Howery 
General Manager, Los Angeles Department of Transportation 

Mr. Jon Jerde 
Jerde Partnership 
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Mr. Arland Johnson 
Hollywood Business Community 

Mr. Raymond Johnson 
NAACP 

Mr. Harold Katz 
Los Angeles West Chamber of Commerce 

The Honorable Richard Katz 
Assemblyman, California State Assembly 

Ms. Lydia Kennard 
KDG Development 

Mr. Ted Kitos 
Deputy to Mayor of West Hollywood (S. Schulte) 

Mr. James J. Krochka 
Attorney, Trust Services of America, Inc. 

Ms. Ruth Ann Lehrer 
Los Angeles Conservancy 

The Honorable Gilbert W. Lindsay 
Councilmember, City of Los Angeles 

Mr. Norris D. Lineweaver 
Hollywood Project Area Committee, Los Angeles Community Redevelopment 
Agency 

Mr. Allan Lowy 
Allan N. Lowy, Attorney 

Mr. Nicholas Lucero 
Los Angeles Boys and Girls Club 

Mr. Michael Malak 
Variety Magazine 

Ms. Nina Malone 
Los Angeles City College 

Th. Honorable Burt Margolin 
Ass.thlyman, California State Assembly 

Mr. Carl Maston 
Carl Mastori, Architect 

Mr. Bud Mathis 
Building and Construction Trades Council 

Ms. Christy Johnson McAvoy 
Hollywood Heritage 
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Mr. Jack McCarley 
Public Relations, Bullocks Department Store 

Mr. William R. McCarley 
Chief Legislative Analyst, City of Los Angeles 

Mr. Bill McGregor 
Tooley Company 

Ms. Marsha Mednick 
Van Nuys Chamber of Commerce 

Mr. Kurt Meyer 
Kurt Meyer Partners, Inc. 

Mr. Brian Moore 
Hillside Federation 

Mr. Hugo Morris 
Teamsters Union Joint Council, #42 

Mr. Winston V. Morrow 
TICOR 

Mr. Norman Murdock 
Director, Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning 

Mr. Dale Neal 
Latham -Watkins 

Mr. Thomas Nelson 
Consulting Engineer 

Mr. Jerry M. Nemiro 
Bullocks Wilshire 

Mr. William Nerenberg 
Alta Management 

Mr. Robert Norvet 
CBS, Inc. 

Mr. Jim Ortner 
Southern California Automobile Association 

Mr. Doyle Peck 
Braille Institute 

Dr. James Peoples 
Los Angeles County Museum of Art 

Ms. Betty Peters 
United States Borax and Chemical Corporation 

The Honorable Joy Picus 
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Councilmember, City of Los Angeles 

Mr. Mark Pisano 
Southern California Association of Governments 

Ms. Diana Plotkin 
Beverly Wilshire Homeowners Association 

Mr. Manning Post 
Central Business District Redevelopment Project Citizen Advisory 
Commission. 

Mr. Wayne Ratkovitch 
Ratkovitch, Bowers, Inc. 

Mr. Ray Remy 
President, Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce 

Mr. Rick Richmond 
Executive Director, Los Angeles County Transportation 
Commission 

The Honorable Alan Robbins 
Senator, California State Senate 

The Honorable David Roberti 
President Pro Tempore, California State Senate 

Mr. William Robertson 
AFL-CIO 

The Honorable Mike Roos 
Assemblyman, California State Assembly 

The Honorable Herschel Rosenthal 
Senator, California State Senate 

Mr. Charles Rosin 
Carthay Circle Homeowners Association 

Mr. Alan Ross 
Times Mirror Inc. 

Mr. Kenneth C. Ross 
Children's Hospital of Los Angeles 

The Honorable Edward Roybal 
U.S. Congress 

Mr. Gary Russell 
The Stakeholders 

The Honorable Pat Russell 
Councilmember, City of Los Angeles 
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Mr. George P. Rutland 
California Federal Savings and Loan Association 

Ms. Lois Saffian 
League of Women Voters 

The Honorable Peter F. Schabaru.m 

Board of Supervisors, County of Los Angeles 

Mr. Phillip Schiliro 
Aide to Representative Waxman 

The Honorable Stephen Schulte 
Mayor, City of West Hollywood 

Ms. Debra Serduez 
Scieritology Missions International 

Mr. John Shirey 
Assistant Chief Administrative Officer, County of Los Angeles 

Mr. Alan Sieroty 
Wilshire Boulevard Property Owner's Coalition 

Mr. Dan Silverman 
Federation, CRC 

Mr. Owen Smith 
South Brookside Homeowners Association 

Mr. Bill Snyder 
The Greater Los Angeles Press Club 

The Honorable Charlotte Spadaro 
Mayor, City of Beverly Hills 

Mr. Chris Stewart 
Central City Association 

Mr. Henry Sulzberger 
May Company California 

Ms. Georgette Todd 
Hollywood Library 

Mr. Ken Topping 
Los Angeles Department of Planning 

Ms. Betty Trotter 
League of Women Voters 

Mr. John Tuite 
Los Angeles Community Redevelopment Association 

The Honorable Joel Wachs 
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Councilinember, City of Los Angeles 

