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TRANSIT OPTIONS FOR NON-CBD ACTIVITY CENTERS 

Executive Summary 

Los Angeles is the prototypical policentric and dispersed metropol i:an region. 
It has more activity centers than .other large U.S. metropolitan ar~as, but this 
'Los Angelization' i~ being replicated across the nation. Largely because of 
the availability of local public funding (Proposition A) over several years, 
Los Angeles probably has a wider ~rray of local transit and paratransit servi­
ces than~\ other metropolitan areas. The coexistence of many political and fis­
cal jtjrisdictions raises important issues from ~ervice p~ovision in response to 
local needs to re~ion-wide coordination. 

Activity centers are much broader than employment centers because ma~y types of 
activity (e.g. retail and entertainment) generate more trips (up to 33 times 
more) than their employment would suggest. Total trips generated per gross 
acre in 1980 were computed for the 1285 Analysis, Zones (AZs) in the Los Angeles 
five-county area, and these were ranked. The 59 highest-ranked AZs accounting 
for 17;5 percent of the region's employment loca.:ions were mapped and 19 major 
cent~rs (including an enlarged CBD) were identified, Fourteen of these were in 
Lo~ Ange1es County, and four (Santa ~na, Riverside, San Bernardino and Ontario) 
were in the peripheral counties. The Los Angeles core area remains dominant, 

. accounting for 46 percent of the centers' employment (but only 8 percent of the 
region's employment), more than four t1mes larger than the second center 
(Westwood-Beverly Hills-Century City) in . terms of jobs and 3.5 times larger in 
terms of trips generated. The 19 centers show some degree of specialization in 
their economic structures; for example, th~ Los Angeles core specializes in 
finance and public administration, the Westwo_od and Hollywood centers in enter­
tainment, Huntington Park in manufacturing and wholesaling, and so on. How­
ever, an analysis of Los Angeles County's 369 largest firms, facilities and 
sites (including shoppi.ng centers, hotels, industrial parks and office bui !d­
ings as well as companies) showed that many of the facilities (the e~ceptions 
were banks, office bui I dings and property management companies) were predomi­
nantly located outside the centers (on average 9.2 kilomet~rs from the nearest 
cent;_er). These results s,uggest t_hat the Los Angeles region is as m_uch dLs­
persed as pol icentric, a fact that severely restricts the market for conven­
tional transit services. 

The matrix for traffic flows (total trips, journeys-to-work JTW --, and 
tran~it JTWs) was constructed for the 46 Regional Statistical Areas (RSAs) used 
by the Southern California A~sociation of Gov~rnments (SCAG) and for the 19 
identified activity centers. However, the data for the centers were separated 
from the RSA in which they were located so that 19 of the RSAs are, in effect, 
'donuts'. This procedure generates a 65 X 65 traffic flow matrix. Of the. 
4,7 million::roundtrip commutes in the region, only 250,000 (5~3 percent) are by 
transit, and ~f--the latter more than 77,000 (31 percent) are to the Los Angeles 
core area (the enlar~ed downtown center). The other 18 centers receive less 
than 37,000 workers by tran~it, less than 15 percent ~f the region's transit 
commuters. 



The analysis of traffic flows revealed several generalizations: 

i) Many trips to and from the centers, roughly about one-half, are either 
internal to the center or with the surrounding hinterland ('do~ut'). This even 
applies in the Los Angeles tor~ area. 

ii) lnter-cente.r traffic flows, including those with the Los Angeles core, are 
very smal I. In fact, the centers have much niore interaction with dispersed 
locations ·(non-centers) outside their own 'donut' than with other centers. The 
four peripherally located centers outside Los Angeles County have even 1ess 
interaction with other centers. 

iii) The vast major'ity of trips in the region (including JTWs) is between dis­
persed origins and destinations, by~assing the centers (including the Los Ange­
les core). This confirms the above finding frorr. the analysis of facility loca­
tions that Los Angele~ is a dispersed rather than · a policentric metropolis. 

iv) Transit JTWs are on a very smal I scale in the region as a whole. Very few 
transit commuters work in the nbn-CBO activity centers, and only the Los Ange­
les core is a prominent transit_~estinatibn. 

The reg1on~I transportation system in the Los Arig~les region relies heavily on 
the automobile. Vehicle occupancy is low; there is not much ridesharing in 
spite of Computer Commuter, some successful commercial commuter vanpools, and 
the growth in airport van service. Congestion has been increasing because 
vehicle miles traveled have been increasing~ much faster than freeway mileage 
(which has remained more or less unchanged for many years). Nevertheless, 
total trip times remain tolerable and most drivers choose the freeway even 
though there is a highly developed surface street system. The dispersed set­
tlement and workplace pattern has not provided a favorable environment for the 
growth of transit. The regiona1 transit agency, the Southern California Rapid 
Transit District (SCRTD), the largest al I-bus system nationwide, has been 
plagued with many problems: a wideni~g cost-rev~nue gap and increasing rel lance 
on subsidies (more than three-fifths of its budget); service cutbacks; and 
ac tua I (freeway commuter expresses) . or threatened (the San Gabri e I Va 11 ey 
routes) takeovers of some of its routes. Its future role may be increasingly 
focused on the provision of service in the Los Angeles core area and along the 

-- major - bou I evards. 

However, the re I at i ve dee 1; ne ; n the ro 1 ~ of SCRTO, new about 80 percent of 
total transit operating expenditures in the region compared with90 percent in 
1980, has been accompanied by an expan~ion in a wide array of local transit 
services (for the genera 1 pub Ii c and for spec i a Ii zed groups, on fixed routes 
and for demand-responsi~e travel, subsidized and for~~rofit). This expansion 
has been faci 1 i tated by Proposition A which made sales tax revenues in Los 
Angeles County available for transit services after 1980. The funding has 
ass i s_tcd service provision, capita I projects and us~r subsidies. By 1988, 86 
~ities and the unincorpora~ed Los Angeles County area are providing more than 

. 250 different types of service. ilthough many of these are special~purpose 
(e.g. for the elderly and the ha~dicapped), there are many general-public ser­
vices such as shopping center shuttles and the Rose Bowl shuttle (for UCLA 
footbal I games). Unfortunately, there are insufficient data to develop 
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performance measures for these local transit services to compare them with con­
ventional transit. However, the numbers served by most services are very 
smal 1, the subsidy levels are high, and it is uni ikely that these services 
divert much tfavel to transit and relieve traffic congestion. This study has 
focused ori the local transit services in place rather than on what might 
develop, on the assumption that the level of public funding has been high 
enough to stimulate a local response to potential transit service markets. 

The cone I us ·i ons and po I icy imp I i cations that may be drawn from this study are: 

I. Based on Los Angeles' experience, the scope for conventional transit servi­
ces in non-CBD actlvity centers is very limited. The_se centers generatP. mini­
mal traffic flows with each other .?nd with the downtown core. However, their 
growth has weakened radial cor_ridors to downtown. Their major traffic flows 
are with their own hinterlands and with very dispersed locations, but the traf~ 
fie densities are very low. · Flows are from many origins to many destinations 
(no hope for conventio~al transit) rathtr than from many origins to few desti­
nations (possibly, some potential for transit) or from few origins to few des­
tinations (real prospects for transit, were it not for the fact that this pat~ 
tern is not found anywhere among 0.S. metropolitan areas). Thi only ~iable 
complement to the automobile in _these centers is an expansi.on in locally-pro-
vided, low-capacity paratransit services. Such an expansion will require more 
subiidies and further policy innovations. · 

2. Despite regulations favoring transit monopolies and hefty subsidies to 
SCRTO and for Metro-Rail, a shift to small-scale suppliers throughout the 
region is underway. Pub! ic policy is ambivalent, ho~ever, providing public 
funding for conventional mass transit and for paratransit s~rvices simultane­
ously. A -serious risk is that over time Metro-Rai I wi 11 drain away an increas­
ingly large share of available pub! ic subsidies. 

3. A sensible transportation pol icy package for the region might include: - a. 
continued, traditional bus services catering for line-haul demands in the Los 
Angeles core and along major streets in low-income neighborhoods; b. more 
deregulation to perm~t private (non-subsidized) operators to seek out viable 
paratransit market niches in the region (e.g. allowing the airport shuttle com­
panie$ to .take on non-airport routes): c. promoti-ng more transit operation to 
replace SCRTD in ind .ividual, low-density neighborhoods, with subsidies awarded 
on a competitive bid basis; d. deregulation ~f ~ntry and rate-setting for 
taxis to permit an expansion of _ the fleet to a level appropriate for the 
region's population; e. continuing the policy of promoting 'local return' 
proj~ft§ __ to provide special izeg_ paratra11sit service.s for the elderly, the .hand­
icapped, and other groups in need; f. the rail transit projects are a diver­
sion from the real transportation problems of the ldispersed metropolis. 

4. The failure to introduce festraints on the automobile (whether in the from 
of workplace parking limitations or, more sensibly, road congestion pricing) 
inhibits th~ development of alternatives, or more precisely complements, to the 
automob•le. However, with respect to commuting, automobile restraints are less 
l:kely to re-suit in significantly more transit use than to lead to more rides­
haring in the short run .and to locational readju~tments by firms i n the longer 
:-un. 
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The remaining issue is to the degree to which . the results fo~ Los Angeles can 
be applied to other large U.S. metropolitan areas. Non-CBO activity centers 
have emerged, er afe emetging, in 6t~er metropolitan areas so that th~ policen­
tric/dispersed spatial pattern is becoming universal , in cities above a thresh­
old size. Of course, the number of centers is . often much smaller than In Los 
Angeles, anc1 this could make a difference. · For instance, it might be argued 
that with fewer centers inter-center flows might be somewhat denser than when 
diluted over many centers~ However, any minor effect of this kind will be more 
than outweighed by other considefations. - First, a smaller number of centers 
implies more diversified rather than specialized centers, implying more intra­
center than inter-center flows. Second, non-CBO activities are uni ikely to 
generate hea~y inter-center flows unless they have substantial residential pop­
ulations, but high land values in these centers squeeze out all but a modest 
am·ount_ of residential land uses. Third, electronic communications are being 
increasingly substituted for business-related person-flows that might otherwise 
dominate inter.:.center flows (e.g. in developing country metropolisec:). 
Fourth, the growth o:F activity centers in itself weakens the downtown : :;,di,d 
corridor links that formerly accounted for much of the conventional tran~ · :n 
place. In other metropolitan areas, hinterland and dispersed flows pr6bably 
dominate the traffic flows into and out of the activity cenlers as much .as in . 
Los Angeles. Hence, the policy implications are, subject to local differences 
and idiosyncracies, more or less the same. 

4 

-+., ... 

f. 

l 
· I 

-l 
I 

I 
l 



, 

I. Introduction, overview, and approach 

Purpose of the stud)'. 

Modern American cities have been dispersing for some time. People and jobs, as 
well as other activities, have been moving away from the CBD, sometimes forming 
rival clusters, dimjn;shing the importance of the traditional downtown •. In the 
greater Los Ange I es metropo Ii tan area, for ex amp I e, the CBD accounted for on I y 
3 percent of total jobs in 1980; the average for the ten largest U.S. urban-
ized areas was only 7.4% (Appendix F, Table F.I). The land and travel market 
interactions which generate such spatial arrangements are not yet well under­
stood. Transit services for such environments are the topic of this research. 

This. case study presumes the Los Angeles. area is a prototype of the large, mod­
ern, U.S. metropolis. Pisarski's recent study (198}) as well as our own 
research (Gordon, Kumar, Richardson; 1988) call attention to the fact that the 
dispersion of jobs and residences is a widespread phenomenon that results in 
commuting economies as well as shrinking markets for conventional transit. las 
Angeles has long been recognized as the city where these trends were first 
noted. Its development is probably an important leading indicator of U.S. 
urban development trends. 

OJher metropolitan areas in the U.S. are exhibiting the sa~e subcentering 
trends first observed in Los Angeles. For ~xample~ 14 centers have been iden­
tified in the Washington D.C. area, 7 in Baltimore and 8 in Atlanta; similar 
patterns can be observed in every sizeable metropolitan area in the ~oun­
try. Moreover, because Los Angeles ~~s more centers than anywnere else (this 
study identifies 19, but a finer grain of spatial detail would generate more), 
it is not difficult to find examples of representative types of center simi Jar 
to those found elsewhere. The Los Angeles case is also particularly relevant 
to an appraisal of the transit services outside core areas because the avai 1-
abi I ity of local public funding (Proposition A funds) over several years h.as 
encouraged development of a wider array of transit and paratransit services 
than in other metropolitan arP.as. Furthermone, the budgetary and service 
delivery problems of the mass transit agency, the Southern California Rapid 
Transit District (SCRTD), are typical of those experienced by similar agencies 
in other ·metropolitan areas-, and the success of. the airport shuttle servi"ces 
(especially Super Shuttle) mirrors exactly what has happened in other cities 
where simi Jar s~rvices have been introduc~d. Even if Los Angeles is a I ittle 
different in terms of its spatial structure, its transportation problems and 
their solutions are very similar to those in other metropolitan area~L 

The r~search steps discussed below are: 

I) identify non-CBD activity centers and other study areas; 

2) understand the relationships between dispersed activity centers 
and th~ .rest of the greater metropolitan area; 

3) examine the provisi~n and perfor~ance of conventional and 
para-transit services for the various sub-centers; 



4) suggest appropriate transit service and pol icy innovations. 
l 
I 

l 

I 
t 

. I 

6 
I 



I 
II. Activity centers _!'.rnd regional traffic flows 

Local geography a;1d the activity centers 

The first task in this research was to define · and identify local activity cen­
ters. ·the main i·1fc:-rmatio1"1 source for our determination of activity centers 
~as the data on journey-to-work and related cha~acteristics · from the 1980 
decennial census. The _origin-destination matrix for journey-to-'Jlork is 
obtained from the :JTPP file for the ,Los _ Angeles fivl~-count.y area.fc The data 
includes 0-0 matrices for al! worktrips as well as for comr.wting via three sep­
arate modes: solo auto driver, share-ride, and transit. 

As the census data do not include any information on non-work trips, an 0-0 
matrix for non-wor'< trips wa~ constructed · using parameters from the .!.21§. ~ 
and Rural Survey, consisting of 7619 1'ome interviews conducted by the Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG) and the Los Angeles Regional 
Transportation Study (LARTS). The survey 1Jpdated a 1967 data base. Al I of the 
data ~re compiled at the Analysis Zone ~i~ level; there are 1285 AZs in the 
Los Angeles five-county area. 

Other information was obtained from local planning agencies and transit oper3~ 
tors. These sources are identified throughout the teit. In addition, we con­
ducted a survey of para-transit operators in Los Angeles county. 

In spite of the growing importance of major centers of activity located outside 
of traditional CBOs, th~ avai I able I iterature of~ers little on h6w to i~entify 
sub-centers (see, for example, Hartwick and Hartwick, 1974: Kim, 1979: Odland, 
1978; Ogawa and Fujita, 1980; Wieand, 1984; and McConald, 1987). Simply 
defined, an activity center is the location of economic activity exercising 
significant impact .~n the metropolitan region. The variables identif:ed by 
McDonald t6 difine sub-centers include: gros~/net employment density; gross/net 
population densit~; and employment-population ratio. Yet, centers thus identi­
fied do ~ot necessarily exhibit any functional linkages with the metropolitan 
area ind also the method does not distinguish among the characteristics due to 
different employment types and mixes. McDonald's indices are more likely to 
define employmr:nt ceriters than activity centers, a flaw !:~cause many types of 
centers (e.g. those 'incorporating recreational faciliti _es, a suburban shopping 
mall or a university) generate many more trips than implied by their levels of 
employment. A more appropriate procedure would identify the interacti0n poten­
tial in terms of traffic flows for each area and to classif,, places above some_ 
threshold of traffic as sub-centers. The computation of intera~tion po~entia1 
requires establishing tr.ip generation rates by employment types. Trip genera­
tion rates per employee are avail.able from the Institute of Traffic Engineer.;; 

· (li"E, 1983) manual, and are shown in Table II.I. The UTP? employment data were 
aggregated to a level that allowed utilization of a~ailable ITE trip~ge~~ration 
rates. 

* Los Angeles County, along with the four counties that surround it (OrBG;e, 
Riverside, San Bernardino, Ventura) makes up the study area for ch i ~ research. 
The five-county area is c-.:>ngruent with the. Cer1sus Sureau's Los Angeles CMSA. 
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As expected, the nature of each job influences trip generation rates. For 
exa,nple, according to the ITE source, an employee in the retai I sector gener­
ates fifteen times as many trips as one in the manufacturing sector. 

Using the ITE rates, total trips generated per 2one per day were computed. 
Total trips generated by allworkers were divided by zonal acreage. The 1285 
AZs were then ranked by tcital trips 9enerated per gross acre. The distribution 
of trips-generated-per-acre was standardized. The analysi~ zones were then 
classified by standardized trip generation densitiA.s (Table 11.2). The fifty­
r,ine AZs in the group with more than 0.8 SOs (trips generated per acre) above 
the mean accounted for 17.5 ~ 6f the area's job locations. · These AZs were 
mapped and nineteen ge6graphic clusters were observed {Table II .3). 

Whereis the Census 6qreau.'s CBO accounted for 3% of th~ urbanized area's jobs 
in 1980, our much larger 'core1 center accounted for just over 8% of the five-
county area's employment. The other centers were much smaller: Westwood-Cen­
tury City-Beverly Hills accounts for iess than 2% of the .area's employment, 
Hol lywciod has 1%, .· and the other sixteen centers are below 1%. It should be 
point~d out that the 82.5% of area- employment not a~counted for by our nineteen 
centers is not spread uniformly; the non-center agglomerations are spread out 
and difficult to characterize. More centers could have been identified, but a 
natural break in the data point to 19 centers (see geographical units in Appen­
dix C) as being dominant (in an earlier study based on the more limited c6ncept 
of employment densities only 7 centers st6od out, ~hile there was a much larger 
nL•mber (57) of population peaks (Gordon, Richardson and Wong; 1986), again, the 
distinction between population/employment clusters and activity center is crit­
ical). Agglomeration economies have a far greater spatial rahge than ha~ been 
recognized in much of the literature. 

Tne s~ctoral distributions (Table II .4) of employment highlight the core-area's 
importance in the finance, insurance, a~d real estate as well as public admin­
istration sectors. Hollywood and Westwood-Century City~Beverly Hills are. of 
course, more influential in the entertainment ;sector. Looking at sectoral 
totals, retail and manufacturing are, as expected, significantly more dispersed 
(not in centers) than is overall employment. 

The nineteen ~enters along 
(RSAs) gave us sixty-five 
centers mutual.ly exclusive, 
truncating many of them and 

with SCAG's forty-six Regional Statistical Areas 
areas to work with. To make the data on RSAs and 

data for the centers were removed from the RSAs, 
reducing some to 'donut'-shaped areas. 

We wi 11 not know unti 1 1990 census results are available the extent to which 
~ub-centering in the region has evolved. How many new nodes (using our 
approach to the definition of centers) emerged? How many of the nineteen iden-
tified places no longer qualify as centers? To what extent have the nineteen 
centers grown beyond their 1980 boundaries? What proport·ion of total employ-
ment are accounted for by the 1980 vs. the 1990 centers? The answers toques­
tions such as these wi 11 command the a ttentio;, of anyone interested in pol icen­
tric urban development and its impl i·.:: ations. Our approach to an examination of 
center development since 1980 re l l ed on the Los Angeles Business Journal's 1988 
Book of Lists. That compilat lon reports 1987 rankings for sixty-six types of 
firms and facilities, repo r ti ng the 'top-10' for some, all the way to 'top-100' 
for others. Unfortunately, many of the lists referred only to Los Angeles 
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county. 

We recorded the addresses of the fol lowing: l. top-100 public companies; 2. 
top-100 private companies; 3. top-22 banks (this list contained 25 entries but 
22 were in L.A. C6unty); 4. top-25 hotels~ 5. top-25 shopping centers; 6. 
top-24 office buildings; 7. top-25 office spaces; 8. top-25 property managem~nt 
companies; 9. top--23 office-and-industrial parks. This information was pro­
cessed vi~ a geographic information system to match the addretses to our cen­
teis. We were interested in the extent to which the 369 majo~ sites and head­
quarters were associated w i t:i the major 1980 centers. Tab I e I I. 5 shows the 
distribution of all nine lists between eight L.A • . county centers a~ well as 
eighteen non-center study areas in the county~ More than two-thirds of the 
functions were located outside th~ centers. Banks, office buildings, and .prop­
erty management companies were the only thr.ee ,. clustered activities, predomi­
nantly in the Los Angeles c6re area with a minor cluster 1n the Westwo6d-Cen­
tury City-Beverly Hills center. 
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Traffic and the activity centers 

The Los Angeles urbanized area is the mbst dispersed of the large U.S. metropo­
lises.* In 1980, approximately 9.5 million people and 4.4 million job locations 
were spread over almost 2,000 square miles. The area is served by about 720 
mi 1 es of I i mi ted access freeways. There were about 1 , 7 veh i c I es per househo 1 d 
ahd an average vehicle occupancy for the worktrip of 1.1 (the nation's high AVO 
for the large urbanized areas was Washington DC's 1.2). As many as 88 percent 
of worktrips were via private vehicles (5.8 percent by transit and 6 percent by 
'other') with 83.4 percent of the private Vehicle usefs driving alone. Wbrk­
trip travel times were among the best of the U.S. top-10 urbanized areas 
(Appendix E: Tab 1 e E. 2) because many i ndus tries had chosen to fo How the work 
force to the suburbs. This settlement pattern, in turn, has diminished ~ransit 
markets and als~ restricted opportunities for cirpooling. 

The key information required for ~n assessment of potential demand for transit 
and piratransit services in or near activity centers is an estimate of traffic 
flows throu~hout the metropolitan region. UTPP data on worktrips and 6n work­
trips v i a transit were combined with the study's estimates of non-work trips to 
measure all trips on an origin-destination basis over the regional system. 
Trips for each of the centers were disaggregated into: internal trips within 
each center; tripr to other parts of the RSA where the center was J6cated (the 
'donut') : trips to and from the Los Ange I es core: trips to and from the other 
eighteen centers (disaggregated into centers in its own geographical cluster -­
Westside, Eastside, Northside or Southside -- and the remaining centers; and 
trip£ to and from non-centers. To simplify the presentation, these trips are 
given in percentage terms but all the raw numbers -- critical tor the measure~ 
ment of threshold levels of demand for particular types of transit serviie -­
are given in Appendix A. These trips are summarized in 15 tables (Table I 1.6.1 
to Table 11.6.J.3), One of these tables (Table I I .6.2) ~hows the traffic flows 
in and out of the Los Angels core area. 