The Honorable Diane Watson 
Senator, California State Senate 

The Honorable Henry Waxnian 
U.S. Congress 

Mr. Gerald Weisstein 
Bank of Los Angeles 

Mr. John H. Welborne 
Adams Dugue & Hazeltine, Attorneys 

Mr. Bill Welsh 
Hollywood Chamber of Commerce 

Mr. Steve Wilson 
Freniont Place Homeowners Association 

Ms. Kathy Wong 
Beverly-Fairfax Chamber of Commerce 

The Honorable Michael Woo 
Councilinember, City of Los Angeles 

Mr. Richard Workman 
Windsor Village Association 

The Honorable Zev Yaroslavsky 
Councilmember, City of Los Angeles 

Mr. Charles E. Young 
Chancellor, UCLA 
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SECTION 5. CORE STUDY FORUM 

The CORE Forum was created to encourage public review and comments on preferred 
routes and modes for the realignment of Metro Rail. The CORE Forum met four 
times: November 5, November 19, and December 16, 1986, and February 4, 1987. 
Throughout this period each member was contacted individually to solicit views 
and concerns and answer questions on a range of topics including technical 
feasibility, potential adverse impacts, and expected benefits of possible 
alignments. Information gathered through this process was provided to the SCRTD 
Board of Directors and other public officials. 

Informational packets relevant to meeting agenda topics were distributed prior 
to each CORE Forum meeting. These materials provided a common basis for 
discussion and helped focus the analysis of key issues. 

To provide a complete and accurate record, a certified court reporter prepared a 
transcript of the proceedings of each CORE Forum meeting. These transcripts are 
available from the SCRTD District Secretary. A summary of the transcripts as 
well as written comments and/or correspondence addressed to the CORE Forum was 
distributed to all attending and non-attending members prior to each subsequent 
meeting. When questions arose, either at the meeting or in writing, answers 
were also provided in these materials. 

5.2 CORE MEETINGS 

5.2.1 CORE Forum #1 

The first CORE Forum meeting was held at 2:00 p.m. on Wednesday, November 5, 
1986, at the Midtown Hilton Hotel, 400 North Vermont Avenue. 

At this first meeting the CORE process and upcoming activities were discussed. 
The initial ranking of candidate alignments was presented and discusses. The 
Milestone documents were distributed. 

5.2.2 CORE Forum #2 

The second CORE Forum meeting was held at 2:00 p.m. on Wednesday, November 19, 
1986, at the Midtown Hilton Hotel. 

At the second .eeting, a summary of issues and responses from the first meeting 
was presented. Staff presented "mix and match" alternatives as suggested by 
executive staff and key professional staff of the Interagency Management 
Committee, and received comments and suggestions from Forum participants. 

5.2.3 CORE Forum #3 

A third CORE Forum meeting was held at 2:00 p.m. on Tuesday, December 16, 1986 

at the Midtown Hilton Hotel. 
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At the third meeting, the discussion focused on choices regarding possible 
routes going north, west and northwest through Hollywood. After each 
discussion, Mr. Marvin Holen, chairman of the RTD Metro Rail Committee, 
summarized the sense of the group as follows: 

5.2.3.1 North Segment 

o The preferred alignment would be along Vermont Avenue rather 
than Western Avenue. 

o Subway mode would be preferred, but aerial mode would be 
acceptable. 

Chairman Holen noted that a Vermont Avenue subway alignment would add 
approximately one mile of length and additional stations to the project, which 
would also increase cost. 

5.2.3.2 Hollywood Segment 

o The preferred alignment appears to follow Hollywood Boulevard 
rather than Sunset Boulevard. 

o Subway mode is preferred west of Bronson Avenue; aerial mode is 
not acceptable through the heart of Hollywood. 

Mr. Holen noted that Don Flowery, General Manager of the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation, felt that Sunset Boulevard rather than Hollywood 
Boulevard would be preferred for several reasons. First, Sunset is wider than 
the corresponding section of Hollywood Boulevard, which would allow Sunset 
Boulevard to remain with two traffic lanes in each direction. Second, Mr. 
Flowery believed that eliminating some parking on Hollywood Boulevard would have 
substantial adverse impacts on nearby properties. 

5.2.3.3 West Segment 

o The preferred alignment would be Wilshire Boulevard at least as 
far west as Fairfax Avenue. 

o Subway mode is very strongly preferred, although there has been 
some commentary that an aerial mode would be acceptable if the 
federal limitation on tunneling through the "high risk" area 
could not be changed. 

Chairman Mol.n noted that: 

o The SCR.TD must continue its efforts with community 
representatives regarding the methane gas safety question. 

o Numerous persons suggested that concerned CORE Forum 
participants speak directly to Congressman Waxman about their 
desire for a Wilshire Boulevard subway. 
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o At past hearings, representatives from East Los Angeles and 
South Central Los Angeles expressed the desire that Metro Rail 
serve the museum complex at Fairfax Avenue to allow access for 
their children and themselves. 

5.2.4 CORE Forum #4 

The subject of discussion at CORE Forum #4 was methods of financing for the five 
alignments currently under consideration and the costs 'and major impacts of the 
operable seents of these alignments. Of the five candidate alignments, all 
except Alignment 1, the all-subway alignment, could be fully funded with 
projected regional funding capacity. 

5.3 CORE FORUM Mfl1BERSHIP 

The CORE Forum included 137 members, who are listed in the APPENDIX TO CHAPTER 
FIVE, Section 4. 
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