These tables contain substantial detail on the patter~ of traffic flows in 1980 
for al I trips, for jburneys-to-work, and for journeys-to-work by transit in the 
Los Angeles metropolitan region. Many of these details are interesting in 
themselves, but from the perspective of the goals of this study a f~w key find­
ings stand Ollt: 

i) Considering the nineteen activity centers as a whole (i.e. including 
the Los Angeles core area), almost one-third of all types of trip (total, jour­
ney-to-work, or journey-to-work via transit) were to internal destinations 
within each center (Table 11.6.1). Moreover, 53 - 57 percent of trips origi­
nating within each ~enter did not leave the RSA in which the center is located 
(Table I 1~6.l). Although a much .smaller propbrtion of arrivals at each center 
originated within the center (7.5 percent of journeys to work, 12.4 perc~nt of 
joutneys to work by transit, and 13.8 percent of all trips), this was compen­
sated for by higher proportions of all trips from with the 'donuts' so that 43 

* The background data-_in this paragraph refer to the 'urbanized area', a Census 
E 1u definition that excludes the sparsely settled parts of the five~county 
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percent Uourneys to work) to 50 percent (all trips) of center arrivals started 
in their home RSAs (Table 11.6.J.l). These facts show that a very high propor­
tion of all trips (50 +/- 7 percent) are interhal to the centers and their sur­
roµnding 'donuts•~ 

ii) In the absence of data on traffic flows, a primitive ex ante hypothe­
sis might be that there , would be strong traffic link~ges among the activity 
centers, and that theymight . provide a foundation for an inter-center transit 
service system. The da.ta in Table 11.6.1 show that this idea is totally false. 
Only a very small proportion of trips (ranging from 3 percent for total trip 
arrivals to 16 percent for transit journey-to-work departures, but only 6.5 
percent of the transit journey-to-work arr i va 1 s) -are inter-center trips. More­
over, the traffic linkages between the centers and the Los Angeles core are 
also weak: only 7.5 percent of j-0urneys-to- work leaving the centers, and JO 
percent of transit journeys-to-wo~k. are destJned for the broadly defined core, 
2.7 times larger than downtown in terms of employment. Naturally, the shar~ of 
trips originating in the core and destined for the centers is miniscule (1 -
2,5 percent). Combined with the results desciibed in (i) above, these findings 
confirm the argument that center-hinterland (in our terminology, 'donut') flows 
a r e much more important -than inter-center flows for all types of trip (total, 
journeys-to-work and journeys-to-work by transit). Moreover, cente~-hinterland 
flows are much more dispersed than the traffic corridors that link centers. 
However, as the journey-to-work matrix in Appendix A shows, all the intercenter 
traffic densit ies are very srilal 1, typically only a few hundred ~ound-trips to 
work per day. 

iii) A sizeable proportion of all trips, both leaving and arr1v1ng at cen­
ters, were with non-centers, and hence were highly dispersed (Table 11.6.1). 

iv) The vast majorJty of tri~s (w i th the exception of transit journey-to­
work trips arriving at centers, where the ~ajority ~as modest, only 54 percent) 
neither left nor arrived at cent•ers but took place between dispersed locations 
(the l _ast column of Table 11 .6.1). Less than one in twenty journeys-to- work 
left any of the t9 centers, and only one in six arrived at any of the centers. 

v) Table I 1.6.2 shows the traffic flows in and out of the Los Angeles 
core. Again, a high proportion of trips (both arrivals and departures) are 
internal to the core and its -surrounding 'donut•, and only very ~~all propor ­
tions of trips (4 - 5 percent of arrivals and 10 - 15 percent of departures) 
were associated with other centers. However, the Los Angeles core 1accounts for 
a large proportion of all the 19 centers' trips, particularly for transit jour­
neys-to-work (more than three-fifths of- departures, and more than two- thi~ds of 
arriva l s}. Moreover, . more than 30 percent of al I the region's transit jour­
neys-to-work pour jnto the Los Angeles core. This confirms that the bulk of 
conventional transit worktrips in the los Angeles meiropolitan region is asso­
ciated with serving the downtown area anc! its immediate surroundings. 

vi) Table 11.6 ,3 presents the data for the four clusters of activity cen-
ters, i.e. to t al 1 ing 14 centers and excluding the four peripherally located 
centers (S ~n Bernardino, Ontario, Santa Ana, and Riverside). The peripheral 
center s have even higher proportions of their traffic flows either within them­
selvf! s or their 'donuts' (Appendix A), and neg! igible interactions with ot he r 
centers. The data for the clusters of ~enters reinforce th~ conc l usions 
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revealed above: more internal .and hinterland flows than inter-center flows and 
a high degree of interactions (especially for center arri~als) with disper~ed 
(i.e. non-center) locations. The other obvious point from the data in Table 
I I .6.3 is that trips either arriving or departing from the cluster ce~ters 
account for very modest shares of the region's trips once the Los Angeles core 
is excluded (only l cut of 5 trips leave the centers. and only lout of 10 
arrive there). Most of the trips in .· the region take place b~tween non-center 
locaiions. r~inforcing the . conclusion that the Los Angeles regio~ is essen­
tially a dispersed. even more than a policentric. metropolis. 

vii) Tables I 1.6.4.1 - I 1.6.3 present more detailed information on the traf­
fic flows into ~nd out of each activity center by cluster (14 centers in four 
clusters). Only two of the centers (both in the Westside cluster: Westwood 
arid Hollywood) account for more than 3 percent of the region's trip origins and 
only two centers (,(estwood and Huntington Park in the Eastside cluster) account 
for more than 1.S percent of the region's trip destinations. Most of the cen'"" 
ters are not closely linked with other member centers of their cluster; excep­
tions are the Santa Monica and Mid-Wilshire centers. both on the Westsi~e. 
Se~eral centers (Glendale. Burbank, USC Medical Center. Long Beach an~ San 
Pedro) have stronger I inks with centers outside their own cluste~. But for all 
centers, inter-center linkages remain weak. · The aggregate trip pattern is 
repeated in the individual cases: most trips are internal, with the immediate 
hi iiter I and or with non-centers. There are some differences (Santa Monica and 
Long Beach are dominated by very local flows, while Huntington Park, East Hol­
lywood, UCLA and USC Medical Center have very high shares of dispersed flows, 
for example), but the picture remains the same. 

viii) The journey-to-work ~~ta on individual center~ (Tables I I .6.4.2, Table 
11.6.5.2, Table 11.6.6.2, Table 11.6.7.2) give similar results to the data on 
total trips. The only differences of note are that the.se trips in the Westside 
cl~ster are destined for other center~ in the cluster to a gre~ter degree than 
elsewhere and that most of the Westside and Eastside cluster centers have rela­
tively high shares of workers commuting to the Los Angeles core. 

ix) The journey-to-work transit data for the cluster centers are shown in 
Tables 11.6.4.3, 11.6.5.3, 11.6.6.3 and 11.6.7.3. They da not indicate much 
promise for commuting by transit to and from the centers. First, the numbers 
of journey-to-work trips by tr~nsit are very small: only 14.705 departures 
from tht: 14 centers and 35,626 arrivals. Second, the Los Angeles core is the 
major transit destination for many centers (the exceptions are Long Beach, San 
Pedro, Westwood, Santa Monica, and the Northside centers where most of the 
transit journeys-to-work are to 1 donut' destinations). Third, the.dominant 
transit journey-to-work arrivals in many centers are from their 'donuts' (the 
exceptions are San Pedro, USC Medical ~enter, ~urbank. a~d several of the West- · 
side centers which draw transit c~mm~ters ·from non-center locations). 

This analysis may now be summarized: 

I. Many center trips, roughly about one~half, ar e either i~ternal to the ~en­
ter or. with the immediately surrounding hinterl Bnd ('donut'). This generaliza­
tion even applies to the Los Angeles core ar ~a. 

2. Inter-center traffic flows, including those with the Los Angeles core, are 
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3. In fact, the centers have much more interaction with dispersed locations 
(in non-centers) outside their own 'donut' than with other centers. 

4. The peripheral cehters outside Los Angeles County have negligible interac­
tion with the .other centers of th~ region. 

5. The vast majority oftrips in the region (including JTWs) is between dis­
persed origins and destinations, bypassing the centers (includ.ing the Los Ange­
~es core). Lbs Angeles is better described as a dispersed than a policentric 
metropo I is. 

6. JTWs by transit are small, and only the .Los Angeles core area features as a 
major transit destinatjon (31 percent of al 1 JTWs by t~ansit end ~pin the Los 
Angeles core); less. than 15 percent of the region's transit commuters work in 
the other 18 centers. 

These results d~monstrate that the scope for conventional transit services in 
non-CBD activity centers is very limited if assessed on Los Angeles' experi­
ence. The centers generate minimal traffic with each other and with the Los 
Angeles core area. Tr.affic flows with their own hinterlands and with dispersed 
(non-center) locations are much more important, but the traffic densities are 
too low • . The only viable complement for the automobile in the absence of major 
changes in the regulatory environment is the expansion of locally-provided low­
capacity paratransit servi~es. Such an expansion wilJ require more subsi~ies 
and further policy innovations. 
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TABLE Lt .1 

ITE MANUAL TRIP GENERATION RATES UTILIZED 

Sector 

Manufacturing 
Wholesale 
Entertainmeht 
FIRE 
Pub Ii c Adm. 
Service 
Retai I 
Transport 

source: I TE Handbook 

24-HourTrip Generc1t .ion 
Rates Per Employee 

2.01 
8.21 

22.80 
2.45 

1.2 .00 
6.09 

33,20 
16.82 

·1 
I 

I 
I 
I 
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TABLE I I. 2 

THE SPATIAL DISTRIBUTION 6F EMPLOYMENT: DESTINATION DENSITIES 
LOS ANGELES FIVE-COUNTY AREA, . 198O 

~ #_ of . #_ of !. of % of Jobs/ 
of Zone Zones Workers Workers Area1c SgMi. 

I. density of 
destinations 
below mean 856 2,142,274 45.6% 91. 7% 533 

2 . density of 
destinations 
<I S.D. above mean 247 1,900,448 40.4% 7.7% 5604 

quinti Jes: ( 140) (985,791) (21 .0) (4. 8) 4648 
(60) (461,478) (9. 8) ( 1 • 8) 5734 
(22) (218,375) (4. 6) (0 .6) 8331 
(10) (69, 95 l) ( l , 5) (0. 2) 8849 
(15)1:* (164,853) (3 .5) (0. 3) 13290 

3. density of 
destinations 
>I ;<2 S.D.s above mean 30*-fc 381,443 8. 1% 0.5% 18780 

4 . density of 
destinatiOns 
>2 S.O.s above mean 14*1< 275,413 5.9% o. 1% 57944 

TOTALS 1147 4,699,578 100.0% 100.0% 

* 4,392 square mi Jes of the five-county area's analysis zones are presumed to 
be 'urbanized', for our purposes: these are zones with 50 or more jobs. 

** The 59 analysis zones with highest employment densities cluster · to form 19 
1 centers 1 • 

sources: Computed from 1980 UTPP d-ta and 1983 ITE trip-generation rates. 
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TABLE 11 • 3 
THE SPATIAL DISTRIBUTION OF EMPLOYMENT: MAJOR ACTIVITY CENTERS 

lOS ANGELES FIVE-COUNTY AREA, 1980 

Center 

1. L.A. Core 

2. Westwood/ 
Bev. Hills/Cent. City 

. 3. Ho I I ywood 

4. Santa Monica 

5, Pasadena 

6. Huntington ?ark 

7. UCLA 

8. Glendale 

9, Mid-Wilshire 

10. San Pedro 

11. Santa Ana 

12. Long Beach 

13. use Medical/ 
L.A. County General 

14. Riverside 

.. 15, Burbank 

16. East Hol1ywood 

17. East Los Angeles 

18. San Bernardino 

19. Ontario 

TOTAL 

£ of 
Workers Acres 

373,t83 6,737 

89,447 2,956 

44,802 1,902 

37,255 1,672 

· 35,911 1,419 

30,429 556 

30,029 607 

25,649 1,006 

20,772 964 

20,413 1,043 

18,055 946 

17,326 

16,316 

14,166 

12,.]03 

12,383 

10,471 

7,324 

4,974 

731 

437 

661 

707 

418 

593 

320 

305 

821,708* 23,980 

* 17.5% of the five-county area's total 

16 

Est. 24-
Jobs/ Hr. Trip 
Acre Generat. 
-- (OOOs) 

55,4 

30.3 

23.6 

22 .3 

25.3 

54,7 

49,5 

25.5 

21.5 

19.6 

23.7 

37.3 

21.4 

18.0 

29.6 

17-~ 7 

22.9 

16. 3 

4,350 

1,245 

784 

563 

445 

223 

374 

340 

306 

271 

246 

270 

140 

177 

206 

155 

182 

147 

84 

' I 
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TABLE 11 .4 
THE SPATIAL OISTRIBUTION Of EMPLOYMENT: INOUSTRIAL SECTORS 

·av MAJOR ACTIVITY CENTERS, L.A. FIVE-COUNTY AREA, 19ao 
(Activity Centers 1 - 19) 

Industrial Sector 

Mfg. Trans. Whl s I. Reta i I FIRE Serv. Entert.J>ub .Ad. TOTAL 

I. 6.38% 11.98% 9.66% 5.41% 15.35% 8.05% 2.04% 19.70% 8.22% 

2. 0.47 1.09 I. 21 1. 79 3.93 3.34 2.66 1.09 1.96 

3. 0.57 J.64 0.55 1.02 0.76 0.99 3.21 0.76 1.00 

4. 0.36 1.20 0.35 0.89 0.94 I. 29 0.24 o.68 0.81 i 

5. 0.24 0.87 0.26 0.67 1.68 1.16 0.11 0.74 0.73 !! ,, 
. :1 

6. 1.61 1.03 2. 16 0.20 0.05 0.07 0.02 0. 15 0.68 
ii 

7. 0.05 0.09 0. 10 0.52 0.37 1.87 b.30 0.29 0.67 

~ 8 . o.84 0.74 0.83 0.53 0.27 0. 37 0.33 0.31 0.56 

9. 0. JO 0.56 0. I 7 0.48 1. 43 0.63 0.29 0.34 o.47 

JO. 0 . 39 0.48 0.24 0.37 0.40 0.54 0.36 1. 10 o.45 

11. 0.08 0.34 0.09 0,34 0.93 0.47 0.04 2.23 0.40 

12. 0. 16 0.85 o. 16 0.38 0.53 0.36 0.12 1.50 0.38 

I 3. 0.04 0.07 0.05 0.11 0.09 0.99 0.08 0.72 0.34 

14. 0.11 o. 19 0.08 0.23 0.45 0.46 0.04 I. 6 I 0.31 

15. 0.09 0.5.2 o. 10 0. 16 0.25 0.30 1. 58 0.04 0.28 

16. 0.02 0.06 0.03 0.22 o. 14 0.77 o .. 09 0.15 0.27 

I 7. 0.34 0.24 0.39 0.36 0.06 0.09 0.03 . 0.06 . 0.22 

18. 0.05 0. 22 0.01 0.27 0.48 0.09 0.06 .0.59 o. 16 

19. 0.04 0.19 a.a, o. 13 0.19 0.11 0.02 0.42 0.11 

TOT 11.92% 22.36% 16.54% 14.03% 28.32% 19.69% 22.91% 32.47% 18.03% 

sources: Computed from 1980 UTPP data; centers defined as above. 
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TABLE 11 .5 
SPATIAL DISTRIBUTION OF 369 TOP COMPANIES 

Type of F i rmf< 

2 3 4 5 6 
STUDY AREAS 

Centers 

L.A. Core 10% 7% 45% 24% 0% 63% 

Santa Monica l 2 5 0 0 0 
Westwood/CC/SH 16 2 14 8 4 21 
Mid-Wi I shire 1 2 0 0 0 4 
Long Beach 0 0 0 4 4 0 
East L.A. 0 1 0 0 0 0 
Huntington Pk. 0 1 0 0 0 0 
Glendale 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total w/o LA Core 18 8 , 18 12 8 25 

Total Centers , 28 15 64 36 8 88 

Non-Centers 

Agoura 1 0 0 0 0 
Santa Clarita 0 0 0 0 0 
Lancaster 0 1 0 0 0 0 
s .w. San Fern. - 11 9 9 4 16 0 
Burbank Mc 3 5 0 8 0 4 
N.E. San Fern. 0 2 0 0 0 0 
Santa Monica1dc 10 5 0 0 0 4 
West Central 1'o'c 13 8 5 0 12 0 
South Bay 8 2 5 44 8 4 
Palos Verdes 1d< 4 6 0 0 8 0 

, Long Beach1o'c 2 3 5 4 4 0 
East Centra!,'o'c 5 17 0 0 4 0 
Norwalk/Whittier 1 10 5 0 20 0 
L.A. cso,·,1, 0 0 0 O· 0 0 
GlendaleMc 5 2 5 4 4 0 
w. San Gabr. ,.,.,, 8 8 0 0 4 0 
E. San Gabr. 0 6 0 0 12 0 
Pomona 0 0 5 0 0 0 

Total Non-Ce.n.ters 72 85 36 64 92 13 

,., 1. Public Company 2. Private Company 3. 
4. Hotel ,, 5. Shopping Center 6. 
7. Office Space 8. Property Mgmn' t. 9. 

1d< Truncated SCAG 'Regional Statistical Area' 

18 

IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY, 

7 8 9 ' Total 

32% - 44% 0% 19% 

0 4 0 l 
4 12 0 9 
0 0 0 1 
4 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 1 
0 0 4 1 

8 16 4 13 

40 60 4 31 

0 0 0 
0 0 4 
0 0 0 0 
4 4 9 8 
4 0 0 3 
0 0 0 1 
0 4 0 5 
4 8 0 8 

32 0 4 9 
8 4 35 6 
4 4 0 3 
0 12 17 8 
0 0 17 6 
0 4 0 0 
4 0 0 3 
0 0 0 5 
0 0 9 3 
0 0 0 0 

60 40 96 69 

Bank 
Office Building 
Office & Ind' I. Park 

1987 

.( :.. ~~ ·~:. 
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TABLE I I . 6 . l 

SUMMARY TRAFFIC FLOWS FOR ALL NINETEEN ACTIVITY CENTERS 

Destinations: 

Centers Non- !Share 
Self 1 Donut 1 LA Core Cluster Other Centers of Area 

LEAVING 
CENTERS: · 

ALL TRIPS 32~4% 24.4% I. 7% 5.8% 3.9% 3 r.8% 37.6% 

JTW TRIPS 30.3 22.9 7.5 9,0 3,4 26.9 4,3 

TRANSIT JTW 31. 7 25,4 10.2 12.2 3.8 16.8 16.2 

r Origins: 
., 

' 
Centers Non- !Share 

Self 1 Donut 1 LA Core Cluster Other Centers of Area 
ARRIVING 
AT CENTERS: 

ALL TRIPS 13.8 36.3 1.8 1.9 1. 2 45,0 15.6 
' 

JTW TR I PS 7.5 35.8 1.2 2.8 0.9 51.8 17,5 

TRANSIT JTW 12.4 45.9 2.6 5.6 0.9 32.6 45.6 



TABLE 11 .6 .. 2 

TRAFFIC FLOWS IN AND OUT OF THE L.A. CORE 

LEAVING 
L.A. CORE: 

ALL rRIP$ 

JTW TRIPS 

TRANSIT JTW 

ARRIVING AT 
L.A. CORE. 

ALL TRIPS 

JTW TRIPS 

Self 'Donut' 

3 i". 2% 28.6% 

39.4 22.7 

44.7 26.2 

Se If 'Oonu t' 

32.7 30.9 

8. 2 38. 1 

TRANSIT JTW 14.6 49.4 

Destinations: · 

Centers 
CI us ter Other 

6.0% 3.8% 

9 ~ 1 3.8 

10.2 4.3 

Origins: 

Centers 
Cluster Other 

1. l 

Ll 

20 

Non- I Share of: . 
Centers Centets Ar~a 

30.3% 42.4% 15.9% 

· 25.0 38.1 1.6 

14.6 62.5 10. 1 

Non- 1• Share of: 
Centers Centers Area 

32.1 

50.0 

30.6 

17.3 2.7 

45.4 7.9 

67.6 30.8 

J 
. I 

r 

l, 

I' 

I 

I 

Ji 

! 
i 

l, 
! 
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TABLE I! .6.3 

SUMMARY TRAFFIC FLOWS FOR THE FOUk 'CLUSTERS' OF ACTIVITY CENTERS 

Destinations: 

Centers Nori- I Share 
Self 'Donut' LA Core Cluster Other Centers of Are:i 

LF.AVING 
CENTERS: 

ALL TRIPS 34.4t l.8.9% 3.3% 6.0% 4.2% 33.2% 20.0% 
j 
! 
I 

l 
JTW TRIPS '--25 ,. I 21 .6 12.8 9.4 3.4 27.7 2.5 l, 

TRANSIT JTW 9.9 23.3 27.9 16.0 3. I 19.9 5.9 f 

Origins: 

Center$ Non- !Share 
Self 1 Donut 1 LA Core Cluster Other Centers of Area 

ARRIVING 
AT CENTERS: 

ALL TRIPS 11.6 29.0 2.6 2.0 1.4 53 .4 10.5 r 
JTW rn:ps 7.4 31.2 2.5 2.8 1.0 55.2 8.6 

TRANSIT JTW 4. I 37. 1 10.2 6.6 1.4 40.6 14.3 

.. 
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.TABL~ 11 .6. 4. 1 
DISTRIBUTION OF TRAFFIC FLOWS BY CLUSTERS OF ACTIVITY CENTERS 

(a 11 trips; 1980 estimates) 

Westside Cluster 

Destinations: Shares: 

Centers Non-

I Self 100nUt I LA Core Cluster Other Cntrs Cntrs Area 
Origin 
Center: 

\. 
s. Monica 40.5% 22.5% 2.2% 9.4% 2 .1% 23.4% 5.8% 2.2% 

Hollywood 39.6 10.3 3.7 11. 1 6.4 28.8 8.4 3.2 

E. Hwd. 39.5 10. 1 5.5 7.2 5.7 32. 1 2.3 0.9 

UCLA 35.0 12.5 2.4 6.6 3.3 40.2 3.1 1.2 

Westwood 33.4 20.4 4.4 6.2 3.2 32.5 11. 1 4.2 

Mid-Wilsh. 36.7 13.6 5. l 10.2 3 ♦ 3 
1, .. , 
_,? • L 3.3 1.2 

TOTAL 
i; .CLUSTER 37.0 16.2 3.8 8.5 4.0 30.6 34.0 12.8 

Origins: Shares: 

Centers Non-
Self 1 Donut' LA Core Cluster Other Cntrs Cntrs Area 

Destination ' E 
Center: ---- " 

s. Monica ·20.0% · 28.3% 2.8% 3.0% 0.4% 45.4% 5.0% 0.8% 

Hollywood 27.4 12.8 3.6 4.3 1.6 50.3 5.2 o.8 

E. Hwd. 12.5 13.6 5.0 3.3 1.4 64.4 3 .1 0.5 

UCLA 13.4 21.5 4.6 4.5 1. 2 54.8 3.4 0.5 

Westwood 15. 1 42. 1 2.8 2.3 0.5 37.2 10.5 1.6 

Mid-Wi lsh. 14.0 20.2 4.5 9.6 0.7 51.0 3.7 0.6 

TOTAL 
CLUSTER 17.4 27.1 3.5 4.0 0.9 47. 1 l 30.9 4.8 ,, ,. 
Note; Estimate of total da i. ly trips leaving this cluster is 599,469; estimate 
of total daily trips arriving at this cluster is 1,277,359'. .. , 
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TABLE 11.6.4.2 
DI STR I BUT I ON OF TRAFFIC FLOWS BY CLUSTERS OF ACTIVITY CENTERS 

(journey-to"work; 1980 UTPP data) 

Westside Clu~ter 

Destinations: Shares: 

Centers 
Se If I Donut I LA Core C 1 us ter Other 

Non- I 
Cntrs Cntrs Area 

Origin 
Center: 

S. Monica 29. 1 % 20. 3% 

Hollywood 18.9 18.9 

E . Hwd . l l . 4 l 5 • 2 

UCLA 47,1 6.9 

Westwood 34,9 18.3 

Mid-Wilsh. 11.5 19,5 

TOTAL 
CLUSTER 26.5 17.9 

9.3% 

16.6 

22.3 

7.4 

12.8 

18.5 

14.o 

14.2% 

12.9 

10.8 

12. 2 

8.8 

21.6 

12.5 

Origins: 

1 .8% 75 .4% 

3.2 

5,4 

1.4 

2.3 

l.6 

29.5 

34.8 

24.8 

22.9 

27.2 

11.0 0.5 

2 .9 o. 1 

2 .9 o. 1 

13.0 o.6 

3.9 0.2 

2.5 26.5 I 41.1 1.8 

Shares: 

Centers Non- I 
Self 1 Don~t• LA Core Cluster Other Cntrs Cntrs Area 

Destination 
Center: 

S. Monica ll.B% . 41.7% 

Hollywood 9.4 22.d 

E. Hwd. 

UCLA 

5 .5 23.0 

9.1 21.2 

Westwood 10.3 · 27.9 

Mid-Wi lsh. 4.4 26.3 

TOTAL 
CLUSTER 9,4 27.7 

1.9% 

2.7 

4.5 

2.0 

3.4 

4.7 

3.0 

2.5% 

3.8 

3.2 

6.8 

4.4 

0.0% 42.1% I - 4.5% o.8% 

I. 2 

0.9 

0.4 

0.5 

0.7 

o.6 

60.9 5. 4 1 .o 

63.0 I 1.5 0.3 

60.s I· 3.1 o.6 

53.0 

60.0 

54.8 

10.9 · 1.9 

2.5 0.4 

28.6 5.0 

Note: Estimate of daily JTW trips leaving this cluster is 83,502; e~timate of 
daily JTW trips arriving at this cluster i s 234,466. 
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) TABLE II .6.4.3 
DISTRIBUTION OF TRAFFIC FLOWS BY CLUSTERS OF ACTIVITY CENTERS 

(journey-to-work transit; 1980 UTPP data) 

Westside Cluster 

Destinations: 

Centers 
Self 1 Donut 1 LP. Core Cluster Other 

Origin 
Center: 

S. Monica 14.5% 27.4% 17.2% 24.6% 

18.8 

11.6 

34.8 

18.7 

29.J 

Hollywood 7.2 20.2 

E. Hwd . 0 • 0 15 . O 

UCLA 1-0.0 4.4 

Westwood 20,3 21.3 

Mid-Wilsh. 8.0 15.0 

TOTAL 
CLUSTER 9,5 20.2 

31.3 

45,0 

18.9 

19.8 

20.4 

Origins: 

1.3% 

4.0 

3.2 

4. 1 

2.9 

1. 4 

3.0 

Centers 
Self 1 Donut 1 LA Core Cluster Other 

Destination 
Center: 

Shares: 

Non- l 
Cntrs .. cntrs Area 

15.0% 

18.5 

25.3 

27.8 

17.0 

7,9 

17.7 

5.3% o.8% 

12.9 2. 1 

3. 1 0.5 

o. 7 0. 1 

3.4 0.5 

2.6 0.4 

27.9 4,5 

Shares: 

Non- I 
Cntrs · Cntrs Area 

S. Monica 8,7% 4J.8% 

Hollywood 10.7 33.5 

8.4% 

n.4 

12. 7 

6.6 

13.8 

13.7 

7.3% 

J.6 

5.5 

0.0% 31. 7% 3, 1% 1.4% 

' 
E. Hwd • 0 • 0 3 7 • 0 

UCLA 0.6 21.4 

Westwood 3.5 37.8 

Mid-Wilsh. 3,3 30,0 

TOTAL 
CLUSTER 4,7 , J'-l.2 11.2 

12.6 

14.6 

1.8 

0.0 

0.4 

0.3 

0.4 

10.1 0.5 

39.0 3.1 1.4 

44.8 I. 1 0,5 

58.4 I 3.7 1.7 

30 . I I 6 , 9 3 . 2 

45.7 2.2 1.0 

39,4 20.1 

Note: Esti mate of daily JTW transit trips leaving this cluster is ll,279~ 
estimate c f daily JTW transit trips arriving at this cluster is 22,909. 
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TABLE I I ; 6. 5. 1 

DISTRIBUTION OF TRAFFIC FLOWS BY CLUSTERS .OF ACTIVITY CENTERS 
TOTAL TRIPS LEAVING ACTIVITY CINTE~S 

(a 11 trips; 1980 estimates) 

Easts ide Cluster 

Destinations: Shares: 
( 

Centers Non-
I Self 'Donut' LA Core Cluster Other Cntrs Cntrs Area 

Origin 
Center: I 

I 

24.7% 8.8% 3.6% 1.2% 7.2% 54,5% 1.7% 0.6% 
I 

USC Med. I! 
East LA 37.2 15,9 3.6 4.0 3.5 35.7 1.4 0.5 

Hunt. Pk. l. 4 30.3 1.4 0.4 o.8 65.7 1.8 0.7 

TOTAL 
CLUSTER 19.8 18.7 2.8 1.7 3.8 53. 1 4.8 1.8 

!j 
It 
·; 

Origins: Shares: 

Centers Non- I Self .'Donut' LA Core Cluster Other Cntrs Cntrs Area 
Destination 
Center: 

,. 
. USC Med. 6.5% 18. 1% 5.6% 0.5% 3.6% 65.7% 2.7% .0.4% j 

i, 

East LA 6.7 15.8 2.6 0.1 2. l 72.6 3.3 0.5 
i 

Hunt. Pk. o. 1 0.1 1. 2 0.2 o.8 97.6 9.7 1.5 i~ 

TOTAL 
CLU~TER 2.7 6.6 2.3 0.2 J.5 86.6 I 15.4 2.4 

Note: Estimate of total d~ily trips leaving thi~ cluster is 85,080; estimate 
df tdtal dail~ trips arriving at this cluster is 635,065. 
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TABLE ll,6.5.2 

DISTRJBUTION OF TRAFFIC FLOWS BY CLUSTERS OF ACTIVITY CENTERS 
(journey-to-work; 1980 UTPP data) 

Eastside Cluster 

Destinations: 

Centers 
Self 'Donut' LA Core tluster Other 

Origin 
Center: 

use Med. 19.7% 16.4% 

East LA 11.1 23.1 

Hunt. Pk. 68.4 18.4 

TOTAL 
CLUSTER 

Destination 
Center: 

US.C Med. 

East LA 

Hunt. Pk. 

TOTAL 
CLUSTER 

16.2 20.0 

Self 'Donut' 

2. 1% 13.3% 

2.2 28:.6 

0.2 30.7 

1.1 25.4 

0.0 

15.9 

3.5 

0.0 

3.3 

7.8% 

2.4 

0.0 

4.8 

Origins: 

Centers 
LA Core Cluster Other 

3, 1% 0. 1% 3. 1% 

4.2 0.3 2.2 

1 .4 0.3 o.8 

2.4 0.2 1. 7 

Shares: 

Non- I · 
Cnt: s Cntrs Area . . 

38.3% 

42.2 

13. 2 

40.0 

Non- · 
Cntrs 

78.3% 

62.6 

66.7 

69.2 

I 

1.0 0.0 

o.o o.o 

1.9 0.8 

Shares: 

Cntrs Area 

2.0% 0.4% 

1. 3 0.2 

3.7 0.6 

7.0 1. 2 

Note: Estimate cif daily JTW tr~nsit trips leavi~g this cluster is 3,862; esti­
mate of daily JTWtrips arriving at this cluster is 57,14·2. 
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TABLE 11 .6 ,5, 3 

DISTRIBUTION OF TRAFFIC FLOWS BY CLUSTERS OF ACTIVITY CENTERS 
(journey-to-work transit trips; 1980 UTPP data) 

Eastside Cluster 

Destinations: Shares: 

Centers Non- I .. 
Self 'Donut' · LA Core Cluster Other Cntrs Cntrs Area 

Origin 
Center: 

USC Med. 0.0% 4.0% 48.7% 0.0% 6.6% . 40.7% I 0.6% o. 1% 

East LA 6.6 17 .1 30.8 o.o 3.6 42.0 I 0.8 0.1 

Hurit. Pk. 0.0 0.0 0.0 o.o 0.0 . 0.0 o.o o.o 

I TOTAL 
CLUSTER J.8 11.5 38.4 0.0 4.9 41.4 I. 3 0.2 

Origin::: Shares: 

Centers Non- I Self 'Donut' LA Core Cluster Other Cntrs Cntrs Area 
Destination 
Center: 

USC Med. 0.0% 17.0% 8.9% 0.0% 5.9% 68.2% 1.5% o. 7% 

East LA . J.8 52.3 16.4 I. 7 1.9 26.0 1.0 0.5 

Hunt. Pk. o.o 53.5 11.5 0.0 1. 3 33.7 I. 2 0.6 ' i 

TOTAL : 

CLUSTER 0.5 38.9 I 1.8 · 0.4 3.3 45.3 I 3.8 . 1. 7 . 

Note: Estimate of .daily JTW transit trips leaving this cluster i~ 531; esti-
mat~ of daily JTW transit . trips arriving at this cluster is 4,211. 

'. i 
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TABLE 11.6.6. l 

DISTRIBUTION OF TRAFFIC FLOWS BY CLUSTERS OF ACTIVITY CEiffERS 
(tota I trips; 1980 estimates) 

Northside Cluster 

Destinations: Shares: 

Centers Non- I Cntrs Self 1 Donut 1 LA Core Cluster Other Cntrs Area 
Origin 
Center: 

r.Jendale 37.3% 17.7% 3.6% 1.6% 7.5% 32.6% 3.7% 1.4% 

Pasadena 33.7 31. 8 1.8 1. 2 3.5 28.0 4.4 1.6 

Burbank 24.2 23.1 2.0 1.8 11.5 37.4 1.5 0.6 

TOTAL 
CLUSTER 33.6 25.0 2.4 1.5 6.3 31. 3 9.6 3.6 

Origins: Shares: 

Centers ··Non- I Self 1 Donut 1 LA Core Cluster Other Cntrs Cntrs Area 
Destination 
Center: 

Glendale 14.6% 24.6% 3.4% 0.6% 2.4% 54.3% 4.0% o.6% 

Pasadena 16.8 30.8 1.6 0.5 1.6 48.7 3.7 o.6 

Burbank 4. l 69.7 1.0 0.6 5.8 18.9 3.8 0.6 

TOTAL 
CLUSTER ll.9 41.4 2 .o 0.5 3.3 40.9 I 11.6 1.8 

Note: Estimate of total daily trips leaving this center is 168,979; 
of total daily trips arriving . at this cluster is 478,261. 
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TABLE 11.6 .. 6.2 

DISTRIBUTION OF TRAFFIC FLOWS BY CLUSTERS OF ACTIVITY CENTERS 
Uourney-to-work; 1980 UTPP data) 

. Northside Cluster 

Destinations: Shares: 

Centers Non-

I Se If, 'Donut' LA Core CI us ter Other Cntrs Cntrs Area 
Origin 
Center: 

Glendale 23.0% 23..4% 9.5% 3.2% 6.7% 34. 1% 4.4% 0.2% 

Pa.sadena 31. 2 32.0 11.2 0.8 4. I 20.7 5. I 0.2 

Burbank 15.8 29. I 10.7 3.9 11. 7 28.8 2.0 o. 1 

TOTAL 
CLUSTER 25.5 28.2 10.4 2.3 6.4 27.2 I 11. 4 0.5 

Origins: Shares: 

Centers Non- -

I Self 'Donut' LA Core Cluster Other Cntrs Cntrs Area 
Destination 
Center: 

Glendale 8.0% 34.9% . 1 .13% 0.8% I. 3% 53.3% 3. 1% 0. 6% 

Pasadena 9.0 57.8 0.3 0.5 0.7 31.7 4.4 o.8 

Burbank 4.9 31.0 0.4 1.2 3.0 59.5 1.6 0.3 

TOTAL 
. CLUSTER 7.9 45.3 o.8 0.7 1.3 43.9 I 9. I 1.6 

Note: Estimate of daily JTW trips leaving this cluster is 23 , 191: esti~ate of 
daily JTW trips arriving at this cluster is 74,288. 
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TABLE 1,1 .6.6.3 

DISTRIBUTION OF TRAFFIC FLOWS BY CLUSTERS OF ACTI.VITY CENTERS 
. (j our ney-to-wor k transit trips; 1980 UTPP data) 

Notthside Cluster 

Destinations: Shares: 

Centers Non- I Self 'Donut' LA Core Cluster Other Cntrs Critrs Area 
Origin 
Center: 

Glendale 16.5% 16.9% 29.8% 0.0% 4.3% 32.5% 1.8% 0~ 3% 

Pasadena 17,4 31.9 32, I 0.0 I • 7 16.9 2.3 0.4 

Burbank 7.7 20.1 10.7 8.3 23.7 30.2 0.4 0.2 

TOTAL 
CLUSTER 16.1 24.8 29. I 0.8 4.8 24.4 4.6 0.7 

Origins: Shares: 

Centers Non- I Self 'Donut' LA Core Cluster Ot.her Cntrs Cntrs Area 
Destination 
Center: 

Glendale 8.3% · 30.4% 14.8% 0.9% 2.8% 42.7% 1. 3% 0.6% 

Pasadena 8.2 73, I 0.0 0.0 o.o 18.8 1.8 o .. 8 

· Burbank 4.6 28.-0 5.3 0.0 16.7 45.4 0.2 0.1 

TOTAL 
CLUSTER 7 .9 . 52.9 6.2 0.4 2.4 30.2 3.3 1.5 

Notei Estimate of daily JTW transit trips leavfrig this cluster is 1,846; esti­
mate of daily JTW transit tr !ps arriving ~t this cluster is .~,74~. 
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TABLE 11 .6. 7. l 

DISTRIBUTION ·OF TRAFFIC FLOWS BY CLUSTERS OF ACTIVITY CENTERS 
(total trips; 1980 estimates) 

Southside Cluster 
,, 

Destinations: Shares: 

Center~ Non- . I Self 'Donut' LA Core Cluster _Other Cntrs Cr,trs Area 
Origin 
Center: 

Long Bch. 33.5% 34.7% 0.4% 1.4% 1.6% 28.3% 2.3% 0.9% 

San Pedro 29.8 19.3 2.9 l.6 3.3 43. 1 2.5 0.9 

TOTAL 
-CLUSTER 31.6 26.8 1. 7 l.5 2.5 35.9 4.8 1.8 

Origins: Shares: 

Centers Non- I Self 'Donut' LA Core Cluster Other Cntrs Cntrs Area 
Destination 
Centers: 

Long Sch. 7.0% 56.6% 0.5% 0.4% 0.4% 35. 1% 4.8% 0.8% 

San .Pedro 6.8 56.1 I. I 0.3 0.9 34.7 4.6 0.7 

TOTAL 
CLUSTER - 6.9 - 56.4 o.8 0.3 0.6 34.9 9.4 1.5 

Note: f~timate of total daily trips leaving this cluster is 84,694; estimate 
of total daily trips arriv1ng at this cluster is 387,371. 
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TABLE 11 .6. 7 .2 

DIST~IBUTION OF TRAFF!C FLOWS BY CLUSTERS OF ACTIVITY CENTERS 
(journey-to-work trips; 1980 UTPP ·data) 

Southside Cluster 

Destinations: Shares: 

Centers Non- I Self 'Donut' LA Cbre Cluster Other Cntrs Cntrs Area 
Origin 
Center: 

Long Bch. 13.9% 41.2% 2.4% 1.4% 1.5% 39.6% 1.9% o. 1% 

Sar. Pedro 12.5 42.4 7.9 1.4 J. l . 32.6 0.5 0. 1 

TOTAL 
CLUSTER 13. 2 41.8 5.3 l.5 2 .3 36.0. 4.0 0.2 

Origins: Shares: 

Centers Non- I Self 'Donut' LA Core Cluster Other Cntrs Cntrs Area 
Destination 

C 

Centers: 

Long Bch. 3.2% 54, 1% o. 1% 0.4% 0.2% 42. 1% 2. 1% 0.4% 

San Pedro 2.6 16.8 4.3 0.3 3.4 72.6 2.5 0.4 

TOTAL 
CLUSTER 2.9 33._9 2.4 0.3 2.0 58.6 4.6 o.8 

Note: Estimate of daily JTW tiips leaving this cluster is 8,20b; estimate of 
daily JTW trips ~rrlving at this cluster is 37,615. 
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Origin 
Center: 

Long Bch. 

San Pedro 

TOTAL 
CLUSTER 

TABLE ll.6.7.3 

DISTRIBUTION OF TRAFFIC FLOWS BY CLUSTERS OF ACTIVITY CENTERS 
Uourney-tb-~ork transit trips; 1980 UTPP data) 

Southside Cluster 

Destinations: · 

Centers 
Self 'Donut' LA Core CJuster Other 

5.9% 58.6% 5.8% 1.3% . 0.0% 

5.0 65.9 9. l 8.2 o.o 

5.7 60.2 6.5 2.8 o.o 

Origins: 

Centers 
Se If •'Donut' LA Core Cluster Other 

Shares: 

Non- I 
Cntrs · .cntrs Area 

28.4% I 2.0% 0.3% 

11.8 0.5 O. l 

24.9 2.6 0.4 

Shares: 

Non-
Cntrs 

Destination 
, . Cntrs Area 

Centers: 

Long Bch. 2.5% 8p.1% 0.0% · 0.9% 0.0% 16.6% 1.7% 0.8% 

San Pedro 0.4 6.2 12.4 0.4 5.3 75.3 2.4 1.1 

TOTAL 
CLUSTER 1.3 36.9 7.3 0.6 3. l 50.9 4.2 1.9 

/) 

Note: Estimate of daily JTW transit trips leaving this ~Juster ls 1,049: e•ti­
mate .of daily JTW transit trips arriving at this cluster is 4,760. 
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I I I. State of the area's transit providers 

Introduction 

Over the past decade, public transit in Los Angeles has undergone many changes, 
both ·in the service delivery system {who provides what service and who al lo­
cates the funds) and in the transit fTnanc i ng system. In order to understa,,d 
the current status of transit and . transit policy in Los Angeles County, it is 
necessary to provide some background on its evolution. The changes that have 
taken place have been directed at the following three objectives: I) Increase 
the quantity and variety of transit services in the County, 2) Develop a local 
funding base for both capital and operating support, and 3) Implement a Jong­
range plan for a regional rail transit system. These changes are particul3rly 
interesting because they i I lustrate a fundamental conflict in pol icy orienta­
tion. On the one hand, policy objectives reflect an emphasis on serving local 
markets and providing a d.ispersed set of smal I, individual q,rvices. · On the 
other hand, there is also an emphasis on developing a traditional, core-ori­
ented mass transit system. 

History 

Transit in Los Angeles County has been dominated by the Southern California 
Rapid Transit Di•trict {SCRTD) since its formation in 1965. State legislation 
authorized formation of the District, and it was granted sole operating rights 
throughout the County. SCRTD was also designated the regional transit carrier, 
and thus had operating authority for all connecting services in the adjacent 
counties of Orange, Riverside, and San Bernardino. The only exemptions to 
SCRTOis operating rights were the service areas of the County's 12 pre~existing 
municipal operators {e.g. Santa Monica, Long Beach, Montebello). These munici­
pal operators retained their operating rights within their own jurisdictions; 
but were effectively prevented from expanding into any new areas. SCRTD was by 
far the largest transit operator in the County since its inception, and has 
operated 85 to 90 percent of all the County's transit ever since. 

The California State Ttansportation Development Act of 1972 authorized the 
first local source of transit support. The TOA authorized an additional 1/4 
cent sales tax on gasoline to be earmarked for public transit in California's 
urbanized counties. TOA funds were collected by the state and redistributed 
back to lotal jurisdictions. This revenue source, together with the rapid 
expansion of the Federal transit subsidy program, provided the revenue base for 
the revitalization and expansion of public transit in the county. 

Although there was no competition in state or federal operating subsidy alloca­
tion, {the split of TOA funds among the 13 transit operators in Los Angeles 
County was determined in the legislation) there were conflicts over transit 
service policy among Iota! decision-makers. These conflicts led to the fdrma-
tion of the Los. Angeles County Transporta-tion Commi~sion {LACTC) in 1977. The 
Commissibn i• composed of elected officials from the cities and County of Los 
Angeles. Duties of LACTC included approval of all short-and long- range tran-
sit plans. The purpose of establishing LACTC was to protect local transit 
interests and to temper the influence of SCRTO. However, LACTC's influence was 
1 imited by the lack of any discretionary power over fundirJ decisions. 
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The situation ~henged drastically with the passage of Proposition A in 1980. 
Propc~ition A iuthorized an added 1/2 tent sales tai, countywide, to be ear­
marked f--;;;1· public transit. It allowed for a temporary (3 year) roll-bad: in 
scrnn fares to 50 cents, capital funding for a 150-mi le region-31 rail network, 
and operating funding for both new and existing transit opcratioris. General 
provirions of Proi:;osition A were as follows: 

--25% to the 'local Return Program' 

--35% to a reserve fund for rail construction 

--40% tb discretionary uses determined by , LACTC. 

The Local Return Program returns 25 p~rcent of all revenu~s col.lected back to 
the local jurisdictions. These monies may be spent on any transit-related use, 
subject to LACTC approval. The discretionary fund is currently split 95/S, 
with 95 percent used for operating subsidies to SCRTO and the municipal carri­
ers and 5 percent used by LACTC as 'incentive funding' for favored projects. 

The consequences of Proposition A are significant. The sales tax has generated 
a large and growing amount of local funding. In 1982 it generate~ $208 mil-
lion: the total in 1987 was S336 ini 11 ion. LACTC became the most powerful 
transportation agency in the County as .a result of controlling this major rev­
enue source. Also, the local return program promoted the rap;d development and 
expansion of local transit services. 

SCRTO 

. Though more than one public transit agency operates in the five-county study 
area, the following section concentrates on services provided by the Southern 
California Rapid Tr~nsit District (SCRTO), which is the major local transit 
property. This district encompasses mainly the area of Los Angeles county, 
though a few other small municipal. bus companJes ,also operate in the county and 
despite the fact tha~ a few of the SCRTO routes . run into neighboring counties 
(Tab I e I I I . I) . 

SCRTO is t.ne local Legally designated 'regional carrier'. Its service area is 
approxim;;tely 2,000 square miles, including approximately eighty cities. It 
operates about 2,000 buses and recent dai I}' ridership has been as high as 1.46 
mi I lion (Table 111.2 and Figure 111.1). · The agency has an operating budget of 
$507,022,000 for ·fiscal 1989, of which S314,330,000 (62%) is covered by subsid- · 
ies from federal, state, and local government sources. Subsidies have doubled 
s i nee 1980 (Tab 1 e I I I • 3 and Figure I I I • 2) • 

SCRTO has been experiencing problems. Its costs and deficits have been rising 
f-as ter than passengers or fare-box revenues (Tab I e I I I . 4 and Fi gurc ; I I. 3) • 
A I 1 eg.:_U ons of i nef f i c i enc i es, ·mismanagement, and corruption have surfaced r~g ­
u ! ar 1 y' ln ·, the Los Angeles newspapers. Service cutbacks have taken :;everal 
forms. Som~ of SCRTO's freeway ~xpress services have been taken aver by the 
City of Los Angeles, using it~ share of the PropositioM A (dedicated sales tax) 
revenues and contracting to private operators Wfth this approach, costs have 
been cut and overall ridership ha~ increased by 54 percent in nine months 
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becaus.e a more reliable schedule of departures has been followed (Table 111,5), 
The buses a~e graf(tti-free and patrons have been s~ared the SCRTD's recent 
fare increases. 

Included in LACTC's duties is the prov1s1on of cost~effettive services. LACTC 
has used this provision t6 justify the replacement of SCRTD servlce with .that 
of lower~cost private contract providers. Most recently, the Commission h~s 
proposed the identification of Transportation zo~es -- areas that because of 
low de~and or distance from the co~e _ are difficult and/or costly to serve by 
SCRTD. The first transportation zone was established in the San Gabriel Valley 
area, lo.cated in the northeast quadrant of the County. Transit services within 
the zone are evaluated and redesigned as necessary, and put out to bid. SCRTD 
has the option of bidding on the service, but their high unit co~ts prevent 
them from being competitive. It is estimated that $4.6 million would be 
diverted from SCRTD's s~bsidies to support this new service. Proporients sug­
gest that costs would be reduced and service expanded. The district (and its 
major emp I oyees' uni on) has brought suit and the formation of the Zone i-s now 
stalled. 

lnfo.rmal discussions and studies of similar 'zones' in other parts of Los Ange­
les county have recently surfaced. These, of course, await resolutfon of 
SCRTD' s 1 awsu it. Yet, a 11 of these changes s imp I y represent a s I ow coming tc 
terms with reality. There is no economic reason for the existence of a major 
carrier the size of SCRTD. Th~ scale economies are just not there. In fact, 
the District's problems are evidence of severe scale diseconomies. The compar­
ative success of smaller and more specialized transit providers is to be 
expected. 

Data from the SCRTD's 1986-87 ridership survey were available at the census 
tract level. It- was, therefore, possible to study transit service to the nine­
teen major activity centers (Table : 11.6). Somewhat similar data were provided 

. by two of the comparatively larger local municipal bus companies (the Santa 
Monica Municipal Bus Lines and the Long £each Public Transit Company). Thi~ 
information was ~dded where the two I ines served activity centers. 

Appro~imately 34% of SCRTO's boardings and .al ightings take place in the nine­
teen centers. Yet, almost three-quarters of these are in the L.A. Core • . The 
absence of significant transit service in the other centers, in spite 6f our 
finding that much traffic to the centers is fro~ the surrounding 1 donut 1

, may 
be surprising. Conventional transit, it appears, is best s1Jited to the area 
surrounding the :so and little else. 

Trip purpose data are not available for each of the activity centers. , SCRTD's 
tracking studies found that 52% of its boardings are worktrips; 64% oi .bus rid­
ers sur_veyed in downtown Los Angeles were travel 1 ing to or from work.* 

. . ' 

While SCRTD and_ the municipal transit operators have maintained a relatively 
constant 1'evel of operation, local transi t services have greatly expanded as a 

~,1981 Ridership Tracking Stuct::: ,"lo.de Choice Q.Y Trip~. by Ronald A. Johnson 
~ (1983), SCRTD Market Resear ch. 
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result of Proposition A. (Appendix E). In 1980, 24 cities had local transit 
services of some sort, inc1ud1ng the cities with municipal fixed-route servi­
ces. By, 1988, 64 of the 86 cities in the County were providing one or more 
type of local services. FY 1988 local services related expenditures amounted 
to approximately $46.2 mil I ion, not counting funds given to other existing car­
riers for add.:d local service. The tn.ost re.cent estimate. is that 253 different 
local services are . currently in operation within the cities and county unincor­
porated area. In . fact, there has been so much pro I iteration· of local services 
that LACTC is using its incentive fund to promote the formation of 'subtegio~al 
systems.' T~e subregional systems ~ross at least one municipal boundary and 
are jointly provided by , two or more municipalities. As of FY 1987-88, 12 
subreg ional systems had been -formed. The purpose of establishing subregional 
systems is to provide coordinated service, to minimize overlapping services, 
and to design service areas around patterns of travel demand. 

The local return program has provided local governments with a significant rev­
enue source for transit-relateJ projects. Funds may be used for transit ser­
vice development, or program adminlstration. Funds can also he exchanged 
between juiisdictions, and can be accrued for up to - three years. All expendi­
tures are subject to LACTC approva I. To date, LACTC has exercised 1 i ttl e 
actual control on these projects. Local return expenditures have increased 
dramatically over tbe past five years. In earlier years, fund alfocations 
greatly exceeded actual expenditures. This trend has now been reversed, and 
expenses for the past two years have been greater than the annua I fund a 11 oca­
t ion of approximately $85 million. (Figure 111.4). 

Figure ·1 I I .5 shows how expenditures have increased between 1985 and 1988, and 
how expenditures were distributed between categor-ies. Service expenses include 
local tran~it operations as well as subsidies contributed .to other carriers 
(e.g. free RTO bus passes). Service expenses were $32.4 mi 11 ion in 1985 (63% 

-. of total) and $51.5 mi 11 ion (48% of total) in 1988. Capital expenses include 
vehicle and otber equipment acquisition, new faci I ities, and in a few cases 
capi 1tc1l reserves for local rai I .transit projects. Metro-rai I expenses are 
local ma_tch contributions . to the -metro-,-rai 1 project from the City of Los Ange­
l es. Program exp.end i tures more than doub I ed between the two comparison years, 
from $51.4 mi 11 ion in _ 1985 to $107 .4 ml 11 ion in 1988. 

Local return transit services 

One of the major impacts of Proposition l is the proliferation of local transit --­
services. These services are generally I imited to the indivi~ual cities (in 

_ the case of Los Angeles to indi~idual districts within the City). Table I I I .7 
shows how these services have expanded in the past three years. Services are 
categorized by type. 'General public' includes fixed,-route, demand-responsive: 
c_ommuter .or .other -.service .avai !able .to the general pub I ic. 'Elderly and handi­
capped' includes ~II services limited to this user group. 'Recreational or 
special events ' includes a11 transportation servic~s linked with specific pro­
gr ams. Subsidies to ' others' includes all forms of user-side subsidies as well 
~s ~~nt~ibutions to existing transit operators for specific services . 

Table I I I .7 also gives the number of cities providing at least one service of 
the given type. A total of 72 of the 86 cities and Los Ang~l es County provided 
at least one type of service in 1985, ~nd 75 cities were providing at least _ one 
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type in 1988. Table , I I I .7 indicates that the number of. cities providing gen­
eral public service has remained constant, while other service categories have 
increased significantly,. both in number and dollar terms. Expenditures on eld­
erly and handicapped services have increased by a factor of 4; expenditures on 
various subsidy programs have increased by a factor of 375. The numbers also 
suggest that nearly half of th~ cities provide more than one type of service. 

Local transit survey 

.' Because services operated under the local return program are not subject to any 
reporting requirements, there is little information available on the operating 
characteristics or performance of these systems. A survey was conducted as 
part of this research in an effort to obtain basic data on these systems. Sur­
veys were mailed to ·each of the cities requesting information on type of servi­
ces provided, s~rvice use, and length of service operation. The survey 
response rate was 71 percent after two fol low--up letters and several fol low-up 
telephone calls; a total of 60 valid surveys were received. Of these, 57 cit­
ies were providing 136 different local · services. 

Basic characteristics of the local services are given in Tabl~ tll .8. Services 
are categorized into 5 service types: general public fixed-route, general pub­
lic demand-responsive, elderly and handicapped demand-responsive, recreational, 
and user subsidy. The user subsidy services are varioui types of bus pass or 
taxi pass programs, and not separate operating services • . The majority of these 
are free pass programs for SCRTD bus service. Table 111.8 gives both the num­
ber of services in each category, · and the number identified as having been 
implemented as a result of the availability of Proposition~ funds. The aver­
age length of time the service has been in operation reflects the fact that 
many of these services have been in operation for several years prior to the 
measure. Table I LI .8 also shows that service is provided 12 to 13 hours per 
weekday, with some services operating 24 hours per day. Most services also 
operate on weekends. 

The survey also ask~d about the types of trips served by the transit service. 
Tab I e I I I . 9 shows trip purpos.e as a , percent of total responses in each sei-v ice 
category. Recreation~f services are not included because they are single pur­
pose services. Since multiple responses we~e ii lowed, the percentages reflect 
the relative share 6f each trip type by or ~urpose. It should be· noted . that 
the data are baied on the responses of city staff .who filled out the question­
naire, and not necessarily bn user surveys. 

Impact of Proposition A e.!J. Transit Services 

As stated previously, Proposition A provides a substantial revenue flow for 
ptiblic t~ansit in Los Angeles County. It has generated the development of many 
new local services, has provided LACTC with funds to operate service~ directly 
(through the County al location), al lowed for ,service expansion without taking 
funds from existing operator~, notably SCRTD, provided a large and growing cap.:.. 
ital reserve fund, and has provided LACTC with suffieient power to mandate the 
development of more costceffective services. · · 

The previous section has shown how Propos ition A has generated a very large 
increase in the nu~ber of l~cal services operating within the County. The most 

1 

I 
a 

1 



l 

i 
f 

recent (1988) estimate is 250 separate local services currently in operation. 
Th .is does not include the 12 subregional operations mentioned earlier. There 
.is no information on the effectiveness of these service•, and thus whether they 
are increasing transit use or serving previously unmet travel demands remains 
to be determined. Discussions with LACTC staff fevealed some concern reg~rding 
the lack of ' information on service performance and the coordination problems 
generated by these services. The subregional services are LACTC's attempt to 
tonsolidate some of these services and develop se~vice areas that more closely 
m~tch travel patterns. 

The local return alJocation to Los Angeles County is directly under the control 
of lACTC. The agency has used these funds to provide local bus services, both 
fixed-route and .demand responsive, ona contract basis using private sector pro­
viders. · LACTC has long been a proponent of contracted services, and has been 
able to demonstrate their cost-effectiveness. Service contracting is now the 
norm rather than the exception among local services. .All of -the subregional 
systems are contract operations. According to LACTC staff, the vast majority 

. of the local return systems are also contra~t operations. 

The result of ch~se changes is an increase in the total amount of trarisit ser~ 
vice provided, while SCRTO service has ~emained relattvely stable . A rough 
estimate of the magnitude of this change can be made from transit operating 
expenditures, In 1980, total transit operating expenditures amounted to about 
$317 million, and SCRTO accounted for almost 90 percent of the total. In 1988, 
total transit expenditures were approximately S621 ~ill ion, with SCRTO account­
ing for a Ii t t 1 e more than 80 pe.rcent of the tot a 1. In terms of traris it ser­
vice, then, the trend has been toward individualized local services largely 
provided through private contractors and away from continued growth of SCRTO 
s.ervices. · It .would, therefore, appear that the service expansion generated by 
Proposition A reflects the decentralized pattern of travel flows identified in 
this research. 

Local return £.!:..29ram in the activity centers 

Although the absence of ope.rational ~ata makes it impossible to examine local 
transit usage patterns in ci:-ties with subcenters, some comparisons of local 
return fund expenditures can be made. It may be recalled that 14 of the activ­
ity c~nters identified in this reseirch are in los Angeles County. All or part 
of 6 of the 14 L.A. County subcenter s (as we 11 .as the Los Ange 1 es core) are 
located in the Cfty of Los Angeles. The relative shares of Propositlon A FY 
1988 expenditures for the City of Los Angeles, other cities with · subcenters, 
and the remainder of cities (including Los Angeles County) are shown in Figure 
I II .6. Los _Angeles City has the largest share, 43 percent. Both, Los Angeles 
and the oth~r .cities with subcenters have expense sh~res slightly greater than 
population shares, indicating that the subcenter cities generate more sales tax 
than other cities. The other -subcenter cities account for about 12 percent of 
tne County -population, and Los Angeles accounts for about 38 percent of the · 
County population. · 0 

table ! i I .JO shows Proposition A expenditures per capita for the three sector s 
(L os Angeles City, other subcenter cities, and all other local jurisdic ti ons) 
bath for total expenditures and service expenditures. These were ca lculated 
for FY 1988, using 1987 updated popul~tion estimates. Per capita expenditures 
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are qulte compatible for other subcenter cities and non-subcenter cities. The 
rates are quite different for Los Angeles. Total per capita expenses are about 
50 percent greater than in the other two sectors, while servic~ expenditures 
are substantially lower. These differences reflect Los Angeles' contribution 
of $23.9 mi 11 ion of these funds to Metro-Rai I construction. It is interesting 
to note that the smaller investment in service subsidies could reflect the 
greater usage of tfansit in the core and adjacerit areas (more use means more 
fare revenue and I ess subsidy, a 11 other things equa I) , rather than a 1 esser 
commitment. io current transit needs within the city. 

The available data suggest that both transit ~s~ and local transit funding sup­
poft are similar between subcenters and nonsubcenters. This is in contrast to 
the Los Angeles core, whi~h accounts for a disproportionately large share of 
transit us~ ahd.trahsit ~xpenser. The core area is of course the iocus of the 
Metro-Ra i 1 system, and thus wi 11 continue to receive the greatest -share of 
iransit~related capital funding. · 

This review of transit services in Los Angele~ poihts to several tonclusions: 

J. The bus monopoly is gradually being broken up, bringing lower costs, better 
service, and higher ridership levels. 

t ~itrn:fiii\·, l~i ~fg~iit~ \i~~l:rni\ \\Pitl ~Pi~ ~gw~i"tiS"i\ BU\ \iF\ji~~\ i~f 
\rre\evanl:. to meeting the travel demands connected with non-CBD activity cen­
ters because there is negligible corridor traffic (existing or potential) 
between the centers, and the dispersed traffic flows must rely either on the 

. automob i I e or on I ow-capacity modes. 

3. Public, subsidized and private for-profit paratransit services can co-exist 
side-by-side. There may be sbme _ scope for expanding these services, but po 1 icy 
changes would be needed: more deregulation, more competitive bidding to mini­
mize subsidies, and more innovative types of service. In addition, Metro-Rail 
is likely to . drain available transit subsidies away from bus and paratransit, 
especJal ly when it goes into operation and begins to build up operating losses. 
Thus, an increasing 1 y sma 11 er segmen:t · of · the · transit market wi 11 · absorb an 
increasingly larger sflare of the ttansit funds available. 

4. Although thii type ~f service is the only alternative to the automobile 
given the dispers_ed trip patterns around activity centers, the markets that 
have devel~ped hitherto are ve~y small, and are likely to rem~in small in the 
abserite ~f tough restraints on automobi fe use. Even so, the evidence from the 
myriad small-scale · transit services in place is that they have had a negligible 
impact in terms of increasing transit ridership in spite of a heavy expendituie 
on subsidies. 

5. Privately provided but publicly subsi~ized paratransit services for the 
specialized in-need groups are effective, but should be subjected to stronger 
per.f,ormance evaluation and efficiency criteria. 
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TABLE 11 I. 1 

SCRTD SERVICE DATA BY COUNTY, 1986-87 

County · Boardings Alightings 

Los Angeles 1380993 1380681 
(L.A. City 1016116 100846 7) 

Orange 2856 . 3032 . 

· Riverside 660 649 

San Bernardino 902 1028 

Ventura 56 77 

System Total 138546 7 1385467 

source: SCRTO on-board ridership survey, 1986-87. 

) , 

41 

ii 
![ 
!-

i 
! 



Yea rte 

19'79-80 

1980-81 

' 1981-82 

1982-83 

1983-84 

1985-86 

TABLE I 11 . 2 

SCRTD BASIC STATISTICS, 1980 - 86 

Pas 'sengers (!!!.) Vehicle-Ser~ice Hrs. Peak-Vehicles 

352.7 6200 1914 

389.2 6865 1948 

354.6 6733 , 1898 

415.9 6762 1869 

465.6 7063 1992 

450.4 7066 1945 

* Data for FY 1984-85 unavailable. 

Source: Transportation Development Act, Annual Reports, State Comptroller's 
Office. 
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TABLE 111 ,3 ., 

SCRTD SUBSIDIES, 1980 - 86 
(mi I I ions of current $) 

of which 
Year* Local Prop.A TDA>'rf,. State Federal TOTAL 

1979-80 83. I 0 82.0 0.2 76.8 160. I 

1980-81 107.6 0 106. I 20.0 58.3 185.9 

1981-82 98.7 · O 92.5 . 26.J 64.7 164.7 

1982:-83 207.9 124.6 82.0 14 .2 49.7 271 ;9 

1983:-84 221 .6 140. I 80.2 17.2 50.9 289 ~2 

1985-86 224.5 ,85 . 5 188.0 7,4 51.4 283.3 

* Data for FY 198~-85 unavailable. 

** Transportation Development Act, local assistance. 

.Source: 
Office 

Transportation Development Act, Annual Reports. State Comptroller's 
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TABLE I I I • 4 

SCRTD COSTS AND REVENUES, 1980 - 86 
(mi 11 ions of current $) 

Operating Operating of whi<.h 
Yearfc Cc•_:;.t Revenue Pa.,ssgr. Revenue Deficit 

1979-80 281 .6 108.5 102 ;4 178. 1 

1980-81 351. 1 151.6 141.8 199.5 

1981-82 398. l 185.5 164.] 212.6 

1982-83 427.6 123.6 107.6 304.0 

1983-84 463.4 l38.8 119 .8 324.6 

1985-86 535.6 216.1 199.0 319.5 

* Data for FY 1984-85 unavailable 

Source: Transportation Development Act, Annual Reports. · State Compfroller's 
Office 
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TABLE I II .5 

RIDERSHIP .. ON COMMUTER BUS LINES TAKEN OVER FROM SCRTD 
AND CONTRACTED TO PRIVATE OPERATORS BY L.A. CITY 

· October 1987 - June 1988 

Month R i dershi p1c 

October 1987 32.207 

November 1987 37,917 

December 1987 38,757 

January 1988 42,593 

February 1988 44,803 

March, 1988 51,707 

Apr i I, 1988 47, 167 

May, 1988 48,203 

June, 1988 49,588 

'le Includes data for eleven commuter bus 1 ines taken over fr-om --------SCRTD and the new En~ino line, added at the beginning on 1988. 

Source: Department of Transportation, City Of Los Angeles 
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TABLE I I 1.6 
CONVENTIONAL TRANSIT SERVICE BY MAJOR ACTIVITY CENTER, 1986-87 

(SCRTD data; SMMBL and LBPTC service added where indicated) 
Cente~ Boarding~ Alightings B/ETTG* A/ETTG 

4 Santa Monica 
SMMBL 
Total 

3 Hollywood 

16 E. Hollywood 

. 7 UCLA 
SMMBL 
Total 

2 Westwood/SH/CC 

9 Mi d -w i I sh i re 

l LA Core 
SMMBL 
Total 

12 Long Beach 
LBPTC 
Total 

13 USC Medical 

17 F.ast LA 

6 Huntington Pk. 

8 Glendale 

5 Pasadena 

18 San B~rnardino 

15 Burbank 

10 San Pedro 

19 Ontario 

11 Santa Ana fcfc 

14 Riverside 

(and %1 s of RTD L.A. Courity totals) 

6511 (0 .50) 
13465 
19976 

30762 (2. 23) 

.21710(1.57) 

3076 (0. 22) 
5861 
8937 

16783(1.22) 

11147(0.81) 

6457 (0. 47) . 
12891 
19348 

28458 (2. 06) 

13726(1.00) 

3667 (0. 27) 
4462 
8129 

16769 (1. 21) 

l 0594 (0. 77) 

345674(25.03) 344812(24.97) 
441 468 

346115 345280 

5482 (0. 40) . 
13056 
18538 

4309 (0. 31) 

3184(0\ 23) 

6627 (0. 48) 
13034 
19661 

3804 (0. 2'8) 

3227 (0. 23) 

2840 (0. 2 l) · 28f.l1 (0. 2 1) 

6834 (0.49) 6051 (0.44) 

12613 (0. 9 l) 10600 (0. 77) 

132(0.01) 159(0.01) 

643(0.05) 699(0.05) 

1079(0.08) 1617(0.12) 

76(0.00) .. 99(0.00) 

3563 ( - ) 

418(0.04) 

4687 ( - ) 

0.0116 0.0326 
0.0239 0.0229 
0.0355 0.0555 

o .0135 O .0886 

0.1480 0.0886 

0.0082 0.0098 
0.0157 0.0119 
0.0239 0.0217 

0.0]35 0.0135 

0.0364 0.0345 

0.0795 0.0793 
0.0001 0.0001 
0.0796 0.0794 

0.0203 0.0245 · 
0.0484 0.0483 
0.0687 0.0728 

0 .0308 0 .0272 

0.0175 0.0177 

0.0127 0.0128 

0.0201 0.0178 

0.0283 0.0238 

0.0009 0.0011 

0.0031 0.0034 

0.0040 0.0060 

0 .0009 0 .0012 

0.0024 0.0021 

fc ETTG: estimated (24-hour) total trips generated (table 11. l) 
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Service Type 

Genera I Pub Ii c 

E & H 

Rec/Special 

Subsidy 

TOTAL 

TABLE 111.7 

LOCAL RETURN SERVICE EXPENDITURE BY TYPF. 

1984-85 vs. 1987-1988 

1984--1985 1987-1988 

#Cities · Expenses #Cities Expenses 

46 $25.6 46 $23.3 

38 5.4 52 20.8 

32 1. 2 51 2.3 

10 • I 41 5.2 

$33-3 $51.6 
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TABLE 111.8 

CHARACTER1STICS OF LOCAL SERVICES 

GP-FR GP-ORT E & H REC SUB j 
I 
I 

Number:- 17 n 46 31 15 

Number due to Prop A 11 16 30 27 15 

Time in operation 

Mean (yrs.) 11.9 5.7 7.5 4,5 2.8 

Median (yrs.) 3.2 4,7 5.5 4.0 2.5 

· Range (yrs.) 12-55i'c 2-16.5 1-16 .5 .3-26 . 1-7 

Service hrs/weekday 
I' 

Mean 13.3 13.3 12.4 N/A N/A 
. ,I 

Range 4-24 4-24 6-24 N/A N/A 

Service hrs/week 

Mean 78 75 76 N/A N/A 
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TABLE 111.9 

TRIP PURPOSE BY PARATRANSIT SERVICE TYPE 

PURPOSE GP-FR GP~0RT E & H SUB 

Medical/dental 15% 60% 95% 45% 

Shopping 77 80 88 64 

Social/recr~ati6nal 69 50 44 36 

Work 54 55 23 36 

School 69 70 26 55 

Other 23 75 28 9 



TABLE I II. 10 

PROPOSITION A EXPENDITURES PER CAPITA, FY 1988 

Los Angeles 

Other Subcenters 

Others 0 

Service Expenditure 
per Capita 

$5.03 

6.98 

6.37 

50 

Total Expenditure 
per Capita 

$15,39 

10.49 

10.82 
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J..Y._ Pub I ic transportation in sub-centers: two case studies 

This chapter presents results of two case studies conducted in order to survey 
the array of transportatioh services provided in subcenters. Our analysis has 
shqwn that conventional ~a~s transit. plays a minor role in subcenter travel 
patterns, and suggests . that more locali2ed, flexible transit options may be 
more appropriate. In order · to eva I ua te the further vi ab i I i ty of a 1 ternat i ve 
forms of -public transportation, we have conducted two studies. The first is a 
comprehensive survey of ttansportation services being provided in two of our 
1dentified subcenters: the cities of Glenda)e and Pasadena. The second is .a 
survey 6f iot~I subsidi2ed trans~t services within Los Angeles county. The 
local transit surve y was discussed in chapter I I I. 

Purpose of the~ studies 

The purpose of the case_ studies is to determine the types of transit services 
_that have emerged in subcenters and that can provide guid?.nce for future sub­
center--based transportation planning. Los angel~s county provides a particu­
larly .rich resource for such a study not only because of the rapid growth and 
development of subcenters, but also ~ecause of the availability of local tran-
sit subsidy funding. :Local funding has encouraged the development of innova-
tive transit alternatives. In addition, the economic vitality of the area has 
creat~d market opportunities for priva'te, unsubsid,i2ed transportation services 
as we! I._ The case studies provide informat.ion on al I forms of 'for-hire' 
transportation services. 'Mass tr.ansportation' is defined in the broadest 
terms so as to encompass both subsidi2ed and for""profit activities. By examin­
ing the entire spectrum of pub I ic transportation services, we can gain a better 
understanding of the transportation market in urban subcenters. The case stud-
ies thus encompass regular transit services, locally funded paratransit servi­
ces, serv_ices provicied by PUC-I icensed carriers, and ridesharing services. 

Pasadena and Glendale are si.;ni lar in many. respects. They are among the 
region's · oldest cities: Pasade~a was , inc6rporated in 1886: Glendale ~as incor­
porated in 1906. · Pasadena emerged as an early affluent suburb of _Los Angeles, 
and lly 1920 had a popula-tion of over 45,000. Only 7 -- miles from downtown Los 
Angeles, the Arroyo Seco Parkway (built initia-Hy as a bicycle path). provides 
easy access to the city. Glendale remained a small city until postwar years, 
wheneconornic and population growth promoted rapid suburban residential growth 
throughout the region. Table IV.l gives selected population characteristics 
for the t\,io cities. They are- of - comparable si2e. Pasadena is slightly less 
affluent, · with a lower median income and more households below the poverty 
_level. · Pasadena is also mo~e ethnically miked; with a relatively high proper~ 
tion of non-white population. Economic characteristics are somewhat different 
(see Table IV.2). Glendale has more employment -than Pasadena, but also has 
more resident ~o~kers. Thus the ratio of jobs to resident workers is higher 
for .Pasadena. G i v·e·n the I arge number of jobs ava i I ab I e in Pasadena, we find 
that a smal !er proportion of residents work outside the city. Both cities have 
substantial retall sales activity, with total annual sales close to $1 billion. 
Both c i. ties have experienced steady growth - in recent years, and both have 
undergone substantial redevelopment. Glendale used redevelopment funds to help 
fina:nce the Gle.ndale Gal.leria, now the city's major retail center. Pasadena .. , 
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has redeveloped major portions of the central city. Commercial/offi .ce develop­
.. ment is occurring in both cities, :and both are also experiencing growing traf­

fic prob I ems as ·a resu It 6f this growth. 

Data 

Ca!ie . study data were gathered from a variety of s .ources. lnforma I interviews 
were conducted with city staff members to identify services operating within 

- the area. Information on .J oca I I y funded services was provided by LACTC as we 11 
as t~e cities and services provided. R i deshar i hg information was gathered from 
local TS~consultants. Data on private, for.,.hjre serVlces were obtained via 
telephone interviews . with carriers I icensed by the California Public Uiilfties 
Commission. 

Public transportation: Glendale 

The ~ity of Glendale provides to its citize~s, through contracts with private 
tr·ansportati~Tl providers, the following services: 

. A fixed~route shoppfng . shuttle that brings shopper~ f~om residential areas to 
· the downtown conimercial district. Known as .the 'Beeline Shuttle', this service 

provides rides . to abqut 95,00.0 passengers per year, operating two mini-buses on 
weekdays between 9am . and 6pm and four . mini -buses between nam and 2pm. The 
shuttle is operated by a private contractor IJSilig city-,-owned vehicles purchased 
with Prop, A funding; The fare is quite nominal at $0.25 per ride. Bulk sales 

· are encouraged; 200 or more tickets are so Id at . $0. lO each. · These sa I es are to 
local retailers who ai-e encouraged to give them away to customers. The purpose 
of the s·ervices is to reduce downtown traffic, particularly around mid-day. 
The s:hutt.l e has been operating: for about three years. 
. . ' / 

A Senior citizen/handicapped dial-a-ride service, _which carries approximately 
·36,O()O passengers per year. The service is operated by Pacific Busing, Inc., a 
Jo~al provlder : specializing in dial-a-ride services. The service charges no 
fare: rather, a · $O.75 donation is requested. Participants in the local senior 
citizens nutritional meals program ·are charged "·a donation of $0.10. The dial"' 
a-ride service has also been operating for abotJt three years. 

' ' 

A senior citizen recreational transit service, a cooperative program with the 
~ity's Parks and Recreation 0epartme~t. Using the Beeline Shuttle vehJcles, 
the service provides· transportation for 10-.12 trips per year to var'ious desti­
nation's. W)th fares depending on the destination. 

An SCRTD bl.issubsidy pro,9ram. This is another senior program. It allows sen-
·ior · cit'izeris to purchase RTD monthly passes offering unlimited ridership for 
·S4.OO. Regular purchase price of these passes is $7.00. 

All of these ~er~ices a~e subsidized with Prop A fl.ihding. 
al location for thes.e programs is presented below: 

' ' 

Shopping shuttle 

Elderly ~nd haMdicapped . OAR 

$287,000 '-

459,000 
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Recreational transit 

RTO b1,1s pass subsidy 

TOTAL 

5,000 

162,000 

$913,000 

ln ·addition to these .1oca1 services, Glendale is served by 9 SCRTD bus lines 
that provide transit connections to adjacent areas. Glendale's daily bbardings 
on these I ines are about 17,500, or 5,25 million annual passengers~ 

Public transportation~ Pa~adena 

Th~ City of Pasadena provides the following services: 

Senior cit,zen/handicapped dial-a-ride. This service is provided by 2 private 
contractors. Chair-There North, Inc., is the primary contractor: it provides 
the dispatching service, ahd operates up to 6 dedicated vans. Babien Transpor­
tation Company provides additional stiared..-ride taxi service on an as-needed 
basis at a flat rate of $4.50 per trlp. A recent performance audit estimates 
that the van service average tutal cost is $7.05 per trip. The service is 
heavily subsidized; price per r ·ider is $.50. It operates 7 days per week, from 
Jam to 9pm on weekdays and 9am to 5pm on weekehd_s. Ridership is estimated at 
250,;.300 trips per weekday and 100 trips per weekend day. · Annual ridership for 
FY 87-88 . is estimated to . be 76,237. The DAR service has been ih operation 
s i.nce 1985. 

Recreational transp0rtation for the elderly. handicapped, 
cally disadvantaged. This service is prcwided on a contract 
tered by the Community and Recreation Service Department. 
is provided for recreational field trlps sponsored by the 
program has been operating for abo~t 3 years. 

youth and economi­
basis and adminis­

Free transportation 
department. This 

A home less ticket/token program pr.oyides RTD bus:~ ti eke ts and tokens to home I ess 
people actively seekJng employment, making medical appointments, etc; This 

. service provides about t0,000 trips/year . . Union Station/The Depot, a homeless 
assistance program in Pasadena, manages this program, 

Rose Bowl Shuttle ptovides shuttle service between the Rose Bowl and a downtown 
~deria p;;:k i ng lot fqr UCLA football games. · The shutt I e has been operated by 
the SCRTO; . however, ~the city is considering using lower cost private charter 
operators i _n _· the · tuture. 

·"' Other Prop A funded activities 

Pasadena transportation demand management program 

Th.is is th·e o.(lJy Prop A funded prograo:i cf its type in Los Angel.es county. The 
prograrrr bega·n · in 1983 iri an attempt to manage traffic impacts of the city's 
rapidly growing e.mployment . base; It has .resulted in the passage of a 'trip 
reduction ordinance' in 1986 that provides .• for reduced parking _requirements for 
new developments in exchange for the deve.lopment and implementation of TOM pro-­
grams. Although the ,ordinance allows parking requirements to be reduced by up 
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to 19 percent, ~iscussions with city staff revealed that it has not yet been 
used. 

The goal of the City's · TOM program is a lO percent reduction in peak-period 
vehi .cles in the central Business Oistrict in 3 years co'mpared to traffic that 
would exist without the program. A TOM program for city employees, including 
per;onaliied matching service, posSi,,ble parking fees, and clty-sponsored on"". 
site child care (currently under study), is the core of. the progr.am. Formation 
of transportati~n management assodations among the downtown area employers, as 
well as -efforts to implement the trip reduction ordinances are also par't of the 
program. 

Light-,rail . transit and local trolley service. Pasadena isreserving -20 percent 
of its Prop A funding for capital projects. Two projects are currently being 
planned. The first is a light~rail !rans it 1 ine that would extend a plan~ed 
regional line into central Pasadena; The second is a local trolley shuttle 
service for the city's major· shopping and commercial areas. A transportation 
center proposal is also being considered as part of the city's overa'11 transit 
plan. 

A 11 of the above programs are funded by Prop A. The · tota 1 FY 87-88 Pasadena 
budget was $1,632,000, and it was al located _ as fol lows: 

Transit operations: 

Elderly and handlcapped OAR 

Recreational transit 

Bus token program 

TSM-r i des_har i ng 

Subtotal 

Capital expenditures: 

Bus fac i 1 it i es 

Planning: 

LRT study 

Needs assessment 

TOTAL 

$699,000 

25,000 

18,000 

147,000 

889,000 

542,000 

150,000 

51,060 

$1,632,000 

-U:. may be noted ·that this is a budget for committed funds,· and does no t neces-
sarily reflect total Prop A funds received. Since · the inception of .Prop A, . 
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Pasadena has received about S7,3 million, of which $3.8 ~i)lion is being held 
in reserve. 

Other pubiic transportation 

In addition to these Prop A-funded services, the Pasadena School District also 
subsi.di-zes SCRT:D service-s . .f.er -st.udents. About 3,000 students in the incorpo­
rated area use the .SCRTD, for - which th_e school district pays $12 per month per 
student. Subsidies for students in the adjacent unincorporated8reas are split 

·· . . between the school district ($4) and the county ($8). Pasadena is also served 
by IO SCRTD . routes that Ii nk Pasadena and the adj acerit areas. Ridership in 
1986 is estimated at 23,000 daily boardings~· o~ about 6~9 million ahnu~l pas~ 
sengers. 

Private transportation 

A variety of for-profit services are provrded in Glenda1e and Pasadena. Due to 
data limitations, it is not possible to · provide any estimates of the quantity 
or .usage of these services in the t~o cities. The servicei are as follows: · 

Taxi service is provided by two major taxi companies (Ye 11 ow _cab, Checker cab) , 
as wel I as a number of smal 1 independent operators. 

Limousine service. Four I imousine services are headquar.tered in the two Cit­
ies. These provide airport service, special ·event service, · and corporate 
transportation services. 

Airport/hoteJ shuttles. Shuttle service is pro~ided by the major Southerh Cal­
' ifo~nia carriers (Super Shuttle, Lux Livery Service~ Jnc., Airport Service; 
Inc.) as wel I as several locally based operators thaf provide connections to 
Burbank and LAX. . 

. Special services including transportation for . the physically handicapped, and 
ambulance services are provided by local operators. Some of these also provide 
the contracted 1ocal public dial-a-ride $ervi~e. · 

Charter service is provided by · small iocal operatois as well ~s major .carriers. 
These include week-end tours, weekday tours, · church activities, etc. 

Commuter _.services. There are no pr iv ate 1 y sponsored commuter transit services 
operating at this time. However, .such services are being considered by the 
City of . Pasadena as pc3rt of the TOM program. · 

Ridesharing programs .for the two cities 

In addition to the City of Pasadena's progra~. ~lendale and Pasadena are served 
·by Commuter Computer, a ·private, non:..profit corporation that provides rideshar­
i ng assistance throughout the great.er -Los . -. Angel es metropolitan area. . As of 
1987, Co,mmuter £omputer ser.ved 62 clients in the P~r.adena/Glendale are.as, each 
employing 100 or more people. Commuter Computer's main task is pre>vir.fing .com­
puterized matching for.• prospective carpoo!'ers and vanpoolers. They also pro­
vide marketing services, assist with development of employer transportation· 

• programs, • and with formation of third party vanpools. Commuter Computer 
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conducts surveys of client employees, and thus can provide information on jour:­
ney to work travel. Table 111 .3 gives modal split data collected by Commuter 
Computer. The first column applies to workers who live in Glendale/Pasadena; 
the second column applies to those who work in Glendale/Pasadena. Note that 
the survey data . is co 11 ected from c Ii ent companies, and - is not represent.:1t i ve 
of the general populat ion oLthe two cities. It is also worth noting th~t the 

. rriod~ I sp l it data is quite consistent with the regional aver age, and suggests 
that subcenter commuters in contrast to CBD commuters, do not use transit or 
carpool in larger numbers than non~subcenter commuters. A survey of 4 major 
Commuter Computer clients in Glendale/Pasadena provides additional information 
on these commuters. Table IV.4 gives journey to ~ork data for each of the 4 
flrmsi and for the average among all C6mmuter Computer firms in the {os Angel~s 
metropolitan area. Again, .. work trip travel characteristics are quite similar 
to the regional average, with th_e exCeption of paid parking. None of the Pasa­
dena/Glendale firms charge em_ployees for parking; compared to .the regional 
average proportion of 39%. However, the regional average is ·probably skewed by 
the .large number of downtown Los. Angeles firms in th.e data sample. Table IV.·4 
also shows that car availability for the work trip is · almost uhiijersal; thus 
some of the ~se of alternate modes is ch61ce-based. 

The case study surveys show that a variety of transportation services are 
available in Glendale and Pasadena. The availability of local transit subsid­
ies has enabled both cities to expand local services. experiment with various 
service options, 2nd invest in transit-related capital improvements. These 
funds have _been used to enhance mob i I i ty, rather than solve traffic prob I ems. 
The resulting service expansion has focused on the disadvantaged: primarily the 
elderly and handicapped and secondarily the poor. Although neither city regu­
larly collects ridership data, city representatives claim - that ridership on the 
E & H services has grown consistently. Desp i te the expansion of these ser ·✓ i-­

ces, however, actual usage is quite sma 11 • For exai:np I e, the Pasadena E & H 
service carries 250-300 daily passengers, compared to the 23,000 daily board­
ings on the SCRTD. 

Efforts to develop servjce options to red:uce perceived traffic problems have 
been less successful. Pasadena operated a 'shoppers shuttle' in th.e downtown 
area to reduce mid-day congestion, . but abandoned it because of "its failure to 
attract r .iders. The Glendale shuttle is apparently more successful, (although 
estimated ridership is a modest 350-400 trips per day) in part because the · area 
is not ~swell served by regular ro4te ~ublic transit ; Howeijer~ local traff1c 
prob I ems have no': been affected . Neither city has . developed transit service._ 
aimed at area commuters, nor are any of the transit pass subsidy programs 
available to commuters. 

Both cities have experienced increasing traffic problems due to rapid growth . of 
commercial activities. Their response has been planning for traditional (rail­
based) mass transit for the long term. The Pasadena ridesharing program is 
already well under~~y; Glendale is sti 11 developing a p~ogram. As discussed 
above, the Pa sadena program is aimed at decreasing the proportion of drive-a-
lone commuters (e.g . the trip generation rate of commercial and industrial _ 
activi t ies) . So far, the program has focused on providing incentjves ~uch a5 
per 5on~i ized carpool matching, and 01,~site childcare services , rather than on 
imposing constraints on auto use either directly (via parking restrictions or 

·parking fees) or i~directly (via develo~ers fees or land use cons tr aints) to 
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' accomplish trip reduction goals •. 

Because botn cities are fut ly developed, r.ights,-of-way for major .. road widenings 
are not .avai Lab le • . Morecver, road improvements are not viewed as appropriate 
long-term solutions. Rather, both cities are actively_ studying rail transit 
options in the belief that rail trans.it will succeed whei"·e bus transit has so 
far failed, na~ely in attracting ar~a commuters o~t of t~eir cars. Both cities 
are evaluating options for connections with the planned Los Angeles regionc1l 
rai I transit system, as well as for local circul~tion systems. The cities 
anticipate .that local Prop A f~nds wil 1 be available t6 subsi~.ize the operating 
costs of these new systems. 

The I imited · data available in these case studies a l so indicate that commuter 
travel behavior is quite.typiCal of the region as a whole. Commute patterns in 
these two subcenters do not have .any of the characteristics of the CBD commute. 
Worktrips are not unusually long in travel time or distance; transit use ahd 
carpooling are not unusuafly h1gh. The~e characteristics; together ~ith the 
actual expe.riehces of these two cities, provide additional evidence that trans­
portation problems in the subcenters require innovative .solutions. 
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TABLE . IV .1 

1980 POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS OF THE CASE stuov CITIES 

Total Population 

Number of Household~ 

Number of Housing Units 

Percent Owner Occu~ied 

Percent Vacant 

Medi an Fami 1 y Income 

Percent Households 
Below Poverty Level 

Eth~ic Distribution 

White 
Black 
Asian 
Other · 

source: I 980 Census 

Glendale 

139,060 

59,339 

61,653 

43% 

3.7% 

$21,778 

8.0% 

88% 
.<1 

6 
9 
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Pasadena 

118,550 

47,056 

49,497 

46% 

5.4% 

$20,848 

10.7% 

64% 
21 
5 

10 
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TABLE IV.2 

1980 ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS 

Glendale Pasadena 

Employed Workers 69,532 55,985 

Jobs/Resident Workers 0.933 1.42 l 

Percent Resident Workers 
Employed Outside City 65% 56% 

Taxable Reta i 1 Sales $958.3M $832.5M 

sources: 1980 Census, City of Pasadena and City of Glendale financia.1 records 
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TABLE IV.3 

MODAL SPLIT FOR GLENOALE/f'ASAOENA WORKERS 

·. Modes 

Drive alone 

Carpool 

Vanpool/buspool 

Public transit 

Walk 

Other 

Workers with Residence 
iri Glendale/Pasadena 

78.8% 

9.6 

1. 1 

5.4 

3.9 

1. 2 

source: Commuter Computer, Inc. 
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Workers with Jobs ----l!! Glendale/Pasadena 

82.2% 

8.8 

0.6 

3.7 

3. l 

1 .6 
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TABLE IV.4 

COMMUTER TRAVEL CHARACTERISTICS, 
COMMUTER COMPUTF.R CL I ENT FI RMS . 

F r m 

A B C 0 

Work trj p distance (mi • ) 16.5 18.5 14. 9 I 1 • 1 

Worktrip time (mins.) 34 28 30 24 

· Travel mode 
Drive alone 85% 89% 64% 86% 

I 
Carpool/vanpoql 12 9 31 2 
Bus 3 0 5 4 
Other 

Employee Pays Parking 
YES 0% 0% 0% 0% 
NO 100 100 100 100 

Car avai I able for worktrip 

I YES 97% 97% 97% 92% 
NO 3 3 3 8 

source: Commuter Computer, Inc. 
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Regional 

Average 

16.4 

32 

72% 
17 
8 

39% 
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y . . Conclusions and policy implications 

Transportation economists hav~ questioned the tole of conventional transit ser­
vices in modern decentralized metropolitan areas for some . time. The counte­
rargument h~s been that the ccinsolidation of individual transit operators · into 
a single region-wide 'super agency' would yield economies of scale with respect 
to coordinated planning and management and increase the capacity to attract 
transit subsidies. However, econometricians have challenged this idea by show­
ing that few scaie economies exist. Moreover, the history of transit in the 
past twenty"'"five years is not reassuring tci the metropolitan consolidation pro­
tagonists. The Los Angeles experience shows a shift in favor of small-scale 
transit and paratransit ORerations in spite of legislated monopoliei and huge 
subsidies to large ageniies. 

The current situation in the Los Angeles metropolitan region is very fluid. 
The iystem of bus service provision is becoming mote rational with actual and 
proposed local takeovers of som~ SCRTD routes. The approval of Proposiiion A 
in Los Angeles County in 1980 significantly increased resources for both con­
ventional transit and paratransit. Slight modifications in the regulatory cli­
mate have created new opportunities, of which the extreme1y successf~I airport 
van shuttles are the most conspicuous example. On the -Other hand, the avail­
ability of Proposition A, other local and Federal resources for rail transit is 
a step in the other direction. These ambigui~ies in metropolitan transporta­
tion policy have not yet been resolved. , 

However; in the Los Angeles metropolitan region and other large pol icentric/ 
dispersed metropolitan areas fn the U.S., the future market for transit opera~ 
tions wi 11 be smal 1-scale. The growth of non-CBO adivi ty centers wi 11 not 
enlarg~ thJs market, but it wi I I open up some new opportunities for paratransit 
pol icy innovations. But ubiquitous automobile ownership and the difficulty of 

. introducing restraints on automobile use to co.ntrol negative externalities will 
make any transit inroads an uphill struggle . 

This study suggests several transit and ·paratra;nsit policy implications: 

1. Conventional bus services will continue to be required 
in the Los Angeles core area, with its lower incomes and 

.moderate rather than lower densities, and ·along major s.treets. 

2. Deregul~tion could be extended to permit more non-subsidized 
~ervices to be introduced. Entty barriers should be limited 
to safety standards only. Obvious possibi Ii ties include 
allowing the highly successful airport shuttle services 
to serve other origins and destinations and deregulating 
eritry and rates in the taxi ind1.Jstry. Evidence from elsewhere 
suggests that deregulaiion leadi to th~ emergence of new modes 
and operatofs to exploit market niches. 

J. Low-overhead, low-capacity and highly localized (i.e. 
'transit zone') operations should be encouraged to replace 
SCRTD bus service in low-density neighbo[hoods, with · 
pub! ic subsidies awarded to in~erested private operators 
on a ~ompetitive bid bas.i~. -
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4. ' LACTC's 'local return' projects have led to a substantiai 
growth of spe.c i a Ii zed transit services for the elder I y, 
the ha~dicapped, children and other specialized markets. 
Becjuse of local control, these services are highly responsive 
to local conditions, but subsidies are very heavy and these 
~ervices wil I remain essentially ~ocial services . 

5. The major problem with Los Angeles' current transport policy 
mix is the support for various rai I transit projects, strongly 
backed by Los Ange I es City and some of_ the po I it i c i ans in 
the non-CBD •ctivity cent~r cities who mistakenly believe . 
in the future of inter-center ma~s transit, in spite of the 
clear evidence that the ~ast majority of trips are tjispersed 
in terms of both origins a.nd destinations (more than 85 percent 
of trip arr'ivals are at dispersed locations, and more than 
62 percent of trip departures are from such locations). An 
embryonic system which fails to attract viable ridership will 
result in pressure for a comprehensive system. Resources 
diverted to rai i will abort other much more cost-effective 
transit and paratransit services. \-
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APPENDIX A 

' l 
Reproduced from l 
best avallable copy. 

.!.·· 
TAKE A.1 

~ DISlRIBUTJOtl OF TRAFFIC Flo.JS BY O.USTERS OF OClJVllY CENTERS: ARRIVING Al CENTERS ,, 
· (all trips; 1980 UlPP esti ■ateil 

FRON FROM FR01 FRON FR0/1 FRON ~RE OF ~RE OF STUDY 
SUBCENTER NAME SELF DCWl LA Cl!RE · O.USTER OTHER ALL TOTAL 101AI.. AP.EA TOTH!. 1· CENTERS CENTERS OlH£P.S 

·' 

IESTSI 0£ Cf SANTA POIICA CTR 'il2Cl8 58216 '581'3 625'3 822 '33516 2t)'5840 4. ~e,: o.1e,: 
L.A. COF.f 20. ((-'j 20.20,: 2.83'/. 3.04'/. 0. 4(1,: 1i5.u,: Hl(l. cio,: 

HCU Y\,/000 cm 5'3131 27675 76'35 92'31 3551 1085'37 2153'10 5.231 0.82): I 
27.38:t 12. ~,,: J.So'/. 4.3(1,: 1. r,1i,: 50.m 100. oc,,: 

EAST H:'.X.LY'wOOD CTR l5'322 17378 £,'?? J.::L 4156 172'i 82166 1271if.8 3.(1'3;: 0.4&1. 
12.H1. 13.611. 4. ~,: 3.2f,,: 1 , .... .JJ,- 64.36)'. 1(1(1. c,o,: 

UCLA CTR 190% . jl_'\f,25 ~I 6468 1658 . 78147 . 142555 3,45,: c,,54,: 
~ 13. 4(1:t 21. 4&:t 4.lhl'. 
I' 

4,54,: 1.16,: 5,.821. 1(1(1, (1(1,: 

lf.:$Tlmuu/~H/CC CTR 6C':,')' .x .. J :rnIS46 11937 9878 2323 161(11;,4 U237I 1(1. 47,: 1.64;: 
15. (If,,: 4c:.oe,: 2. 761. 2.2s,: 0.541. 37,25,: 1(1(\, ()(1,: 

ii tll[HIILSHIRE CTR 213"30 3(1871 68'31 14653 1130 78((.(1 15..--385 :;, 701- (1, '58;: 
13. '38,: 2(). 10,: 4,f/..l'i. '3.se,: (1, 74,: . 5 I.((.,,: 1(1(1,()(1,: I 

j· ------------------- . -- . ----- --------··---------------
J. SUBTOTAL 221'370 346711 45.:25 50705 11208 601540 127735'3 30,93,: 4.W 

li.38'.t 2i. I4:t J.~,: J.'3i'/. 0.88;( 47.0"3,: I00.C~ 

:ASTSID: Of USC HEOICHL CTR 7321 c'(14I£, 6314 52'3 4054 73&2-6 112~'('1 2.721. o.u,: I 
!...A, CORE 6. 51'/. 18.141. s.6I,: 0. 47'/. 3.601. 65.661. 100.00,: 

·~ EAST LOS AIIGELES CTR 9127 21413 JC.£'3 H8 2862 '3643'3 135558 ·3; 28'/. (1,51,: 
5,7j'f. 15.8(1,: 2.631. 0.11,: 2.11,: 1u,z,: 100.(l(i,: i 

·:.:: HUIHINGTOtl PAP.K CTR 42'3 421 4850 682 2884 377713 38&'387 '3. 371' I. 47;. 
:" ! 0.11;: (1.11,: 1,25,: o.Ia,: 0.751. '37.&01. 100. (1(1;( 

' ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- i , ! II. SUBTOTHL 16877 42258 14733 135'3 '38(1(1 55(1(135 635(1€,5 1s. 3a;: . 2. 41,: ( ; 
• . ; 2.661' . f,. 6:,',( 2.3?:( 0.21,: . I. 54,: 8€..611. l(f.I, (1(1,: .. . i 

----------------------· --------------------------------------------------- .-----------------
SUM Oc SUBTOTAL 238647 388%'3 5'3'358 520S4 2ICIOS 1151578 l'3I2424 4t. J(I;: 7.25'/. 

(! + II) 12.4'3,: 20. 34,: 3.141. 2.72:t- 1. 10;: Eh.221. 10(1. O\.):t 

NORTHSICE Of GLEt.t•A!..£ CTR 24388 41153 5747 916 4(163 9(1754 167(•27 4.04;( (1, 63:t 
•• A. COP.£ I4.60:L 24.64'/. 3.4~;( 0.55'/. c.4J,: 5LU,: 100.(1();. 

I 
PASADEIJA CTR 25'34(1. 4736S 2380 732 24'3(1 75<~:,5 153915 3. 73,: o. 58'1-

Iii. BS~ 30.781. I. 55,: o. 4s;: 1,62,: 48. 73'1- 1(1(1,00,: 

fd.JP.BANK CTR 641'3 1(1%l8 1593 875 9(15'3 2'374'3 .15731'3 3.811. O.f,(I,: 
u,01- 6'3.68'f. I. OCi: o:561. 5. 76,: 18.911. 100;00,: 

--· ------- ·--------------------------- ----- ----------------- . ---------------- ------· ----
11 !. SUBTOTAL 56747 l'3al45 9726 2523 . 15612 195508 478261 · 11.se;: 1.£11,: 

11.87:t 4 J. 43,: 2,03,: 0.53:C 3.26,: 40.681. 1(1(1, oo,: 

I ---------- ----------- ·- ------------------------ ·--
SUI'! OF SUBTOTAL 2'355'34 587114 6%84 54587 36620 1347(IE,6 23'3<i685 57.a8,: 9. (15,: 

:1 ♦ 11 + 111l 12.36:t 2~.56:( 2.911. · 2. 28:C 1.53:C 56.35:i: 1(1(1.(i())'. 

iOUTHS I [I£ OF L04G £<£OCH CTR - 1385~ 1120"-'4 1043 705 754 694'31 197'3(13 4.7'3'/. o. 75~ 
i.: A. CORE 7. (;(1;( 56.621. 0,53,: 0.3&'/. 0.38::C 35 . .11:C 100. 00,: 

~l.~DRO CTR l2'3I5 106370 2162- 593 1719 65703 189468 4.59'/. 0. 12;. 
6.821. !io. H'/. 1.14,: O.JI,: 0.'3l'J. 34.f.8:C 100.0,,.),: 1 - _______________________ ,... , . -- . ---- . ------------------------ . ------ ·----------- .-----------

IV. SUBTOHl Z6nt 218~24 3205 12'38 2~73 1:J<'..;200 387371 '3,38,: 1. 47'/. 
£,, 91,: 56. 39,: (I. 83",( C,, 3~,: 0.641. 34. 3(1;. 1(1(1, (\(1,: 

-------- ·-------~. -------------.. --------· --------- --- ---------- ·--------------
St.ti OF SUBTOTAL ~2365 8(15538 72889 55885 39033 14~286 2778(156 f,7.2£,1. 1(1, 5j,: 

· ~ 

(I + II ♦ 111 ~ l\/l ! I. 60:t 2'3. (t(I;( 2.~,,: ,.01,: l.4U 53.36'/. 100. (J(~ 

1\ 
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I I TABLE A.l Contd. 
I 

·. f ti Oll£R ~ BEIHUIDINJ CTR 897 . 139049 284 21 278 16790 157319 J.811- o.~ · . 
ruBCOO'ERS · o. 571, ea;:m . 0.18j . o.01i o.1ei 10.6n 100~001. 

I 
OOARIO CTR 1897 26662 202 100 268 41667 70796 1. 71j 0.27j 

2,681, 37;661, 0,29j 0, 141, 0,J8j 58,861, 100.001. 

.. ~A~CTR 8858 225043 230 20 371 65833 300355 1.rn 1.14j 
2,gsj 74.9:Jj o.oei 0.011. 0,121. 21, c.0, 100.001. 

I. RI\£RSIDE CTR 4200 81193 136 Jl 21S 22696 108-\71 2.631. 0,411. 
J.87j 74.85j 0.1:Jj 0.0:Jj o. 201. 20.~"1. 100.001. 

. • 

I 
V. 9.llTOTfl. 15852 471947 852 172 1132 146986 636941 15.421. 2.41j 

- 2,49j . 74. 10,: 0,1:Jj 0.0:Jj o.18i 23.~ 100.001. 

914 CF !lllCENTERS 3382.17 1277485 7J741 56057' 40225 1~72 3414997 82,68j 12. 94j 

I 
(I+ II+ III+ IV+ V> 9;907: J7.4}j 2.161- 1,641, 1.181. . 47. 711, 100.001. 

LOS IHR.ES CORE ·233781 V.1012 0 22741 7942 . 229931 715407 17.321. 2. 711. L.A. CORE 
32,681, .30.8~ 0.001. 3 •. 181. 1. 111. 32.141. 100. 001. 

l I SAANO . TOT/l:. 571998 1498497 73741 78798 48167 1859203 4130404 100. 001. 15.651. 
SUBCOO'ERS & L.A. CORE 13. 851. . 36,281. 1. 7gj 1. 911, 1. 171. 45. 011, 100.001. TDTfl. =26394583 

I 
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I 1W 

F 
!J 

TABLE A.2 ~. 

DISTRIBUTI~ CF Tiw=FIC FUIIS BY ClllSTERS CF OCTIVITY CENTERS: LEAVItt; CENTERS 
<all trips; · 1980 UTPP esti~tes) i 

TO TO TO TO TO TO ·· 5mRE CF 5mRE CF STUDY 
SlliCOOU~ SELF lXHJT LA COil'. Q.USTER OTIER Ill TOT~ TOT~ AREA TOT~ 

CENTERS (INTERS DnERS .. I ESTSIDE CF SWTA ~ICA CTR' 41208 22908 ~ 9583 2139 23815 101858 . s. 77'/. 2,17'/. 
,, 

. ~;A. CORE 40,46'/. 22. 49% 2.16'/. 9.41'/. 2. 10'/. 23.38'/. 100.~ 

i Kl.LY\OJD CTR 59131 15348 5572 16568 9503 096 149118 8.45'/. 3.18'/. 

I 39.65'/. . 10.~ J. 74'/. 11,11'/. 6.37'/. 28.~ 100.00'/. l 
EAST JQ.l.NXJD CTR 15922 4068 2204 2880 2285 12917 40276 2.28'/. 0.86'/. 

39.SJJ 10. 1 O'/. 5.47'/. 7.15'/. S.67'/. 32,07'/. 100. 00'/. 

I lD.A CTR i9096 68i9 1312 3609 1807 · 21954 54597 3. 09'/. 1, 16'/. 
34,98'/. 12.49% 2.40'/. 6. 61'/. 3.31'/. 40,21'/. 100. 00'/. 

~Sn«XJD/JlH/CC CTR' 65223 39892 M93 12151 6185 ~9 195393 11.07'/. 4.16'/. 
33,38'/. 20,42'/. 4,35'/. 6.22'/. 3.17'/. 32.47'/. 100. 00'/. 

i .. 
NIIHIIL9HRE CTR 21390 7897 2955 5912 · 1899 18169 58m 3,JOj ~.24'/. 

36,74'/. . 13.56'/. S.08'/. 10.15'/. 3,26'/. 31.21'/. 100,00'/. 
I 

I. SUBTOT~ 221972 96933 22741 50703 .. 23818 183302 5~69 33.96'/. 12, 76'/. 
37.03'/. 16, 17'/. - 3. 79'/. 8,46'/. 3.97'/. 30.58'/. 100. 00'/. .. 

:ASTS I DE CF USC PEDICA CTR 7321 2608 10&4 358 2123 16113 29587 1,681' 0.631' 

' . ; .• A. CORE 24,74'/. 8,81'/. 3. 60'/. 1. 21'/. 7.18'/. 54.4£>'/. 100~00,: 

EAST -Los· ~S CTR 9127 3905 873 992 863 8746 24506 1.m o.~ 
37.24'/. 15.93'/. 3.56'/. 4.05'/. 3.~ 35. £>9'/. 100. 00'/. .. 11..Mltf;T~ PARK CTR 429 9396 429 124 257 20350 30985 1. 7£>1' 0,66'/. I· 
1. 38'/. 30.32'/. !.38'/. 0.40'/. 0,83'/. £>5.681. 100. 00'/. 

II. SUBTOT~ 16878 . 15909 . 2366 . 1474 3243 45210 85080 4,82j 1.81'/. 
19. 8-4'/. 18.70'/. 2. 78'/. 1. 7'31. 3. 81'/. 53.14'/. 100. 00'/. 

SUH CF SUBTOT~ 23884'3 112842 25107 52177 27061 228511 681t549 38. 78'/. H.58'/. 
I I (I+ II> 34,89'/. lfi,48'/. 3.67'/. 7.62'/. 3,95'/. 33.38'/. 100. 00'/. I 

t«:lRIBSJDE. CF Q..ENM..E CTR 24388 11565 2091 •, 1076 4930 21335 65385 3. 70'/. 1,39'/. 
. ' .. A. CORE · · 37.30'/. 17,69'/. 3. 20'.( 1. 65'/. 7,54'/. 32,63'/. 100. 00'/. 

PASAD0t"i CTR 25940 24479. 1396 . 977 2706 21573 77071 4.37'/. 1,64'/. 
33,66'/. 31. 76'/. 1, 81 '/. 1.27'/. 3.51'/. 21.m 100. 00'/. 

f ~ CTR 6419 6124 534 470 3059 9915 26521 1. 50'/. 0,56'/. 

- . , I_ 
24.20'/. 23,09'/. 2.01'/. 1.77'/. 11,53'/. 37,391, 100. 00'/. 

Ill, QJBTOT~ 56748 42168 4021 2S2J 10695 52824 168979 9,57'/. 3. 60'/. 

I 
33,58'/. 24.95~ 2,38'/. 1.49'/. 6; 3J'/. 31,26'/. . 100. 00'/. 

&JC·CF SUBTOT~ 295597 155010 29128 54700 37756 · 281335 853528 48;-J!>'/. 18.m: , ____ 
<I + II + III> . 34,631' 18.16'/. 3.41'/. 6. 41'/. 4,42'/. 32,96'/. 100. 00'/. 

I DJTHSIDE CF l.(Nj IE¥:H CTR . · 13856 14322 173 · 593 662 11728 41334 2.34'/. 0,88'/. 
.;.A. CORE 33.52'/. 34,65'/. o. 42'/. 1. 43'/. 1. 60'/. 28.37'/. 100,00'/. . · 1 

~ PEDRO CTR o. 92'/.· 
I 

r 
12915 8349 1268 705 1437 18685 43359 2,46'/. 
29.'79'/. 19.26'/. 2. CJ21. 1, 6'31, 3,31'1, 43.09'/. 100. 00'/. 

IV, 9..IBTOT~ 26n1 22671 1441 1298 2099 30413 84694 4; 80'.( 1. 80'.( 
31. 61J: 26. 77'1, 1,7(jf. 1,5:JJ 2,48'/. . 35,91'/. 100, 00'/. 

l SI.J4 CF SUBTOT~- 322369 1n682 30569 55999 39855 · 311748 938222 53.16'1, _ 19.98'1, 
<I' II.+ Ill+ IV) 34. 36,: . 18. 9'\'/. 3,26'/. 5~97'1, 4,25'/. 33. 23'/. 100. 00'/. 
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I ll OllER 
.. .iUBCIHTERS 

I 
.. 

I 
I 

,. 

: rf ... A. CORE. •t1-

1 

I 
I 

'I 
I 

}( 

'I 
I 

' ,. j 

! 

~ llEINlRDil«l CTR 897 6128 
10.15-,; 69.J7j . 

OOARIO CTR 1897 . 4180 
.. 24.521: 54.oeJ 

SWTA IHI CTR 8858 15865 
21,46J 38. 431: 

RI\e!SlllE CTR · 4200 12279 
20.01-,; , 58;67J 

V. &STOT~ 15853 J845't . 
; .,: 20.12j 48.811: 

.. . 
~ · CF ruocooERS 338221 216135 

<I + Il + III + JV ♦ Y> JJ,2f,j 21,25-,; 

.).': : · 
... 2337'81 LOS J~lf;S:.CORE.- .,. 2137.\4 

J1,25j 28.SBl 

TABLE A.2 Contd. 

10 66 4 1729 · ~ 0.S()j o.1c.n 
0.11-,; o.r.;i 0,05-,; 19.57j 100. OOt. 

20 21 35 1585 . 7738 0.441: 0,1&-S 
0.26J · 0.21-,; 0,45-,; 20.~i 100. OOt. 

56 110 348 16048 41285 · 2,341: 0.881: 
0.141: 0.271: 0.84-,; · J8.87j 100.()()t. 

28 42 40 4339 20928 1. 19J 0.45j 
0.131: 0.201: 0.19J 20. 73'/. 100.00t. 

114 2;rJ 427 23702 78788 4.46i 1. ii8i 
0.14j O.JOJ 0~54-,; 30.oei 100,00t 

J068J 56238 40282 335450 · 1017010 57,62-,; 21.66'S 
J. ()2j 5.5JJ J,9Gj J2.98'S 100,()()t. 

,, 

0 45225 , 28516 226732 747998 42.381: 15.93'/. 
o.m · 6.051: 3.81J 30.311- 100.00t. 

74 
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I lAil.E A.3 

DISTRIIlJTI~ CF T~IC FUMS BY WJSlERS CF OCTIYITY CEHTEAS: ARRIYINi AT CEHTERS 

I 
(joui"Tiey-to-worlq 1980 UTPP· dahl 

.~ FR04 FR04 FR04 FR01 AO ~RE IF~RE IF STUDY 
SJOCOOER NAtE SELF DCKJT LA ~ D.USTER Oll£A : ill TOT~ TOT~ AREA TOT~ 

CENTERS CENTERS OnERS 

·. ( f;STSll)E IF SWTA ~ICA CTR 4405 1~4 695 915 15 15675 37206 4.~ · 0.191, 
~-A. CORE 11.841' 41.m 1,871' 2.461' 0,04j 42, lJj 100,00,: 

I 
t(i..1.Y\OJD CTR 4205 9846 1219 1685 516 27264 447JS .S,45i 0.95J I 

'--- 9 • .\0J 22. 011' · 2. m J.n.,. l,15j 60.951' 100. 00'/. 

EAST .W.Y\DJD CTR , 681 ZM2 S56 395 107 "Tm 12371 1,Sli 0.261' 
s.~ 22,97j 4.491, 3,191, 0,86j 62.971' 100. 00'/. 

I lD.Jl CTR 2741 6372 584 2035 ·· 113 18165 30010 J.661' 0,641' 
9. 1Jj 2i.2Jj 1,95-,. 6. 781' 0.381' 60,SJj 100. 00'/. 

IEsn«XlD/llH/CC CTR ~I · 249,16 3020 . +\81r ; , 423 47341 ·89388 10.89-J. 1.~ l: 

l JO.m 27~87j J.38j S,02j 0.471' 52.961' 100.001' \ 

MIIMILSHIRE .C:TR '322 ~56 ' 97.1 918 · c 139 12350 20756 2,SJj 0,441' 
•• ~1' ' -26;;291'. 4,681' · , 4;421' '. 0.61,: 5'9.~ 100. 00'/. 

1 l 1305 I. SUBTOTAL 22155 64956 7045 10435 128585 2344£>6 · 28.56,: 4.m 
9,451' 27, 70,: J,00,: , .\, 45,: . 0,56,: 54,841' 100. 00,: 

i 

i JlSTSIDE CF USC ,ED Im. CTR 346 2174 Sil 9 499 12769 16308 
1 

1.m 0.351' i 
~ .• A. CORE 2.12,: 13. 331' J. JJj ,0.061' 3,06j 78,301' 100. 00'/. 

BIST LOS iHn.£5 CTR 226 2990 435 29 228 f'>S40 10448 l.27i o.m 
2,161' 28.621' 4.16j . 0.281' 2. 18j 62. 601' 100. 00'/. 1· 

l K.ffll!f;T~ PARK CTR 52 9338 412 90 237 20257 303&6 3.70,: 0.651' 
o.rn · 30. 731' l.361' 0.30'/. 0,781' 66.671' 100. 00'/. 

I 

t . II. SUBTOTAL 621t 14502 1358 128 964 39566 57142 6,961' 1.m 
4 1.091' 25.JS,: 2,381' o.m . 1.69-J. 69.241' 100. 00'/. 

~ Cf .SUBTOTAL 22779 79"58 84-03 10563 2269 168151 291608 JS. 5..,,: 6,211' 
! (I .+ II) 7.811' 27.251' 2.881' 3.621' 0.781' 57.661' 100. 00'/. 

l«)RTHSIDE Cf 6lENDALE CTR 2038 .8944 464 208 334 13656 25644 3.121' 0,55,: 
I 1 •• A. CORE ' , 7.951' 34.881' 1,811' 0~811' 1,301' ,53.251' 100. 00'/. 

PASru:ffi'.l CTR . 3244 · 20796 98 168 252 11396 35954 4,381' o. 77,: 
9.021' 57.84)'. 0.27j 0.47j 0.10,: JJ. 7()j 100. 00'/. 

' llURJIIH( CTR 625 3935 Sl 152 374 7553 12690 1,SS-,. 0.271' I 

I 4.9Jj 31,01)'. 0,401, 1. 20)'. 2.95)'. 59.52)'. 100. 00,: 'I 
II I. SUBTOHt 5907 33675 613 . 528 960 32605 74288 9.05.,. 1.581' 

l 
7,95)'. 45,JJj 0.83')1: 0. 7lj 1,291' , 43.891, 100. 00,: 

~ CF 9.JBTOTAL 28686 113133 9016 11091 3229 2007S6 365896 44.S"N 7. 79-J. I 
CI + II + Illl 7,841' 30.921' 2.46)'. 3.0~ 0.881' 54.87j 100. 00'/. 

' l nJTHSIDE CF UHi IEOi CTR 547 9JJS 11 62 42 7258 172~ 2. 10'/. 0;31-,. 
~-A. CORE J.m 54.1~ 0.061' 0.36i 0,241' 42. 091, 100. 00'/. 

I 
~ PEDRO CTR 534 3416 ~ S7 697 14783 20371 2.481' 0.43) 

2.621' ·. 16.n1' 4,34,: 0.28% 3. 421' 72.57)'. 100. 00'/. 

IV. SUBTOTAL 108i 12751 895 119 739 22041 37615 4,S8j o.~ 
2.871' 33. go,,: ' 2,381' o. 321' l. 961' 58. 601' 100. 00,: · 

~ CF SUBTOTAL 29767 125884 9911 11210 3968 222797 403511 49.161' 8.59-J. 
(I+ II +·Ill+ IYl 7,32,: 31.20)'. 2,46)'. 2.78% 0.98)'. SS.211' 100. 00,: 
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(_ 

I U OTIER · 
JJBCEHTERS 

~ 1£1lN!RD It!l CTR 

OOARIO CTR 

~A ifflCTR 

. . 1 [_ : RI\£RSI~ CTR 

14 
0.1~ 

82 
. 1,66'1, 

742 
4.11'1. 

335 
2.:m 

$40 
n,311, 

3752 
7S,78'1, 

6597 
· 36.~ 

9970 
71.15'1. 

TABLE A.3 Contd. 

0 0 0 1£>41 7295 o.~ o.<m o.<m 22.4!n. 100.cm 

0 0 0 1117 4951 
o.~ o.<m 0,()01; 22.56f. 100.00f. 

24 0 29 10669 18061 
0.1~ o. ()()j 0.16'1, 59.07'1, 100.cm 

26 0 0 3ti81 14012 · 
0, l!n. o.<m o.<m 26.21,: · 100,00f. 

, ·T:. _____ _ v. ___ sus_r_o __ r~_; _________________ ,--___________ _ 
:1 . : . . ✓ • ~·'t . ~\;.:~ SJt CF ~ -~RS 

1173' · 25959 ~ 0 29 17108 44319 
1043,: 31~68'1, 0,06'1, 0~<m 0,04'1, 20,88'1, 54.()9'1, 

~ 151843 9'361 11210 3997 239905 447830 
--~ '. ,.::,3-;:· U+II+JU+IV+Vl 

~ ; ,-181t CX!Rt ic~ '' LOS ~COIE . 
,;,-; i,) ) . (,,(,~ .. 

I 
I 
I 
I 

'· 

I .. 
i 

I 
[ ·· 

6,91'1, 33.91'1. 

30483 141991 
a; ni 38,()6,: . 

. 61423 . 293834 
· 7,49,: 35.~ . 

2.W 2.50% 0,89'1, 53,57'1, 100.cm 

0 11717 3522 185332 373045 
o.~ 3,lU 0,94,: 49;68'1, 100.00f. 

9961 . 22927 7519 ~37 820875 
1.211,· 2;7~ 0.92'1. · 51. 80'I, 100, 00'1, 

. 0.8~ 0,16'1, 

o.~ 0,11'1, 

2.w 0.38,: 

I 
1, 71'1. o. 301, 

I 

I 
~401, 0,94'1, . i 

54,56'1, 9,54'1, 

45.4-\'I, 7. CJ4'1, 

100.<m 17.48'1. 
TOT/l.=4696392 

r 
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I 
l 
I 
l IESTSl!E CF 

L.A. a>RE 

I 
I 
l, 

EASTSIDE Cf . 
I L.A. a>RE 

I 
I 

l -

~RTHSIDE CF 

I 
L.A. CORE 

-l 

I 

i 

l 
I SM}fjJDE Cf 

LA.~· 

I 

I 

TABLE A.4 

DISTRIBUTI~ CF mv=FIC FUIIS BY CLUSTERS CF OCTIVITY CENTERS: LEAVHE COO'ERS 
· (journey-t()-tf()rk; 1980 ~1W.datal 

.TO TO TO TO TO TO SflRECF 9f!R£ CF snmv 
SELF l)(NJT UI CORE Q.USTER OTIER Tl£ REST TOT~ TOT~ AREA TOT~ 

CENTERS CENTERS CF AREAS 

SM'A IOHCA CTR 4-405 3066 1407 2153 265 3835 15131 7.45>: 0.:0 
29.Ul 20.261. 9.J()j U.2J,: 1.751. 25.35,: 100 •. 00,: 

IQ.l~D CTR .\205 4199 3702 2873 710 6553 . 22242 10.96,: 0,47,: 
18.91,: 18~ a.c,,: 16.f>4j 12.92j · 3. 19j 29.461. 100.~ 

EAST IO.LYllXID CTI! 681 906 1328 641 323 2071 5950 2.9Jj 0.131-
11.45% 15.2J,: 22.JZj 10.11,: 5.4J,: 34.811. 100.~ 

tnJl CTR 2741 ~1 429 709 83 .1439 5802 2 •. 86,: 0.121. 
47,24,: 6. 911. 7,39'1,. 12,22-j 1.4~ 24,SOj 100.~ 

IESnml/lJl/CCCTR 9201 - .4830 3369 . 2327 612 6033 26372 t:>~m 0,fi>j 
34. 89% 18. 311. 12.11,: 8,SZj 2.:0 22.aa,: 100,00,: 

MIIHHLSHIRE CTR .. . ' 922 . 1563 1~ .1732 129 2m 8005 3,94,: 0.17% : 
11.52j 19;5Jj - 18.s1,:- 21.64,: 1.61j 27,W 100.00,: 

I. SUBTOT~ 22155 14965 11717 10435 · 2122 22108 83502 41. 14,: - 1. 781. .•. 
2£,,SJj 17,92,: 14.031. 12. SO,: 2,54,: 26.~,: 1.)0, 00,: 

USC IEDlm.. CTR 346 288 255 '57 136 672 175-\ 0.86,: o.oo 
19.7J,: 16. 0 14,54,: 3,25,: 7. 751. 38,311. 100. 00,: 

EAST LOS INJELfS CTR 226 469 360 71 , 48 858 2032 1.001. 0,041. 
11.121. 23.081. 17. 7'2:/. 3.49% 2.36% 4?..m 100.001. 

11.NTIIET~ PARK CTR 52 14 0 0 0 10 76 0.041. 0.001. 
68.0 18.~ 0.001. 0.001. o. 001. 13, 1£,1. 100. 001. 

JI. SUBTOT~ 624 771 615 128 184 J!>-\0 3862 1. 901. . 0,081. 
16~ 16% 19. 96% 15.~ 3, 311. 4.761. 39 •. 88% 100. 001. 

SlJ! Cf SUBTOT~ 22779 15736 12332 105&3 2306 2~ 87364 43,04,: 1,861. 
II+ m 26; 07,: 18. 011. H.121. 12.09% 2,641. 27.071. 100. 00,: 

EliHDtli CTR 2038 2077 845 286 593 3018 8857 4. 361. 0.19% 
23.011. 23.451. 9;54,: 3,23,: £,, 701. 34.071. 100. 001. 

PASADOO CTR 3244 3322 1 ifl> 87 425 2150 10384 5.121. 0.221. 
31.24% 31. 99,: 11, lJ,: o;-94,: 4.09% 20. 701, 100, 00,: 

IIJRim{CTR 625 1149 422 155 463 1136 3950 1. 95,: · 0,081. 
15. 821. 29;()9,: 10.681. J.92j 11. 721. 28.76% 100.001. 

lll, SUBTOT~ 5907 6548 2423 528 1481 6304 23191 11.4~ · 0.49% . 
25.471. 28.24% 10,451. 2,281. 6,391. 27.18%. 100. 00,: 

SlJ4 Cf SUBTOT~ 28686 22284 14755 .11091 3787 29952 110555 54.471. 2,351. 
U + 11 + III> 25,951. 20.161. 13.351. 10. OJ,: 3,43,: 27,091. J00.001. 

UH; IElOI CTR 547 1620 93 '57 60 1556 3933 1. 941. 0,081. 
13. 911. 41.19% 2.361. 1.45% 1,SJj 39,$1. 100. 001. 

~ PEDRO CTR 534 1807 339 · .. 62 132 1:r33 4267 0,52j 0.091. 
12,511. 42.351. 7,941. 1,451. 3. 091. 32.65% 100. oo,: 

IV, SUBTOTAL 1081 3427 U2 119 192 29-\9 8200. 4,041. - 0.171. 
13.18-t 41. 79% 5. 271. 1.45% 2,341. 35.96~ 100. 00,: 

SlJ! Cf SUBTOT~ 29767 257i 1 15187 11210 3979 32901 118755 58. 511. 2.SJj 
(I • ·11 +III+ IV> 25.071. 21,651. 12:1CJ1. 9.«,: 3,35,: 27.701. 100. 001. 
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I TABLE A.4 Contd. ~ : 
IU OTIER ~.IE~RDII() CTR 14 129 10 0 0 a 161 0.001. 0,001, f' SI./BCOO£RS 8,701. 80.121. 6,211. 0~001, 0.001. 4.971. 100,001, 

. I'_ 
·I 

OOARIO CTR 82 360 19 0 16 1~ 617 o. 301. 0.01'/. 
13.~ SB. JS1. 3,081, o. 001. 2.~ 22,691, 100.001- . I; •· 

1894 SANTA .iffl CTR 742 23 0 37. 2077 4773 2.JS'J. 0.101. 
15,551. 39. £,81, 0.481, 0,001, 0.781, 4J,52j 100. 001, A 

·- I RI\£RSIDE CTR 
, • I ; 

335 853 0 0 0 m 1335 0.661. 0.031. 
25,091, 63.901. 0.001. 0,001, 0~001, 11.01,: 100,001, ! ' 

SUBTOT~ 0.1S1. 
! 

v. · 1173 3236 52 0 53 2372 6886 J.391, ) ·'· 

- I 
1;;031. 46.991.. o. 76'/. o. 001, 0.77'/. 3;,4S'/. 100,001, 

· St.I! .CF SUBiOHl. 30940 28947 15239 11210 4032 35273 12$41 ,61,90l' . 2,68'J. 

' l 
(I+ II~ Ill .+ IV+ vr 24.631. . 23.04% 12.131. 8,921. 3.21'/. 28.071' 100,001, 

GA.: CORE:. ·· LOS ANRES CORE 30483 17531 0 704S . 2905 19350 77325 38,101. 1,65'/. \ 

' 39.421. 22,671, 0,001. 9.U'J. 3,761. 25.021. 100,001, · 

i !' ·' ·· ,· . . ~ TOTrt. .·,. 61423 46478 15239 18255 6937 54623 .202966 100,001, . 4. 32'J. 
} ··::, ~RS & L A. CORE ' 'J0.26'J. 22, 90'J. 7.51% s.m J.4~ 26,911. 100,001, TOT~::4696392 
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- -= -== · I ~r i 
I -TABLE A.5 

DISTRIOOTI~ CF TRWFIC FUMS BY O..USTERS CF OCTIVITY COO'ERS: AhRIVII«, AT COO'ERS 

I 
(journey-to-tfOl".k tr1nsit; 1980 UTPP data) I 

j 
FR()! FR01 FR01 FRIJ! FRC14 FD 9M CF ~RE CF STUDY 

, . 
SELF DOUT LA ·CORE Q.USTER . cmER in TOT~ TOT~ AREA TOT~ 

CENTERS CENTERS · cmERS 

I. ESXSlOC CF ' . !RITA ~ICA CTR 308 1552 299 258 0 1122 3539 3.U~ 1.0 
..;.A. CORE 8; 70,: 4l.85% 8.4~ 1.m o.<m 31.7'» 100. 00,: 

I 
tnl~D CTR 378 1182 .\02 127 63 1374 3526 3.<m 1,41,: 

t ' 10.7'l:/. 33;52% 11.~ 3.60% 1.m 38. ff!j 100. 00,: 
\ ~··· EAST IW.~D CTR 0 455 156 68 0 551 1230 1.00,: 0.49J I 

o.<m 36.!m 12. 68% 5;~ o. ()()j +\,SO,: 100. 00,: 
I 

I 

I . lllJl CTR 27 892 - 274 523 , 15 2427 ' 4158 . . 3.r,s,: ':'., 1,£,6,: r. 
I 

0,&5,: 21,45,: · 6.59J 12,58J 0,36,: 58,37,: 100. 00,: 

l 
~SnmD/ll{ICC CTR 276 2990 1087 1151 . '24 2376 7904 £,;~,:· 3,16,: :',,: . 

,,; 3.49J ' 37.83% 13,75,: 14,56,: . O;JO,: 30,()6,: 100. 00,: I I 
Ml{>-;IILSHIRE CTR 83 76-\ ,350 175 11 1164 2547 2.24,: 1, 02,: 

3.2&,: 30,00,: 13. 74,: 6.87,: . 0.4J,: 45.7'» 100. 00,: 

l. SUBTOT~ 1072 7837 2569 2302 113 9016 229(>9 20.11,: 9,17,: 
4,£,8,: . 34. 21,: 11.21,: 10.os,: 0.49J . 39.36J: 100. oo,: 

1 JlSTSIDE CF USC fEDicrt. CTR 0 283 148 0 99 1139 1669 1.46,:, 0.67,: ',( 
~ •• A. _CORE o;oo,: 16. 96,: 8. e7;:. 0.00,: 5.9J,: 68.24% 100. 00,: .. 

!' 
EAST . LOS IHRES CTR 20 598 187 19 22 297 1143 1. 00,: 0.4£,,: 

1. 75,: 52. 32J 16,36,: 1,£,6,: 1.92% 2:5. gs,: 100. 00,: 

H.HTIIET~ PARK CTR 0 747 161 0 18 471 1397 l.2J,: 0.56% l 
o.oo,: 53,47,: 11.52% 0.00,: 1.29% 33.72% 100. 00,: 

II. SUBTOT~ 20 1629 -496 19 139 1908 . 4211 3.10,: · 1,6S",; l 
0.48,: 38.68% 11. 79,: 0,45,: 3.~ 45.31J 100. 00,: I 

SUil (F ruBTOT~ 10'32 9465 3065 2321 252 10924 27120 23.SO,: 10.es,: 
! ' (I + II) 4.03% 3-4.~ 11. JO,: 8,56,: 0.93% .w.20,: 100. oo,: 

NJRTHSIDE CF G..9IM.,E CTR 122 4-\7 218 14 41 £,27 1469 .1,29J 0.59J . 
• (,A. CORE ., 8.~ 30,43,: 14. 841- o. CJ'j,: 2.7~ 42,68,: 100. 00,: 

PASADOO CTR .163 1456 0 0 0 m 19'33 ', 1. 75,: ' o.eo,: 
8;181- 73.06:: 0.00,: 0.00,: 0.00,: 1e.n,: 100. 00,: 

lll~ CTR 13 79 15 0 47 128 282 0,2:5,: 0.11,: 
4.61,: 20.01,: 5.32J· 0.00,: 16.67,: 4S.~ 100. 00,: 

- -· .... 
I II I. SJBTOT~ 298 1983 233 H 88 :1130 3746 3.29% 1~ SC,,: 

r 7.96,: 52.~,: 6.22%, 0,_37,: 2,35,: JO.m 100. 00,: 
I 

9.11 CF &.lliTOTAL 1390 11448 . 3298 2335 340 12054 30866 21.m 12, 35,: I 
<l + II + Ill) 4.SC,,: 37. 09'/. 10; f,8,: 7,57,: 1.10,: 39.05l 100. 00,: 

I iOOTHSI DE CF UNi ·~ ·CTR 49 1587 0 18 0 328 1982 1,74,: 0.79J 
-A, CORE 2.f7'L l!l).01,: 0.00,: o.s1,: o. 00,: 16.551- 100.00,: 

j: 
~ PEDRO CTR 11 171 34S 11 H7 2093 2TT8 2. '",: 1. 11,: 

l o.~ 6.16,: 12.42':: o . .w,: 5.29% 75,34,: 100; 00,: 

!. 
IV. 9.JBTOT~ 60 1758 3-4S 29 147 1. 91,: 2421 4760 4.10,: 

II 1;26,: 36. 93".' 7,25,: 0.611- 3.m S0.86,: 100. 00,: 

' i SM (F SUBTOT~ 1450 13206 3643 2364 487 14475 lSf,26 31;27,: .14.26% 
. ·l .._ <I+ II+. III+ IVI 4, 07% 37.01,: 10; 23% 6.~% 1.37% 40. £,3% 100.00% . 

f ,9 ~ I 



'/ 

I 
I U OTI£R 
·. JJJCOOERS 

I 

I 

] 

I 
l 

·, 

SAM IEINlRDII() CTR 

OOARIO CTR 

SWTA !Ml CTR 

Rl'.I:RSlDE CTR 

V. SlJlTOTAL 

SlJ4 CF SUBTOT~ 
(I + II + Ill + IV + V.) 

57. UJS, -IHE.ES CORE 

TABLE A.5 Contd. 

0 169 0 0 0 8 m 0.16J 
O.OOJ 95.48% 0,()0j 0.()0j o.ooi 4.~ 100.00J 

0 38 0 0 0 0 38 0.03% 
O.OOJ 100. OOJ o.~ 0.()0j 0.()0j 0.00j 100.00J 

S2 ~ 0 0 0 325 M1 o.~i 
8.Ui 41~1~ 0.()0j 0.()0j 0.()0j so. 7(JI. 100.00J 

20 299 0 0 0 57 376 o.~ 
S.JZj 79.~ 0.()0j 0.()0j 0.()0j 1S.16j · 100.00j 

12 77&. 0 0 0 391 1235 toei 
S.04% 62.~j 0,()0j 0.()0j 0.()0j 31.62% 100,00j 

1522 13979 3643 2364 487 14865 36861 ·. J2.J5j 
4.1:Jj 37.92% 9.88% 6.41% 1.JZj 40.~ 100.00J 

11279 38087 0 3287 829 ~358G 77068 61,6Si 
. ·14.MJ 49.42% 0,00% 4.27% 1.08j J0.6(JI. 100.00j 

12801 52066 3&'13 5651 1316 38451 113929 100.00% 45.fm 
12, 35% 45. 93% 2, S7j 5. 5~ . O, 94% 32. 61 j · 100. 00j TOTft.=249840 
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I 
l TAa..E A..6 

i DISTRIOOTHJf IF TRITTIC FWIS BY C.USTERS IF OCTIVITY COOIRS: LBWINi CENTERS 
I I 

. (journey-to-work tr.ansit; 19a0 IJTPP_ data) 

I TO TO TO TO TO TO !HlRE _IF -~R£ a: ·snmv 
I 

SUBCOOER !WE SELF DIJfJT LA ~ ··CLUSTER · Dll£R Ill. TOTE¥.. TOT~ ~ TOT!l 1· ,j 
COO!RS COOERS 0Tl£RS ! ! I ESTSIDE IF SWTA OICA CTR 308 S83 366 524 28 318 2127 S,27i o.es,: 

L..A; COR£ . 14;4a,: 27.411,_ 11.21,: 24.M'/. 1.32i 14.95'/. 100.~ 

I 
Kll.NXID CTR 378 1050 1629 977 211 966 5211 12,90'/. 2.m 

7.25'/. 20.15% 31,26'/. 18,751, 4,051, 18.~'/. 100.00% 

EAST 1W. Y\DJD CTR- 0 190 571 147 .\0 321 1269 3,141, 0.51'/. 

I 
0,()0j 14.97'/. 45. 00% 11,58'/. 3.15'/. 25.J01, 100.00% 

lDJl CTR 27 12 51 94 11 75 270 0.67'/. · 0,11'/. · 
10,()0j 4.~'I, 18. frn 34.81'/. 4.07'/. 27.78'/. 100.00% 

'6T\IXID/BH/a: CTR · 276 , 290 270 255 _, 39 232 1362 3.37'/. 0.55'/. ·d i 
20,2§'/. :'. 21.m 19.~ 18.721, _2;861, 17.0Ji . 100.ooi "i' • 

MllrW1L~IRE CTR 83, 156 400 305 . 14 82 104Q 2&57'/. 0.0 
7;9a1, . 15,00'/. 38.46'/. . 29. 331, 1,35'/. . 7,86'/., : 100.00%. ..- . '!· 

I. SlmTOm .. 1072 2281 3287 2302 343 1~ 11279 27.93i 4.51'/. 
9.50'/. 20;~ 29.to: 20.41'/. · 3.04'/. 17,&B'/. 100.001, 

l 
J .. I JlSTSIDE CF · USC IEDIC'A. CTR 0 9 110 0 15 92 226 0.561, a.m 

• _,A, CORE 0,()0j 3.98'/. 48.67'/. 0.00% 6,M'J. . 40. 71'/. 100. 00% 

] 
·EAST -LOS ll£fl.ES ·CTR 20 52 94 0 11 128 305 o. 76"/. o. 121, i 6,56'/. 17.05'/. 30.~ o. OO'J. 3.61'/. 41.97'/. 100.()()'I, I 

' 
HJ<TlliET~ PARK CTR .o 0 0 0 0 0 0 O,()Oj o. OO'J. 

I I. SlmTOTAI.. 20 61 2(14 0 26 220 531 1.31'" 0.21'/. 
3. 77'/. 11,491, 38.42'/. O.OO'J. 4. 90'/. 41.43'/. 100, 00'/. 

SU'\ CF 9.JBTOHl. 10'32 W+2 3't91 2302 369 2214 11810 29.241, 4. 73i 
(I + II) 9.25'/. . 19,SJj 29.56'/. 19.4~ 3. 121, 18. 75,: 100. oo,: 

. ,«JRTHSIDE CF 6l.ENOO...E CTR 122 125 220 0 32 2\0. 739 1,831, o. JO'/. 
L.A. CORE 16. 511, 16.911, 29.771, O.OO'J. 4 •. 331, 32.48'/. 100. 00'/. 

PASADOO CTR 163 299 301 . 0 16 159 938 2,32i 0.38% I 17.38'/. 31.881' 32,<ef. 0.00% 1. 71'/. 16. 95,: 100. 00% 

-l 
aJRB&H< CTR. 13 34 17 14 40 51 169, 0.0 0.07'/. 

7.6ff'!. 20.121, 10. 06'/. 8.28'/. 23.67% 30,181, 100. 00% 

III. SlmTOT~ 298 458 538 14 88 450 1846 4.57'/. 0,74'/. 
16.14'/. 24.81'/. 29. 14'/. 0.76'/. 4,77,: 24.38'/. 100. 00'/. 

-l . 5111 CF SUBTOHl. 1390 2800 .. 4029 . 2316 457 2664 13656 33.81'/. ·5; 471,c· - ~ 

<I + II + Illl 10.18'/. 20. 501, 29. so,: 16. 96'1, 3.35'/. 19.51'/. 100.00% 

I ~J:CF LCHi IEOl_ CTR 49 486 48 11 0 235 · 829 2,05,: o. 331, 
S.91f 58.~ S.791, 1. 331, o. 00% 28.35'/. 100,001, 

i_ 

~ PEDRO CTR 11 145 20 18 0 26 220 o.~,: 0.09% 

I 5. OO'J. 65.911' 9.<ef. 8.18'/. 0.00,: il. 821, 100, 00'/. 

i IV. 9.JBTOT~ 60 6l1 68 29 0 261 1049 2.~ 0.0 1i 
5,721, 60. 15'/. 6.~% 2. 76'1, 0.00% 24.88'/. 100. 00'/. ,! 

t SIJIICF 9.JBTOT~ 1450 34.31 4097 2345 457 2925 14705 36.m: 5.891, 

J (I+ II +·111 • IVt 9,861, 23. 33'/. 27. 86'!- 15.95'/. 3. 11'/. 19. 891, 100. OO'J. 
ii 
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{ TABLE A.6 Contd. 

'i.L DnE:R ~ 1£fHlRDII() CTR 0 10 o:. (i 0 0 10 o.~ 0.00,: 
SUBCEHTERS o.oo,: 100.00,: o.oo,: . 0.00,: 0;OOt 0.OOt 100.00,: . 

OOARIO CTR 0 0 19 0 0 0 19 0;()5% 0.01,: 
o. 00,: 0.00,: 100.00,: o.~ 0.00,: 0.00,: 100. 00,: 

- ·._ SWTAIHICTR 52 170 0 0 0 166 388 0.96% o.i6% 
13.40% 43. 611,. o. 00,: o. 00,: o.~ .\2,78~ 100. 00,: 

Rl'i{RSIIE CTR 20 - 17 0 0 0 0 37 o.m 0.01,: 
54.05% 45.SS% . 0.0()j o.~ 0.00,: o.~ 100,00,: 

v. SUBTOT~ 72 197 l9 0 0 -, .. 166 454 1.12" 0,18% 

l 
15.861,. 4J.m 4.1~ o.~ 0.00,: Jf>, S6i 100.(),)j 

SlJi! t:.F SIJlTOT~ 1522 3628 "116 2345 457 -3091 15159 37.~ 6.07% 
(i . •It+ Ill~ IV+ Y} 10.~% ZJ.9~ 27~15% 15.1,11,. · 3.01% 20.:m 100.001. 

1, 'if . , . I ,· LOS ~S' CORE ·. 1127:1 . 6620 0 2568 1074 ,.3689 25230 62,471,. 10.10,: .:::'Lt_:~ CM . 
,' ~.70'/. 26.24% . o.m 10.18% . 4,26,: 14.~ 100,00,: - . - -.~· ·- •· 

,J..,_)~ 6RiWD TOTii: 12801 . 10248 4116 4913 1531 £780 4038'3 100.001. 16. 17,: .(' , . SUBCENT~RS ... J L A. CORE 31;6'3% 25. 37,: · 10,l~ 12. 16" . . J.7~ 16.m 100, 00,: TUT/l.=2438-40 --. 
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APPENDIX B 1 

TABLE B.l I 
ESTI~TED TOT~ TRIPS 
OCTIVITY CENTERS MY .. 

' ; 
ORINGIH \ OESTINATIOO 2 3 4 s £, 7 8 9 1(1 . II 

·---------- ·-------. ---- ·------ ---------- ·--------
l. LA. CORE 2337&1 11937 7635 5819 238(1 485(1 £,561 57'i7 £,8'31 2162 23(1 
2. IJESTwOOD/CC/llH CTR 8493 £,C~j"' 3;:/35 2340 754 1(()4 i752 917 3725 462 . 58 l ..JC ... J . 

3. KJLLYl,IOOD CH! 5572 3846 59131 1756 4% . . 239 rnio cm 7'io::3 319 58 
4. ~TA ~ICA CTR 2205 1880 2935 41~8 174 105 1564 13-'i .• cf>04 157 15 
r: MSADEle'.l CTR 13% 351", 262 163 2SSJ1(1 HI <375 582 175 73 26 .J. 

I>. HJNTI~TOl t'ARK CTR 42'3 .3(1 77 13 2(1 42'3 3 ')" ..J 2 I 0 
7. OCLA CTR 1312 1(14& 702 1222 239 175 190% 3-42 521 158 21 
8. a..ENDHI..E .CTR 2(1'31 947 £,72 178 , s% ! 3'1£, ' 587 2438& 36£, £,8 14 
9. HIIHIILSHIRE CTR 29".,S 2'i99 . 15(13 624 157 220 0: 724 291 213'3(1 2(1! · 27 

1(1. SAN ll:DRO CTR 12£,8 257 248 109 E,f, 173 69 51 117 12'315 31 
; 11. SANTA~ CTR 5(, 9 24 18 .15 28 .,., 9 15 3; 8858 . ·, ..... 
I 12. LCl«i f£ACHCJR 173 30 2S 2S 3" ; 235 i 20 ,20 2S 593 69 
I 13. USC >ED. CTR l(J6.lt 2(15 274 111 .· 234 .. m \l 33• 355 162 85 43 -; .l 
I 14. RIVERSIDE CTR 28 I I I 1 3 1 2 4 2 10 
i 15. WR~ CTR 534 J..?(1 1'318 14£, · 131> ; ' 2S -!.1 41 334 17& ,28 7 

I 
ifi. EAST l«lUICXJD CTR 2,:-'(14 b-07 85ft :m. ;, 228 'i 186 ; 722 811 38(1 94 17 
17. EAST LA. CTR 873 11>7 48 Sf, · . 61 .. 506 ! 106 11(1 84 33 1(1 

18. S&\N .1£RNARDINO CTR 10 0 I 1 0 . ·· -· (1 (1 0 1 0 1 ., 

! 19 • .. OOTARIO CTR 20 I 1 l 17 4 1 1 1 1 9 

SUM -~ ACTIVITY CfN1ERS 2£,'t'tf,4. 8'3361 7%66 53928 315'!2 8845 33783 35114 44(,£,4 17389 95(14 , 
sa:iRE OF TOTfll_ 36. 97'J. 2(1. 72"1. · 36.891, :'6. 20'/. 20.49"1. 2;29"1, 23. 70'J. 21.02"1. 28.8(1~ '3. 18'/. 3.16'J. 

STUDY AP.EA TOTAL 7154(17 431371 21594(, 2(1584(1' 153915 386987 142555 11>7(127 1529S5 1&94£,& 3(1(1355 
-- = - ------------------- . - . ----- - --------------· ---------------- .----

! 

CENTEP. SHARE OF AREA 
12 13 H 15 11> 17 18 19 TOTAL TOT~ TOTAL 

1(143 £,314 136 1599 &322 35&9 284 202 42133 5.£,3~ 747998 
rn 811 55 799 1(139 l(if>f, 24 61 12052 f>.lU 1953'33 
HO 787 35 1>13(1 1837 I&., 80 42 13'3"".J◊ 9. 3(,,: 1~5118 
57 15(1 15 10'31 £.(,0 181 45 IS . 4£.(1".13 45.w,: 1(11858 
"7 47 I. f, 395 4(11 17(1 £, 34 27999 Jf,. jj,: . 77(171 
4~ 45 (I 7 31 73 (1 I 585 l.&,'J. 3(1985 
22 334 4 264 118 2(,3 17 28 221:½ 40. 54,: 54597 
36 f,(J! 19 48(1 705 358 19 14 27199 41. fj(I,: 65385 
45 275 20 357 5£,;? 243 Jf, 27 23974 41. 10:i: · 58222 

7(15 98 13 49 83 45 c- 23 mu 33.(1,,: 43359 . .J 

74 46 28 8 15 28 8 74 '3J5(1 22. lf>'J. 41285 I 
1385& X 2(1 13 25 f,9 7 13 H'323 3£.. 1.?'J. 4133~ 

I 

31 7312 I> 64 2(13 184 11 f, 884& 29.'3\i'J. 2958i I 
3 2 42(1() 4 1 14 · 1(1 22 4229 20.211, 2(1928 I 

13 1>9 1(1 £,41'3 157 37 3 7 1(187 4. j(l'j. ~6521 
29 377 r: 2'!3 15922 c.-SS 20 17 3166 7. 86'J. 4(127£. .J 

33 4S4 9 ·-· 2-3 1(12 9127 .. 1(1 1494 £,. l(r,: 245<'.io .J 

0 (1 4 0 0 1 897 4 . 7 cI. cia,: 883ft 
1 1 9 1 l 3 3 1897 4f. o.~m 773& 

---------- ---------------- -----------~------· -------- . -. .. 

1£.358 182(19 lt5'H 17'3"".k 28124 15821 148(1 2'497 273330 15. 49,; 1764995 
8.27'J. If,. 18,: ~- 24'/. 9.£.7'J. i'.2.(I3'J. 11.fih (1.94,: 3. 53,: 12.~~ b.b;f,-

1973(,3 11252i:1 108471 185719 127£,&8 135558 157313 7(17% 21 J&(12f> 8. (IG 2t394583 
========--=============-=-----===========-. ============-. =============~=:====== ·============ 
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JClJR,EY TO Ill~,_ 1980 UTPP 
ACTIVITY CO(TEIC:i IN. Y 

ORIGIN \ DESTlt-1'.lTIC)t' 

TABLE B.2 

2 3 5 7 B 9 1(1 11 
-------------------------------- . -------------------- . ----~----------------- -

l. LOS ~LES COR{ ~ 3(1483 
2. llESTl/000/Nl/CC CJ~ 3.169 
3. H:l.LYl/000 CTR 37(!2 
Ii. SAIHA KONICA CTR ;• H(17 
5. PASADENA cm ,. 1156 
£,, HJflll(;TON PARK -~tR '.(J 
7. 00.A CTR . 42'3 
8 . . lliNOALE CTR 845 
9. MIDIIILSHIR£ CTR 148.? 

1(1. SAN i:fORO CTR · .333 
ll. ~TA~ cm ,,,,, ?3 
12. LO','G BEACH CTR '.J 1,3 
13. USC ,~D • .PR '.'. '75 
H. RIVERS I DE' CTR ., , ;i.~ 

15. BURBAH!< CTR ;' '4G::'. 

302(1 
92(il 
1739 
686 
133 

0 
431 
1 ;, ..... 

1159 
8 
0 
(1 

8 
0 

118 
272 I 6. EAST H:LLYW-JD Cllf 13.:/8

1 17. ' EAST LOS ~GELES (;TR ~ 28 
18. SAN llERNI\RDINO CT~ · 10 0 
19. ONTARrn CTR ·· , f9 (1 

1213 
8(14 

42(15 
193 
71 
0 
~ 

23(1 

358 
l2 

(1 
(I 

1(1 
0 

173 
27& 

0 
0 
0 

. --- • · -. - , , - - . ----:, ,. ;----- . ------
Slt4 OF ~TIVJTY CENTERS 45722 J7Jj! 
~RE i:f TOT~ ~ ,,.. 12. ?6,: 19. 16,: 

£,35 98 
'177 75 
2£,(1 49 

44(15 40 
(1 3244 
0 0 

128 (1 
21 156 
29 15 

(1 0 
(1 (1 
(1 (1 

0 37 
0 0 
Cl 12 

21 .20 
(1 0 
0 0 
(1 1£, 

£,(13E, 37&2 
lG>22,: 10.4£,,: 

412 
27 
76 
12 
18 
52 

(1 

N 
0 
(1 

0 
48 
28 
0 
7 

23 
b2 
0 
0 

731 
2.£,0,: 

584 
569 
3~-1 
913 

14 
0 

2741 
31 

152 
24 

(1 
0 

~c 
JJ 

0 
9 

44 
(1 

0 
0 

4£,4 
43 

11£, 
J(I 
65 

(J 

12 
,?(13-9 
· 2i 

(1 
(1 

0 
13 
0 

143 
104 

9 
(1 
(I 

971 
4£..: 
267 
93 
18 
0 

7(1 
13 

922 
37 

(1 
(1 

11 
0 

49 
2£, 
11 
0 
0 

884 
20lt 
197 

S(1 

32 

24. 
0 

If, 
(1 
(1 

0 
13 
0 
0 
(1 

742 
0 
0 

. () 
0 
(1 

0 
C, 
0 

--------------
3(11i4 . 2'350 2172 795 

11.BU 14.21,: .10.66,: · 4.4(1,: 

STUDY AREA TOTAL ! 0~?. 373('45 8'3388 44735 372Ctfi 35954 30386 3(1(11(1 2"'..i64'i 2(17~ 2C1371 18Ctfil 
==========· ==-·. ====== ' ==== ·-===========--· ===--====== . . ==--=====-=====---====. ·=====. == . --=======:..::=== 

l 
' ' 

CENTER SHARE OF AREA 
Ii? 13 14 15 16 17 IB I '3 TOTAL TOTAL · TOTAL 

------------- ---------------------
11 511 26 51 556 4-c-.:,., 0 (1 40444 52. 3(1;: . 77325 
1(1 ·51 (1 141 15 61 (1 (1 155(13 se.e1,: 26372 

(1 12£, (1 107 ~Jb 23 0 (l 11430 51.6£,,: ~2242 
12 'i7 0 44 62 1(1 0 (1 823(1 S4. 3'3:i 15131 
9 i3 0 22 c(1 26 (1 0 4'312 47. 3(n: 10384 
0 (1 0 .. (I (1 (1 (i (I ~ 68.42,: 7£, 
0 C, (1 3(1 28 20 (1 (I ~ 68.2'3'l: S&02 
(1 44 (1 1'3(1 57 .,~ 

~.:i 0 () 37&2 "'"·· 47i, 8&57 
0 13 (I 27 34 12 (I 0 42b5 53.2e,: 8(1(15 

b2 31 (1 (1 (I (l (1 () l(lf,7 25.01,: 4267 
0 37 (I 0 0 0 (1 .0 8(12 16.8(1,: U73 

547 12 (1 (1 (1 0 (1 (J 757 .1'3.25i, 3'333 
0 34£, 0 0 (1 2'3 (1 (1 7'34 45.21,: 1754 
(1 (1 -~c 

.>JJ (1 (1 (1 0 (1 ~~ .. 
.)JJ 25;(t'ji, 1335 

(J 8 0 ~i?5 30 19 0 0 163:i 4!. 34;: · 3'35(1 
(1 57 (1 25 6Bi 24 . (1 (1 2'373 4'3. 37;. 535(1 
(1 '3 (1 0 0 2....:-fi 0 (1 705 34.63:i 2032 -,. ..... 
0 (1 (1 (1 . (l -(1 14 (I 24 H.'31,: . 161 
(1 (1 (1 (1 (1 0 (1 82 m !&.%;: £,17 

---------~----- . ---- --------- ·------ ·--------. --------------- ----------- . ----------------
651 1365 3f,I 1~12 173'3 31ti [4 82 1(11&33 5(1. 17,: 2(J;?9f.t, 

3. 78;. 8. 37'/. 2.~;. 9. 4 71. l'd1ti'/. 8. 7'3"j. (1.1~ J. £,£,,: 12.41,: 4. 3.:,j 

172",~ Jf,3(18 14(il2 1269<1 12371 10H8 7'c,-., 'i951 fl2(lfl75 Ii.~&,: 4E,%3,2 
===========- ·======-- ·========= . ==· ===================· . ==================================== 
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'TABLE B,3 
KIOE SPLITS -- roR.IC TRANSIT ---

. JOJRtEYS lO W(JRl{I I 980 UTPt> 
~TJVITY (:El(TERS CN,Y · 

ORIGIN \ DESHNATIOO 57 ss 52 SJ 63 GI s~ 62 SG fl, f.8 
----

_______ .; ----------------------- .,. ____________ 
1. LOS ~LES COP.E 1127'3 .1007 4(12 m 0 161 2H 218 r/.1 345 (1 
2. WESTl(J()l)/EcH/CC ·crR 27(1 276 40 11(1 0 0 E,8 0 j7 33 (1 

3. l{)(.LYl,IQOCI CTR lb2-3 591 j7fs 83 (J 18 161 13 104 61 (1 
4. SA'-ITA HCtHCA CTR 366 177 33 308 0 (I 2G7 0 34 18 (1 
s. PASADE~ CTR 301 24 s 0 162 (I (1 (1 (1 (1 (1 

G • . IWTl~TOO PARK CTR 0 0 (j (1 (1 0 0 0 0 (1 0 
7. OCLA CTR SI ~ (1 42 {I (1 27 , (I (1 (1 (1 
8. G..ENM..E CTR 220 0 18 0 0 0 0 122 0 lS C, 

9. MIWILSHIRE CTR 4(1() 2(13 2'1 2~ (l (1 27 H 83 (1 (l 

10. SAA PEDRO ClR 2Ct (I (l 0 0 (1 0 0 (1 11 (I 

/: 11. SANTA ~A CTR 0 (1 (> (1 0 (1 0 (1 ·•. _(I (1 52 
· 12. · LOOG £60!. CTR 48 (1 0 0 0 (1 (I ,. , o 0 11 0 
1 J •. USC l'ED. CTR l J (1 (• (l {I 0 0 IS 0 0 (I 0 
J4. RIVERSl[JE CTR (1 (I 0 0 (1 0 (1 . 0 0 0 (I 

I''- BURft'VV. CTR 17 (1 40 0 0 (1 o' H 0 0 (i J, 
·1G; 8lST 00...LMOO CTR 571 122 ;:s 0 0 0 o· lit 0 14 (I 

17. EAST LOS A'lGELES CTP. 94 (1 0 0 (1 (I (1 (1 II 0 0 
18. SAN BERNARi>INO CTR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ,, 0 0 0 
19. OOTAR10 CTR . 19 0 0 0 . (1 0 0 (1 (1 (1 (1 

---------------
SU1 Cf: ACTl'.J!TY Cf!HERS 151!, 4£1 85 374 162 (1 336 136 117 "" 52 ,J,J 

~RE OF TOTilL 1. 97-:. s.8J,: 2.H-:. 10. ss;c . 8. l'tiC (1,(1(';( s; ci9,: 9.281' 4. GliC · 1.%-:. 8.11~ 

STUDY AREA TOTAL 77C'tf,S 79{~ JSc'.6 3539 19'33 1:m .4158 1469 2547 2778 641 • 
== . :.:---=======-=====-==============-======:.:=======~· . === .- =============-- '= - ------------

CENTER SHARE OF A!lEA 
58 5'3 65 ~5 SJ 60 64 f:,7 TOTAL TOTAL . TOTR. 

------------------ ·----- -----------------
(1 148 0 15 15{, 187 0 () 1735 7.111' 2"~3(1 · 
CJ (1 (1 (! (1 0 0 (1 254 1a.ui 13&:'. 
0 83 (I 24 38 12 0 0 524 1(1,{IG'j 5211 
(I (1 (I (l 13 l(I 0 (1 627 2.'3. ~e;c 2127 
(I l!i (l 0 (1 0 0 (J 178 1too,: 938 
(1 (1 (I 0 {I (1 (l (1 (1 <1. (1(1,: (1 

0 0 (1 11 0 0 0 (I 70 'c.,.}'31' i7(1 
(1 {I (I 0 (1 0 0 (1 13i 18.58)'. 739 
0 (1 0 0 17 0 0 (1 147 14.161' 1(\/i(I 

18 0 0 
,, ,. {1 (1 (1 0 c:'3 ' JJ,(l(l'j 22(1 

0 0 (1 (l 0 . (I (1 (1 ~ 13. 4(1'j 3&li 
4'3 (1 (1 (1 ·c1 (I (1 (1 (,(I 7.3'i 82'3 

(1 (I 0 0 (1 1'3 (I (t 15 G.65,: ~2b - ~I (I 2(1 (1 (l (1 (1 (I 2(1 s~.m 37 
0 (I 0 13 (1 (1 (I (I 14 e.4s,: . 1'63 
(1 0 (1 12 (I (1 (I (1 ~6 2. IB'i 126'3 
0 (J .(1 (I 0 2(1 0 (1 II 3.6(1)'. 305 
(I 0 (• (1 (I (1 (1 (1 (1 (1,(l(t'j 1(1 
0 0 0 (1 0 0 t) (1 (1 (1.00-,: 19 

------------------------ . ----- • ____ • --------- · ______ "P' ___ . . -------- . ------------------ . -----

67 lb 20 II 30 2'j 0 (1 1336 ' 1'3. Gt)l E.615 
j,~3,: (1,';f,~ s. 35,: 3. '34:t 2.H:< ~. ~S) (1, (1(.)~ 0. (1(1,: ~- '3~·::. ~."73";. 

1%2 Jt,E,'3 37G 262 123(1 l 143 ,-
,/-/ ~a 2.?:i47 ,. ~12,: 24;184(1 

------- ---- ·---------------· -----------·-----.- ·.--------------------=---=- ... - -~------=-=-=::- ·===. ------
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A p P E N D I X C 

TABLE C. l 

.ACTIVITY CENTERS ANO THEIR CORRESPONDING GEOGRAPHIC UNTS 

Id# Area Name RSA All AZ2 Census Tract 
(as used by SCAG) 

51 Santa Monica 16 16011 320 70150JJ'c 701502* 701601* 
Center 16 16013 . 322 701602,, 70170],'c 701802,'c 

16 16014 323 7019 

52 Hollywood 17 17013 350 1902 190301 190302 
Center 17 17014 351 1906,'c 1907 . 19081c . 

17 17015 352 1909 191901 
17 17016 353 
17 17017 354 

53 East Hollywood 17 17019 356 191201 191202 1913* 
Center 1953,·, 

54 UCLA 17 17022 359 265301 265302 
Center 

55 Westwood/ 17 17026 363 , 2149,., · 2657 · 2671 .. 
Beverly Hi 11 s/ 17 17027 364 7004,'c 7005,'c ]008f: 

Century City 17 17040 376 700902 7010 
17 17043 378 

56 Mi dw i 1 sh i re 17 17031 368 2145 2151 2163* 
Center 17 17048 383 

57 L.A. Core 17 17035 373 1977 204502,•c 2061 
1,7 17058 393 2062 2063 2064 ' 

1'7 17059 . 394 · 2071 2072 2073 i 

17 17070 405 2074 ,2075 , 2076 · Ii 
21 21001 553 2077 2078 2079 I 
21 21007 558 2088 2089 2091 

I 21 21009 559 2092 2093 2094 
21 21011 - 560 209.5 2096 2097 
21 21019-20 568 2 11 l ,., 2112* 2113 
21 21021-22 569 2114 2118 2119 
21 21008 572 2121 2122 2123 
23 23002 701 2124 2125 2132* 
23 23003 702 2133,'c 2134 2241 
23 23004 703 2245 2246* · 2261* 
23 23005 704 2262,'c 2263* 231 lfc 
23 23009 707 
23 23010 708 
23 23011 709 
23 23012 ]lo 

87 .. , 
Preceding page blank 
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J 1· ·, 
i ' , I. 

i· ~. 
\ 

23016 
I 

23 713 ,1' 

23 23018 714 
23 23020 715 ::1 23 23021 716 ;, 

23 23022 717 
23 23023 718 
23 23025 720 l 
23 23026 721 
23 23027 722 
24 24034 ·. 751 I 

58 Long Beach 20 20035 548 5759 5760 5761 
Center 5762 

21004 
J 

59 USC Med. Center 21 555 2031 2033 

60 East L.A. 21 21026 573 2051 ;': 

61 Huntington park 21 21041 588 5325,·( 53310 l * .5332,'c 

62 Glendale 24 24009 727 3016 3023 3024 
11 : 24 24013 731 

63 Pasadena 25 25016 781 4619 4622 4635 ' 
Center 25 25019 785 4636 

64 San Bernardino 29 963 57 
Center 

65 Burbank Center 13 13029 274 3116,.( 

66 San Pedro 19 19035 510 2962;'( 2965,•c 2966f( 
Center (2969) f( 

67 Ontario Center 28 28026 921 14,'c 

68 Santa Ana 42 42028 1181 7440 J l'( 

69 Riverside tenter 46 1242 303,•c · l 

Total 59 AZs 103 Cens~s Tracts 

~ 

;'c = Newly Adde~ Census Tracts. 

JI 
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.,,.,.i- APPENDIX D 1: ·J.·,! J :: - ~~ 
" , .( :<'. f,: A? 0, ~--: -:.- .' ·1.' 2 - ' • .' • 

Tlblt E.2 Pera!ransit Cities In Los Angeles County 6 
. ., . ,: : .' / .• -/, · .. 

FY 85·66 FY 85-U : '! 
.·., ; ' 

Prop A FY 05·86 FY 05·06 FY 85·86 FY 85·86 
Service Area Cen-tcr? Funded? Konths hrs/wlc Annual Rcv~nuc Revenue Annual Uncomnitted X Uncomil i Used 

(1:YES) 'Yes No In Operation Op Costs from F:ires from Prop A Total Rev Funds (S) FIXlds 
•.....•.•..• ~ •............ _ ........ ~---·-··~----·-··--·-····-------·-·-··--·-···············~-------.--•----············-········---··· ., 
ACOJRA Hill$ 1 29 60 193475 127075 . 65.7 100 
Al!IMBU 1 60 014771 ·124959 • 15.3 . 
AlCADIA 1 151 95.5 664711 119253 476963 629868 2379 o.s 
AJtTUIA 1 156 157232 147112 93.6 
AVALON 30686 16620 54.2 
AZUSA -- - - 3&1441 52811 14.6 
IALD\11 N PARK 1 84 45 548697 111041 20.2 5 
IELL 279101 51'06 18.4 
IELL CAROENS 1 56 921301 45853 5~0 
IHLFLOUU 1 60 48 539653 45762 8.5 75 
IEVULT Hill$ I 1 56 372510 115210 . 30.9 

~ IIIAD~URT 9656 9656 100;0 
' IUUAll!C 1 1 42 , 1102039 634634 57.6 

CJ.115011 1 111 45 1010024 ·272714 ·27.0 ioo 
CERRITOS 1 96 168 655306 •144064 ·22.0 15 

00 ClAltEMONT 1 144 80 212823 24658 376221 208144 149342 39.7 100 
U) 

CCM4ERCE 1 120 ,o 1342354 113751 1234743 ~449417 ·395.1 
C04PTOII 982468 612468 62.3 
COVINA t 26 168 472374 285420 60.4 75 
tu>AHY 202103 1,00904 49;9 
CULVER CITT 1 168 42.5 3540231 929964 434041 3187367 248074 57.2 .100 
DOUNET 1 1,:4 65.5 353236 5972 969370 964198 485291 50. 1 J°o 
DUARTE 214500 28500 13.3 
El MONTE 1007600 ·459592 ·45.6 
El SEQJNOO 1 48 60 166669 98869 59.3 
CARDENA 5370913 976971 459109 4920551 2292 0.5 
ClENOAlE 1 1 36 50 1805324 1115324 59.2 5 
ClEIIOOltA 1 126 53.2 139504 5847 385248 139504 1253 0.3 iO 
GLEIIO~A· 1 60 60 
HAIIAI IAN CAIIOENS 124162 70552 56.8 
HAVTH°"NE 1 60 58.7 647728 •194012 ·30.0 20 
HUHOSA BEACH . 1 12 168 362361 8755 · 199532 2434 ·15262 . -7.6 90 
HIDDEN HILLS 0 0 
HVNTINCTON PARK 1 1 60 64 475141 ·'4759 ·9.4 
INDUSTRY 7528 7528 100.0 

-a,d·-c ·\Q)?{ 4IJ 
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T.tlle E.2 Paratransl: Citlu In Los Angelu County 

' 
Prop A FY 85·86 FY 05 ·36 FY 85 ·86 FY 85·86 FY 85·86 - FY 85·86 

Strvlc:t Aru Center? Furded7 Month$ hrsNlc Annual Revenue Revenue Annual Uncoirmi tted X Uncoirm X Used. 

(1zYES) Tes No In Operation Op Costs from Filres from Prop A Total Rev Funds (S) Fl.rlds 
. . 

········~·-··········· ································ . . ················ 
IIICLEVOOO 1023343 146236 14.3 

ll\llllOALE 
11451 ·36S.49 -319,2 

,q LA CAIIADA/FLINTRI0CE 245366 223968 · 91.3 

'I LA KAUA HEIGHTS 56976 ·123024 ·215.9 

1: l 
LA HlltAOA 1 156 67.5 436076 26581 452922 362481 178372 39.4 45 

::1 LA PUENTE 1 30 45 381302 248482 65.2 70 

LA VERNE 1 120 62 30,1057 152017 50~5 100 

i:• LAl:£\,IC)CX) 1 144 50.5 719393 -15'4951 ·21.5 · 10 

LAIICASTtll 618779 326279 52.7 

LAWDALE 1 · 18 273004 ·53770 ·19. 7 

lc:NITA 1 120 168 18/.950 131350 71.0 100 

I LOIIC 8EACH 1 1 146 24677812 6'.:i54153 3910228 23144726 647228 16.6 

LOS ANGELES 1 48 50 2728707 105576 37396245 2835611 22860758 61., 15 

LYIIVOCO 139953 ~522 607504 130365 1504 0.2 

MANHATTEll .8EACH 1 144 .35 943456 2652 361641 362623 ·506524 • 162.6 

HANXO 1 24 45 2~4006 119606 50.9 33 

~ .«:>NltOVIA 1 . 56 326201 43206 13.2 

~ MONTEBELLO 1 120 18 5350505 17.?2177 567570. 4867049 26426 4.7 65 

MOIITE•EY PARK 1 120 566171 202208 · 49.8 

NOltllAl( 1 144 3017223 2:,2920 824296 2590739 250968 30.4 100 

PAUC>ALE 1 15 223807 208807 93.3 

PALOS VERDES EST. 154664 51257 33. 1 

PAWOJNT 379551 ~100708 . ·26.5 

f'.~SAOEIIA 1 1 36 86 151327? 1012408 66.9 40 

PICO RIVERA 1 48 673511 295478 43.9 

~-'' VALLEY 1 156 90777 1156417 1581605 420659 36.4 

RANCHO .PALOS VERDES 572251 70105 618536 566722 - 265380 42,9 

lEDONOO JEACH 1 198 168 175613 10396 74501,7 175613 366745 49.2 47 

ROl.LINC MILLS 21111 21131 100.0 

.ROlllllC .Hill S EST. . , 73708 14046 19.1 

ROSEMEAD 1 
>., 

67 71 434108 ·8126n · -i87.2 

SAIi DIMAS 314588 . 180362 57.3 

SAIi FEUANDO 1 36 64 162138 •96242 ·52.8 

SAIi. CAUIEl 1 ~8 303185 255520 84.3 
SAN MAUNO . 151870 ·48130 •31.7 

lioiii,i ' -~ • li,Mi .• ''iiitii;··· ·,-~. -,,.,,,.,_·, ,~ ) ,· 
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Tlblt E.2 P1ratr1nsit titi,s In Los Angcl,s County 

Prop _A FY 85·86 FY OS·e6 FY 85·06 FY 85·86 FY 65·86 fY 85·86 
Strvlct Arn Ctnttr7 Funded? Honths hrs/;,I: AnnuJ I Rcv~nuc Revenue AMual Uncomi,itt~ X Uncomn X Used 

(1•l'ES) Yu No In Operation Os:, ::::-sts from faru from . Prop A Totol Rev Funds (S) FU"ds 

·········· · ················•· . ········· · ········-···•·.················· . ·····-··················~---······················ · ·········· 
SAJITA FE SPRINGS 1 120 45 142246 9346 6.6 
SANTA IOIICA 13641167 5657549 889491 11821892 384107 43;2 
SIUU KADU 1 38 128184 34946 27.3 
llWL Kill 1 72 106.5 85404 38651 45.3 0 

~II El HCMTE 1 120 45 198263 ·4 7316 •23.9 80 
saJTN CATE 1 168 58 71'4911 · ·293297 •41.0 85 
SOOTH PASADENA 296813 ·3234~0 ·109.0 
TE>IPU CITY 1 60 62 293684 -41566 .,,~2 75 
TOU,\NCE ··, 1 ~- 113 51 5703597 1024428 1327.198 5146240 108420 8,2 6 
VUNOII 
\/AlllUT 1 13 204950 ·78316 •38.2 

I 
l,UT COVIIIA 1 48 50 850588 527564 62.0 0 
~ ST MOll T\,OCO 435697 ·00428 •18.5 
\IESTUJ:E VlllAGE 1 29 144 76698 7158 9.3 50 

(0 \IMITTIU 0771,07 110932 12.6 f--' 
VII I IICOltPOltA TE 0 . 1 60 1,5 5279565 '111305 11356221 11865059 4599021 40,5 2(' 
•••••••••••••••••sn•••••••••••.••••••••••••••2••••222•r=~=-=========i=====~~~·::::22e2:~=======2•te:2::::=====~2===•c•••••••••~•==•=~=: 
Total 6 38 111 2'37 2303 2867.9 74654058 17(,72561 904 77273 7674.0534 34532415 736.9051 17e8 

Hinln.n 'l•l~ 1 .0 1 .o 12 . 0 84.il 10.0 13950(, .o 2(,52. 0 0.0 2434.0 ·012677.0 ·395.1 0.0 
Hul.:u. Value 1.0 1 .• 0 156.0 198.0 169.0 24677012.0 65'il, 15).0 37396245;0 23144726.0 22860758.0 100.0 100.0 
Mtan 1.0 1.0 62.5 135 . 5 n.5 3732702.9 il,'13628. 1 1077110.4 3_654692. 1 411100.2 11.9 54. ;> 
Standerd Deviation o.o 0.0 41.0 26.7 42 . 0 5776681.9 1792331.4 4109218.8 5525390.0 2528212.0 110.9 35 . 3 

. ·-·- ~ -·--··-·--------- - - .. ·•--··-·-'--· .... 
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TABLE E. 1 

THE LIM I TED ROLE OF CBDs IN THE TEN LARGEST U.S. . URBAN I ZED AREAS ( 1980) 

total core--=c i ty a I I CBD 
area jobs CBD jobs* j obsl'c 

(000 IS) (000 IS) (000 IS) 
( 1) (2) (3) (2) / (I) (3) I ( 1) (2) / (3) 

N.Y. 6,627.5 537.7 664.9 0.081 ·). JOO 0.809 

L.A. 4,366.3 129.8 183.6 0.030 '·· . 042 0.707 

Chicago 2,989.9 279. 1 289.6 0.093 0.097 0.963 

Phi la. 1,689.4 172.6 206.4 0. 102 . o. 122 0.837 

S. F. 1,536.9 168.0 225.4 0. 109 o. 147 0.745 

Detroit 1,498 .8 76.7 83.8 0.051 0.056 0.915 

D.C 1,415.6 124.5 124,5 0.088 

Boston 1,270.7 85.8 106.6 0.068 0.084 0.805 

Dal I as l, 228.8 78.3 102.2 0.064 0.083 0.767 

Houston l, 200 .0 102.9 109. l 0.086 0.091 0.944 

TOTAL 23,838.8 l, 755,5 2,096. l 0.074 0.088 0.838 

* Central Business Distr i ct jobs held by .residents of all SMSAs of the corre­
s~nding SCSA; for Dallas and Washington,D.C.: a.II CBD jobs held by SMSA res­

. i dents. 

Sources: computed from U.S. Census of Population (1980) Journey to Work: Met­
ropolitan Commuting Flo.1s, Table 3: and U.S. Department of Transportation 
(1985) Demograph ic Change and Recent Worktrip Travel Trends, Volume.!.= Final 
Report Table C2. -
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E.2 

, WORKTRIP. TRAVEL ' .JME ''DISTRIBUTlONS .· 
TEN. L-ARGEST u.s / ' • -,NlZED AREAS (1980) 

. .. - --.,. -·\ .•' 

o'ne-way trTp ;Wtm i nutesL 
. . ' 

45 ~nd apprx. mean 
than 10 ·· 10-19 20:-:29 30-44 · more md. mean 45+ 

10.0% 23.7% 16.2% 20.3% 29.8% 30.0 32.3 62.6 

11 .5% 31 .0% 22. 1% 21 .6% 13~7% 23.4 24. 1 57.0 

11. 2% 24.7% l8.4% 23.3% 22.5% 27.7 28: 3 · 58.o 

12.3% . '' 2] .5% 20.0% 21.9% 18.3% 25. I 26.0 57.2 

11.0% 30.U 20.7% 21.8% ·. 16. 4% 24.3 25.2 56.5 

11. 7% 30.2% 25. 1% 22:5% 10.4% 23.3 22.9 54,4 

8.4% 22.9% 21.6% 26. 7% 20.3% 28.7 28. 1 55.5 

14.7% 30.9% 19.9% 21 ; 1% 13.4% 22.0 23. 1 55.2 

11 .9% 31.3% 24.9% 22 . 3% · 9. 7% 22.7 22.4 55.3 

10.3% 26.0% 21 .0% 25.6% 17.2% 26.5 26 . 2 55.9 

" · 

cOmputed from U.S. Department of Transportation ( 1985) Transeortation · 
Data for . Urbanized Areas Based on the 1980 Census Chapters 1 and 2. 
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